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The applicaent has filed this Heview Application

on the ground that a Division Bench of this Tribunal

has committed a manifesSt error of law by holding |
that repeated representations are not I;anedies provided i!
under Railway S ervants (Discipline and Appeal) Rules,
1968 and that Rule 18 (iv)& (v) read with Railway
Orders datedl4—2-69 provides remnedies for the applicant
to be exhausted before approaching the Tribunal.

The second ground taken is that repeated representations

even though disposed of by the order dated 22.12.94

would not give a fresh cause of action to the

applicant and limitation would apply in Such cases,
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It is also contended that the Tribunal has
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committed an error of law by recording that
Paragraph 218 of Indian Railways EstablisShment
Manual lays down procedure for removal of name

from the select-list and that the order of remoyel
fulfils requirenents inasmuch as the applicant

was not warned about the unsatisfactory perfomance.
It is also contended t hat the pronouncements of
Hon'ble Supreme Court have a binding effect and

a judgment contrarxry to the provisionsS cannot
survive. It hasS also been stated that the judgment
has been swayed by conSiderations of irrelevant
matter like challenge to medical de-categorisation
etc. and, therefore, the order in the C. A deServes

to be reviewed.

2, We have carefully consSidered the contentions
of the applicant, as made in his Keview Application.
The purpose of review 1is very limited. The purpoSe
of review is for correction of error apparent on

the face of record or/and takinﬁ into consideration
some evidence, which was not available at the

time the 0.A. was filed and heard or for any other

sufficient reason. :
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3. The purpose of review cannot be that co-ordinate

[

Bench, re-considers the order on meritsS and reversSes
the same., We, +therefore, reject the application

for review.
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