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New Delhi this the h day of July, 19v&

Hon'ble Shri S_R. Adige, Vice Chairman(A)-
Hon'-'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, MemberCJj-
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fis Arnita Sood

Union of India & Ors,

Versus

Applicant,.

Respondents
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W e h a V e c ei r e f u 11 y p e r u s e d t h e R e v i e w A p p 1 i c a t i o n i, 'R A

135/98) filed by Shri R-P« Agarwal, liearned counsel on behalf

of the original respondei'its in 0„A„161/9/„ The appllcafits iri

the review application have sought review^ of the impugned order

dated 6,.5.. 1998> They have submitted that as per the directions

of the Tribunal, thsy have issued O.M,. dated 17„6„1998 to the

Ministry of Surface Transport under whose .'jurisdiction Border-

Roads Development Board ■ falls, to appoint ̂ the applicant in

£)0 r d e r R o a d s E n g i n e a r i n g S e r v i c a» !-l o w a v a r,, t h e y h a v a s u b m i 11 e d

that they have expressed their inability to appoint the

applicant in BRES, on the ground that the General Reserve

Enginea r ing Force (GREF) parsonne1 have been dac1 arad an

integral part of the Armed Forces„ They have, therefore.,

submitted that the impugned order has been passed without:

considering the material fact and they have' brought on record

the .Recruitment Rules, 1977 for the Engineering fores in Border

Rocids .Organisation - Rule 3 provides that from the date of

commencement of these Rules, the; re re ha. 11 be const i'tuted a

Central Civil Service iAiith:in the Gen6>ral Reserve Engineer Fores

to be known as the Border Roads Engineering Service Group"A".
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42. f"rorn the rules mentioned above,, it is seem that

E3 order Roads Engineering Service. Group "A" is a Central Civil

Service constituted within the General Reserve Engineer Force

and the contention of the applicants that that service is,

t h e r e f o r e w i t h i n t h e A r m e d F o r c e s i s u n t e n a b 1 s _ T h e s e

arguments had been advanced by Shri P,'.S„ Mahendru, learned

counsel and duly considered before the impugned order was

p <a. s s s d« The a 11 e r! p t o f t h a r e v i/S w a p p 1 i c a. n t s t hi r- o u g f'l a n o t h e r

counsel to place before; the I ribunal reliance on some judgements

will not in any way bring the review application within the

provisions of Section 22(3) (f) of the Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1985 read with the principles laid down under Order 47 Rule

1 CPCt In Chandra Kanta & Anr. Vs„ Sheik Habib (AIR 1975 SO

(f
1500), the Supreme Court has held that at mere repetition through

different counsel of old and overrule'd arguments, a second trip

over ineffectually covered ground or minor mistake of

inconsequen tival import vare obviously insuf f icient» It is

settled law that the Review Appliccition Cctnnot be used as if it

is an appeal to reargue the case on pleas wliich have been

considered and rejected,.
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