CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL \,)\
PRINCIPAL BERCH, REW DELHI

‘R.A.RO.235/2003, M.A.NO.1724/2003, M.A.NG.1725/20663
IN 0.A.RNC.1535/2002

Thrusday, this the 4th day of December, 20603

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Vice Chairman (J)
Hon'ble Shri 8. K. Naik, Member (A)

e
(as

i. Union of India through its Secretar
Ministry of Information & Broadcast
* - i AT .

Shastiri Bhawan, New Delhi

¥y
ing

Z2. The Director General

All India Radio

Akashwaini Bhawan

Parlliament Street, New Delhi
3. The Chief Engineer

CCW, All India Radig

Soochna Bhawan, CGO Complex

Lodhi Road, New Delhi

...Review appiicants

Versus
Shri Lalit Kumar
son of Late Shri Kishori Lal Gupta
regident of A-4/230, Paschim Vihar
New Delhi-31

. . .Respondent
(By Advocate: Shri 85.C.Saxena)
O RBRDER (ORAL)

Hon’'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminatham, VC (J):

W have heard Shri S8.M.Arif, lilearned counsel for
review applicants in RA-235/2003 They have also filed
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(2)
praying for condonation of delay should be allowed in the
)g/
interest of justice. do no.
Z. Shri S.M.Arif, learned counsel has submitted that

error has crept Bf into the Tripunal’'s order dated
27.3.2003. He has submitted that the (br-igmal)appucant

was promoted as Assistant Engineer in i98i without

m
4,¢]
o
—
fou
723
Ps
=
!
[u—
=
]
(4]
=
o
wm
cr
=
(1]
v
[¢]
Lo}
C
Lae]
[(x]
G
C
o]
ct
e
foned
!
=N
[«
£
ot
=
o
“
F

used in the respondents’ own ietter is contrary

1te submissions made on behalf of the respondents
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3. The above submission of the learned counsel for
review applicants has peen controverted vy Shri S.C
Saxena, Llearned counsel for original applicant. He has

________
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.oral order passed after I
parties and in their presence. The reasons given in ti

judgment are set out therein, inciluding the repeated

icial respondents about
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hem in their official
correspondence to the applicant. in this regard, the
reasons given particularly in paragraphs 2 - 7, are
relevant for the conclusion arrived at by the Tribunal in

the order dated 27.3.2003. 1In the circumstances of the

case, Wwe agree with the submissions made by Shri
S.C.Saxena, learned couinsel that in the Review

Application, the review applicants are trying to re-argue
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the whoie case as if it an appeal which, under the
A

efnna  of

cr

5. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has, ina ca

judgments (Acibam Tuleshwai Sharma V. Aribam Pishak

Sharma, AIR 1979 SC 1047, 8. Nagaralij & others v. State
of Karnataka, JT (1993) (5) SC 27 and Meera Bhanja V.
Nirmala Kumari Choudhuryv, AIR 1995 SC 455) held that the

Review Application cannot be used as an appeal in

.

disguise to re-argue the same points and issues which

were taken in the Original Application. If the review
.3.2003 is erroneous, the remedy lies elsewhere, in

6. Accordingly, MA-1725/2003 is also diéposed of as

infructuous.
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{ S. K. Naik ) ( Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan )
Member (A) Vice Chairman (J)
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