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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT lVE TRIBLtJAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCli 

Review Application No, 112/2 of 1294 

In 

Original Application N0,1144 of 1994 

HON. MR. JUSTICE B.c. S.AKSENA, V .C, 

_ , ___ --f 

... 

Kiran Prakash Tewari •••• Petitioner 

Versus 

Union of India and Ors 

ORDER 

JUST ICE B ,C. SAI<SENA, V .C. 

-
• , • • .Respondents 

1 have gone through the .review application 

and the grounds raised therein, All the points urged 

at the hearing of the O.A were duly considered and 

conclusions and findings on the said pleas have been 

given in our judgment passed in the O,A, 

2. Ole of the grounds raised in the review 

petition is that reliance on the Railway Board's letter 

dated 30,7,86 should not have been placed in view of the 

fact that Rule 206 of the Indian Railway Establishment 

Manual had incorporated the letter of the Railway Board 

dated 18.6.87 but had not incorporated the provisions 

contained in letter dated 18,6.87, An in1erence is thus 

sought to be drawn that the Railway .Board itself had come 

to the conclusion that the subsequent allegedly inconstant ' 
had the 

letterJover-riding effect over the letter dated 30,7,86 
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As noted in parit 9 of our judgment the applicant himself 

placed reliance on ~ilway Board's letter dated 30.7.86, 
. . 

It h•s also been noted in our judgment that htabliabaant 

Mitnuill are based on Railway Board's la.:tter. Inclusion of 

the contents of one letter does not rule out tha ~plica­

bility •' the other letter, we have alsO- held that a 

self contradictory plea is being raised by the applicant. 

3. The other gro\.8d raised in support of the 

review application is directed against our finding that 

it would be in-equitable to grant any relief which will 

adversely effect on others who had not been iq>leaded • 
. 

In respect of this finding a ple• has been raised that it 

is not a case of revision of seniority list but of forming 
• 

a pane 1. This plea over-lools the fact that the petitio-

ner's cll(im if allowed would have brought hill on the earlia 
. 

panel, thus giving him the benefit of seniority over others 

whose names found place in the litter panels. 

4. The grounds ritised in tbe review petitin are 

nothing but a rehash of the pleas already urged itt the 

hearing of the O.A and~~ fully considered and answered. 

This...-. is not the scope of review petition. The review 
I 

application does not raise any grounds conte~litted by 

Order 47 Rule 1 C.P.C which are applied in re~ect of the ­

review application. No error apparent on the face of the 

record has been pointed out. A virtual re-hearing 9f the 

pleas cannot be permitted, I am accordingly of the opinion 

that the review application lacks marit and deserves to be 

dismissed, The review application may be placed before 

.r. s. Das Gupta, A.M. for 

Dated; 28,2,1995 
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In view of the concurrence of Mr, S. Das Gupta 

M!mber (A) with the opinion tendered by me the 

review application is• dismissed for the reasons 

detailed in mtreer dated 

lmmber (A), 

28.2.95. 

. ' . 
V~ce Cha~rman 


