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IM THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH! NEW DELHI

R.A. 134/93 IN 0.A.2282/92 Date of decision. 11.5.19S3
, _ , Union of India &Others

Mrs* Sukshstflbs 1̂
ORDER

The applicant has fiUcl this revie» application
• ap^nieved By the ;ndpe»e„t delivened in the OA 2282/92 dated

24th Hatch. 1993. the operative part of uhich is reproduced
below:

"Since we hold that this is a transfer j"
? rteLrre^°ce"fn ^^^^.Ser'rtTsn r ê

rhr"Lrat"trap^irart;s%^^^^^^^^^^^^^
j , +Kci arrp;3rs of her saldiy to ner ab prf£"lha;d'':nd'ra:urdein;:ra;i:ned'at"^^ ^

2. The «ain contention of the application in the reviep
that the Tribunal has considered only SI.No.(i) and (ii) of
the reliefs clai.ed by the applicant and ignored the rest
phereas SI. No.(iii) to (viwhich are also interconnected,

^ interlinked and interdependent and that it is not possible to
forego one pithout damaging the others. He have carefully
considered the above contentions and perused the record of
the case. He also observe from the judgement dated 24.3.1993
referred to above that it has been clearly mentioned therein
that "during the arguments, the learned counsel for the
petitioner submitted that he is pressing only claims (1) and
(2) above- and the rest are given up". In these
circumstances, the claim of the applicant no» is not

acceptable.
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3_ per Order 47, Rule 1 of CPC, a review application

can be filed only (i) when some new material which is not

available with the applicant at the time of the hearing and

that comes into possession subsequnetly and which has a
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bearing on the case, or (ii) that there is an apparent

mistake on the face of the record that has crept in the

judgement or (iii)if there is any sufficient reason. None of

these conditions is noticed in the present RA.

4. Also, as per AIR 1975 - SC 1500, a review of the

judgement is a serious step and.a reluctant resort to it is

proper only where a glaring omission or a patent mistake or a

grave error has crept in earlier by judicial fallability.

5. All the points now raised have already been argued and

considered by us and besides, a review can not be converted

into an appeal by reurging the same points again and again.

Therefore, we feel that the applicant has not made out a case

for review.

6. While delivering the above stated judgement, we

patiently heard the arguments and averments made by both liie

counsel during the hearing and carefully gone through the

records and material placed before us and therefore the

contention of the applicant that the material and records

have not been considered is not acceptable (Reference AIR

1990 SC 535 J. Rangaswamy Vs. Govt. of Andhra Pradesh S

Others0, Again in the case of It. Col. G.S.Bajwa Vs. DDI

& others 1988(6) ACT CAT-800 Hyderabad Bench of the Tribunal

has held that if certain points raised by the Counsel are not

dealt with in the judgement, the remedy is to file an appeal

in accordance with the law but the same issues can not be

agitated again in a review application.
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7, In the circumstances, we are of the opinion that the

applicant has not made out a proper case for a review.

Accordingly, the review application is dismissed.

(C./. ROY)
Member(J)

(I.K.RASb
Member(A|
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