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Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathana Member (3 )»

Review Application (RA 169/97) has, been filed by the

applicant for review of the order dated 30.6.1997 in OoA.

1611/95, The Original Application (OA 1611/95) has been

disposed of by the impugned order in which a number of other

O.As have also been dealt with.
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2, Ue have carefully considf red the grounds taken in the ^

application in which the allegations have been made that .there is an

error apparent on the face of the record. A number of points have been

raised- in the Review Application which have already been put forward at

the time of the arguments in the Original Application, that the decision

has not been rendered after taking into account these arguments and the

relevant case law applicable to the case. We are unable to agree with

the allegations that there is an error apparent on the face of the record

and the conclusion arrived at does not take into account his submissions

on the decision of the Supreme Court in P.S.riahal and Ors-U^.Union nf

India 4 Ors (AIR 1984 SC 1291). The contention raised in the Review

Application that there is an error apparent on the face of the record
appears to be with regard to the fi^di^gs and conclusions recorded in
the judgement which have bean given on the basis of the facts, the
materials on record, the submissions made by the Isamad counsel for
the parties and the relevant case lau,, including .P,S.. flahal'.s

^Bansal's c^ ( iggj 3upp (2) SCC 318,). ( It may be
mentioned that we have also perused the recent judgment of the Supreme
Court in M^^ukhiia^^ 3^ 1997 SC 201). If the review
applicant is aggrieved, then the remedy lies elsewhere as .prescribed
under law. As the grounds taken in t^e Review Application do not fall
within the provisions of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with Section 22 of
the Administrative : Tribunals Act, 1985 and Rule 17 of the CAT(Procedure)
Sules, 1987, the Review Application is dismissed.

(  , (Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan )
f'lember (3)
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