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CENTRAL ADMINIS TAA TIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLA.HABAD BE~H, ALLAHABAD. 

Allahabad, this the lst day of Sept. ,2004. 

QJOFUi~1 : HON . r~1R. A. K. BHA TI'lAGAR, J .M. 

HON. MR. D._ R. TIJ:IARl, A !-.;M;..;.._ 

Rev .A. No. 61 of 2004 

in 
O.A. No. 587 of 1997 

OPEN CO.Jh! 

K.K. Shanna & Another •.••• • •••• Applicants. 

Counsel for applicants ; Sf Sri N. P. Singh & S. P. Singh. 

Versus 

Union of India & another • • ••• 

0 R DE R 

BY HON. lvlli!-~~1\: BHA TNAGAHa J .M. 

• •.. • ~spondents. 

This review application has been filed for review 

of the order passed in O.A. No.587/97 on 24.5.04, which is 

a very cietailed order and has been passed aftor due 

conside ration and pl a cing reliance on various case laws 

c-ited by the counsel. '1/e have carefully perused the 

ground t aken for review of the order da ted 24. 5 .04. 

Counsel for the Review Applicant has submitted that this 

Tribuna 1 has no juris diction to hear this case . Secondly 

he has pleaded t hat the review appl ica nts, though affe cted 

directly, were not impleaded as a party . 1/e are not 

impresse d by these arguments as the question of j urisdic­

tion was not argued during the course of hearing of the 

O.A. which is under review. It may also be stated that 

question of non-j oinder/non-implea dnent was raised and 

it he s been decided by the Tribunal in the~"'!· It is 

settled law that the review is not «:m appeal in disguise. 

It i s equally settled proposition of law that even 

errone ous judgment is not a ground for review. One has to 

go in appeal, revision or v1rit. The legality of judgment 

ca nnot be raised in the review application. Hence it is 

clca.c that there is no error) much less apparent. A 

review by a third party is itself a very weak case. One 

should file an in de pen ent application/writ. The Apex 
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; 2 : 

Cour t i n its judgment in AI R 1980 SC 2040 has he l d that 

review i s not a routi.t"lo procedure, ma teria l error manifes t 

must be on the f a ce of earlier order. 

2 . I n view of the proposi t ion of l aw stated a bove, 

we do not find a ny error appa rent in t he orde r Le ing 

• • rev J.ewe a. 

3. Acco.~.·dingly, the r eview applica tion i s rejected. 

~ ~ 
A.M. J .M. 
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