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^  Ctsntrdl Aomin 1 sfcratj.Vc! TribunaJ.
Princioal Bench

IM-I / O,.

in

OA 152/99

New Delhi this the 3 til day of Apr{'i „ 1999

Hon^ble 3mt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(,J).
Hon'ble 3hri N. 3ahu, Member(A),

Smt- Sneh Lata Applicants

Versus

Union of India « Ors.„ _ „, Respondents„

0 R D E R (By circulation.)

•  LlQall:dg„3mt.^„Lafcshmi„.3wa,Qiinatl3an^_Meu}bei-;XJI.:^

We have carefully considered the contentions of

the applicant in RA .75/99 in which it has been submitted

that there i-s aprvarently a mistake on the face of the record

in the irnpu,gne:d order dated 29.1.1999 which needs to be

reviewied in the; interest of justice., • The- impugned order is

a reasoned order and if the applicant is aggrieved by it.

the remedy lies elsewhere by way of an appeal but the.

applicant cannot u.se the instrumentality of a review

application to have the order set aside,. The learned

counsel for the applicant has contended that ha did not
that

. sui-.'mit/the order dated 31.1.1994 in O.A. .1246/08 is not in

order but only that the same has not been implemented by the

respondents in its true spirit because they had clubbed the

applicant along with open rnarKet candidates which is against

the spirit.of the order. This and the other contentions

advanceo in the kA clearly, show that the applicant is

attempting to reargue the case which is not within the

purview of the Review Application ̂ and it. is .settled law that

the Review,Application cannot be used as an appeal but has
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to be strictly confined to the scooe and ambit of Orde
.--.--f-inn 2?(3Hf J of the Administrative

Rule 1 CPC read w...rh oc-....tion
h.fl-t; to be established^  /.~i- 1 QAt An erf oi WnKeU nao i-w ►-'c;Tribunals riv^i.r i

by a lona drawn process of reasoning, as done in the present
case Where two opinions can possibly be taten, cannot be
held to be an error apparent on the face of the record.
(See for example the judgements of the Supreme Court in
Meera Bhania (3mt.) Vs'. NIrmala Xumari Choudhury (Srot.)
(1995 CD see 170) and Chandra Kanta Vs. Sheikh Hablb (AIEi
1975 3C 1500). in the garb of the Review Application, the
applicant is actually seeking to appeal against the impugned
order which again is not permissible-

^easons given abovSy the Review

Application is ieiecteu
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