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Allahabad i Dated this i6th a~ ot April, 1997 

Hon• ble lv\r . s. JJas Ci.Jpta, A. M. 

Hon I bl e Mr. r. L. ve~ma. J. P•l. 

Review Application No.1402 ot 1993 

In 

Ori ginal Application No. 1408 of 1992 

uistrict : Kan[?Ur 

Union of lnaia throu gh 

Supdt. ot Post Oftices,Kanpur. • • • • • Applicants 

Versus 

• • • • •• Responaent 

u H µ E R (0 r a 1) 

.f;t{ Hon• ble A1r. s. JJas GJpta, A,M. 

This application was fileci seeking review of the 

order tlated 22-4-1993 by which OA No.1408 of 1992 was 

allowed, The at ore sai<l OA was filed t7f the applicant 

challenging the orue r by which his services as E. u. A. 

were terminated.- The Bench or the Tribunal aeciuing this 

OA consiaerect the rival pleadings and came to the oonc1usion 

that it the applic6nt•s appointment wat after observing 

necessary formalities, merely because, out of canaiaates 

sponsoreu,only the applicant ha~ aubmitted application 

and others uia not, cannot vitiate the appoint.a.Qt 

2. In the present review applic 
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competition since out of three candidate s sponsored 

' oy the Employment Exchange only the applicant submitted 

the application. 

3. 'fhe aforesaia 'jrounas have lie l.. I been taken 

i nto consideration "of the Bench which had deciaed the 

OA. Ihus, what the present applicants in the review 

application are seeking is the reconsideration of 

the contro'IE'rsy on merit. This d~s not come within 

the narrow scope of r eview ap~lication. lt is settled 

law that an order already passed can be reviev.ed only 

if it is shown to b e suffering fCO fil any error apparent 

on the face of record or it any ne\•; tac t is brought out 

v1hich warrants review of the order already passea, 

proviued such fact coulu not be brousht ~arlier aespite 

exe rcise of ~ue diligence. 

4. It is clear from the oraer passea that it does 

no t suffe r from any apparent error on the f ac& of 

r e cord , nor has 1.. n~ appli cant in the review has brought 

t t hi h " M)- . . Th ou arry naw f ac·r, w c was earlier consiuereo. e 
(... 

review application has, there fore, no merit and is 

di snii ssea accoraingly. 
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