
by  sir culatio 

C;ENTI:i AL iikiiviINITliATIVE Th1BUNAL 
AL-LAI-168AL) BENCH 

heview App  icatic.)n No. 	0f 	 

In 

Uriyinal Mica ion No.,1,048 of 1990 

I1  Allahabad this the 	9  day of 	11"-ti 	1999? 

honehle 	 kernber 	_L 

..)hukla, 	idow of Late 	Lalman 

hukla croup 'De (Chowkidar) resident of Village 

Kutullupur, P.U. Mahar aj Nagar, Jistt. Fairukhabad. 

Appli cant. 

Ey_ Ar4voc at e hr 	P. Ajr awaLt  

Versus 

1. Union of India through the ..ecretary, Ministry 

of Communication, Goverrrnent of India, New 
• 

2. Chief kost iviaster Leneral, Kanpur he ion, Kanpur. 

3. superintendent of Post Uf fice, Fatehgarh 

Farr ukhabai. 

hespondents 

By .ticivoc4te_..,hri 

E 	,( BY Circulation ) 

ay hone ble 	. 	Jain..iviember 

Per used the grounds for review. 

2: 	 review cannot be made a vehicle for an 

appeal in disguise. The :.upr erne Court has held in 

pg . — 



Tundbh dra Industries Ltd. Vs. State of Andhra  Pradesh 

j".64 a.C. 1,372 that where without any elaborat-e 

argument one could point to the error and say here is 

a substantial point of law Which stares one in the face, 

and there could reasonably be no two options entertained 

about it, a clear case of error apparent on the face of 

the record would be made out. here, however, we have 

only a lengthy repetition of old arguments. This obviou 

cannot warrant a review since the implication is that 

the impugned order requires reconsioeration on merit. 

tAccardingly, finding no merit, the 	is summarily 

dismissed. 

Member ( J ) 

/M.111./ 


