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Versus

Applicant.

Respondent,

ORDER (By circulation)

qn-it. 1. akshrni Swaminathan, Mernfeerlll

We have carefully perused the Revisw

Application seeking review of our order dated 31.1.199? :.h

O.A. 745/9A. It is seen' that the applicant has trisc- to

reargue the whole case laying stress on the judgerr.-r, .,s
which he thinks are relevant to the issue and which he has

argued had not been adequately noticed the Tribunai. in

the impugned order dated 31.1.1997. He has also ref..r,--d
to the earlier ^arguments urged on his behalf which he ncs
stated have not been taken into account by the Tribuna. ;nd

for these reasons he has prayed that the O.A. rnav be
reconsidered so that the relief may be granted to him or

alternatively to place the matter before a Full Bench.

It is settled law that in Rev lOvv

Application, the same cannot be considered as if i- i ,=•

appeal and the R.A. lie':^ if there are errors appar :.nc
on the face of the record so as to bring it withir -.i
ambit and scope of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with T.ae
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iy(iii) of the CAT (Procedure) Rules, 1987 framed unde

"ooction 22(2)Cf) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 13SC.,

Tiio impu.jned •judgement is an oral judgement delivered afte--

heariiig both the parties and we find no errors, leave alor.c

errors apparent on the face of the record to allow thl:

Review Application. What the applicant is alleging is that

. the reasoning in the judgement is erroneous and, therefore,

it should be reversed, but that cannot be done under this

application.. The Supreme Court in a catena of judgements

has held that the review proceedings have to be strictly

D confined to the ambi.t and scope of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC ar.d

it is not an appeal. . (See Parsion Devi & Ors. Vs*

Smmitri Devi & Ors- (JT 1997 (8 ) S.C 480 ), Thungabhadra j

Industries Ltd. Vs. Govt. of Andhra Pradesh (AIR 1964 SC

1372) and Chandra Kanta Vs. Sheikh Habib (AIR 1975 SC

1500).

3. For the reasons given above, we find no ;rierit

in this Review Application. The same is accordingiy

dismissed.

(K. Mutf&ukumar ) (Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathaim)
l*^einber(A) Member (J)
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