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DATE OF DECISION 

Pettione, 

Advocate for the Petitioner (s) 

Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

The Hon'ble Mr. Di:th 

The Hon'ble 

JUDGMENT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be aUowed to see the Judgment ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 
	

z NO 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 



If  

2 

VinÔdkumar N. Rival 
4, ubhlaxmi 5ociety, 
Ranip, iihme6abad, 	 plicant 

.1dvocete 	Mr. V.M. Rival (Party in person) 

Versus 

Union of Inc ja 
Dirsctor General 
Postal services, 
New Delhi 

aenior ueerintendent of R.M.. 
Ahmedabad Divisi, n, 
Ahrnedabad. 

Director of Postal Services (H') 
Office of the Post Msster General 
Ahisecabad. 	 Res oondents. 

Advocate 

In 	 Date: 7-3-1995 

R.A. 34/1994 in O.A. 40(1791 

Per iIon'ble Dr. R.K. 4axeria 	Meeter (J) 

This review aerlico tion has been moved by the 

apl.icant himself arid he also sought permission to pt up 

few points before us. We alloth - same and heaxd the 

apelicant. 

2. 	The ceritention of the aolicant is that the 

O.. 400/91 which was filed by hm was decided by this 

Tribunal -n 13--1994 on the ground that the ap licant had 

file(f. Revie asplicti, n before the Nemnbi:r (Personnel), 



91 

Postal Department which was oending at the time of filing 

ef the application. 41-  The other grounc was that wanted to 

withcraw the aoolic tion with leave t move representation 

abut the h isposal of the rev is iona 1 aaplicaticn, so peed ing. 

Now his contention is tht the Review asplicatin as a matter 

of tact was decided. 	f: re the date of c7ecis ion i.e. 13-9-94 

in the said O.A. 400/91. Had it been the fact, it would have 

heen brought to or notice at the time of disposal of the 

dince the review aeolic tien as is c etended by the 

apolicantis rejectec.-d thus L:resh cause of actiri has 

arisen. There may He coint of limithtion which may he 

condoned in the present circumstances, The aolicant is 

therefere, directEs t file fresh J.A. cIoi1enging the 

order passed in review application, 

3. 	The present review apolicsti:;u has got no force 

and is therefore rejected accordingly, 

(Dr, R.X. S,axena) 
	

Cx. Rarne moo rthy) 
Hember (J) 	 ie1flber (A) 


