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CE.NTRAL ADi'lINISFI ATIVE TRHilUN AL

ALLAHABAD BE~CH, ALLAHABAD.

Allan6b.sd tt-'isthe day o f 1995.

REVIEW API-'LI: ,1HIo;.: rJO. 87/10 OF 1994.

uflIGlJrNAL APPLICATIOI~ ,:0. 531 OF 1993.

R3ghvendrR Kumar Upadhyeya, 5/0 Sri DevGndra

Kumar Upadhyaya, R/0 Village &: Pas t 0 ffice-Kohra

Su 1 tBnpu r , 0 is trLc t-Jaunpu r ,

By Advocate Sri M.A. Siddiqui. •••••••.Ap pl, icont •

The Union af India,
Tb rouqn the Dir8cGor General (Posts)

'j'

Oak BhOLL; an, N8W Delhi And 4 0 chers •

•••••••• ReSpondents.
COriAM: Hon'bib Mr. S. Da.s Gupta, rv£fVEER (A)

ORO E R

By Han'blc Pir.S. Das Guptn, MEf'lBER (1\)

1 • This apolication has been filbd

seeking Review of the Judgm-nt and order dat2d

26.9.1994, by which 0 .A. ~.jo.539 of 1993 was dismissed •

2. In the scid O.A., the applicant

had pray2d that the appointment af the respondEnt

na. 6 in that O.A be q~ashed and he be apfointed on the

post of Extra Departmental Branch Post MastEr. It

wes held that an earlier cancaj.La ti on of the apr.o.Lnt mcn t

of th~ respondent no. 6 having been set aside by a
Bench of <:.i16 TrLbunaj "!nd the Tribunal's order hrv.inq
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bsc ore final after a S.L"P was disposed of by tJ,E

Supre~e Court, there would not be Qny reason to

ad jud Lca Le the matter a-fresh to ex ami.n, as to

who be tween the app I Lcan t and th3 £,::,spondent no. 6

is a better candidate for the post.

3. In the Review /,p-·l ic a tion

Jv~
submi as i ons made,.. ~ i:end to indicate that u.ha t is

,
being sought, ~ is a reappraisal 0 f ci.c matter

as to .JflO is a be t~8r candidat-. In o the r words,

t08 entir~ controversy is sought to be reopened

""for re-adjudica tion ~ this Review r.pplic a tLon ,

This docs not Come !dthin the anb.l t of a Reviaw
'",

ApplicetLon.

4. The scop~ of 8 review of a

judg~oni::. already delivered is very li~iLed. A

judgment and order .slNcdy possed can be review=d

only i.f t.hc re is any error 3ppar.:..nt on the face of the

record or some new facts are br ouch t out, which co o Ld

not be br ouqh t ou t earlier dc sp i t e ,JJe dili;enc:: W8IT-

anti.r] reviEW of t.r-8 mrder. We find no error 8p!=arBnt

on the feee of the record in thE judgment deliv8rsd nor
t., k....

havs Sf'ly neUJ f'ac ts"..hr=ugilt out in i:he :l8vi8w Application.

5. In view of tho abovG, tha Review

AppliC8~ion is dismiSSEd.

~~Vt.
t'1Ef'8ER (J)

ALLAHABAD: DATED:
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