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v

Hon'ble
Hon'ble

Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

RA 169/97
in
OR 1611/95 ?

New Delhi this the 5 th day of Aug,%7

Smt, Llakshmi Swaminathan, Member (3 ),
Shri R.K. Ahooja, Member (A),

A,S, Bagga,

M=274,
Paschim

Guru Harkrishan Nagar,

Vihar,

New Oelhi

eos Ppplicant,

By Advocate Shri G.K., Aggarwual,

Varsuse

1. Union of India through

Secretary,

Ministry of Wban Arfairs and
Employment, Nirman Bhauwan,
New Delhi-110011,

2, - The Director General (Works ),
Central Public uorks ODeptt,
Nirman EBhawan,

Now Delhi-1100]_1

3, The Secretary,
-Unien Public Service Commzss;cn,
Shahj ahan Road, :
New De8lhi-110011, ses REespondents,

ROER (By circulation)

Hon'ble Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan, Nembargﬂio

Review Application (RA-169/97) has been Piled by the

applicant for review of the order dated 30,6,1997 in Ooh

1611/95.

The Original Applicastion (O0A 1611/95) has been

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

0. As hava alsc besn dealt uwith,
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2, We have carefully considered the orounds taken in the Ryview
8pplication in which the allegations have been made that there is an
error apparsnt on thg face of the recozd. A number of pointa have been,
raised in the Review Application which have already been put forward at
the time of the arguments in ths Original Application, that the decision
has not been rendered after taking into account these argumenta and the
relevant case law appllcable to the case. We are unable to agree- with
the allcgatxons 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 PeSeMahal and Ops, Vs, Union of

India & Ors (AIR 1984 SC 1291). The contention raiésd in the Review
Apélication that thers is an srror appafent on the face of the record
appears to be with regard to the findings and conclusiong recorded in
the judgement which have been given on the basis of the facts, the
matErlals 0n record, the submissicns made by thp leamed counsel Ffor

the parties and the relevant case law, including p.S, Nahal°s CaseGSupra)

and Rel.Bangal’s cass ( 1992 Supp (2) scc 318 Je ( It may Lo be
mentioned that we have also perused the recent judgment of the Suprene

Court in 1,K.Sukhija VseUnion of Indis, JT 1997 SC 201). If the review

applicant'ls aggrisved, then the temedy lies elsewhers as .prescribed

under law, As the grounds taken in the Revieu Applicafion'dp 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(ProcedJre,
Rules, 1987, ths Revisw AppliCatlon is dlamlssed.
- : ;: Fé P
gR.K.Rhoo a) . (Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan )
sr(A) v - Member {J)




