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CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
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has'filed a Revieu

Application against the ezssar/ judgement dated \e -0 -Qg

made by a Bench of thig Tribunal comprising of the Follouing:='
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5| it may be disposed of by ciroulation by sending a copy

In terms of  Rylg 17(ii), a revieu petition should
ordinarily be hsard by the samg Banch which :has passed the
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mpdef,‘uﬁleas, for reasons to be rscorded in writing,the

Chairman may direct it tg be heard'by any other Bench,

Further, in terms of Auls17(iii) unleas nrdered otheruise

by the Bench-concerned, @ revisw petition shéll be disposed
af by circulation wherg the Bsnéh'may either dismiss the i
petition or dirsct notice to be issusd to the oppnsite party.

of Mesmbers from the Principal Banch,

, at- Pelhi, it is fop consideration- whathep thé same may be
‘disposad gf by the same Banch op by another Bench consistind} e

In case, it is decided that ths Paview pstition is to bal
disposed of by ths same Banch, then it 1ig suggestad that ' -
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_ From prepage.

I have carefully read the order and the gro-
unds urged by the applicant in his Review Application.

2. "In my opinion, the order méde by the Division

‘Bench, does not suffer from a patent error, to justify -

"a review under the Act. In reality and in substance,

the _applicant is asking the Bench ﬁo re—-examine the
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order made as if we are a court of appeal and come

to ‘a_different conclusion which is impermissible in

review.From this it follows, that this application

" for review, which is devoid of merit, is liable to

be..rejected. I, therefore, propose to reject-'this
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(X.S. Puttaswamy

application for review.

V1ce—Cha1rman.

©17-2-1989.

VM'




