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In 

Allahabad this the 2. ~ day of ;-s-~-- 1~99 
Hon'ble Mr • s, Dayal, fviember t A) 
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.state of U.P. 't hr c uj h The P.rincipal ~ecretary, Jepart­ 

ment of Home, Lucknow. 

Ar--Plicant.(hespon0ent lo. 
L in. 0 • .4.. 14 23 

of 1998) 

fu_Agvocat e ;:;ihr i K. P • .;;;;ing_b 

Versus 

Harish Chandra ;:;;ingh, aged about 42 years, I.P • .;;;., 
.:;i.updt. of Hail way ( Under ~ us po ns i, on), r e.si dent of M-18, 
Agra Gantt. Agra • 

Respondent 
( N pl i.c an t in O. A. l4L3/ 98) 

r- 
JC, 

. I 

Perused the grounds of r view. 

A review cannot be made a vehicle for an 
~ 

appeal in disguise. The· ~upreme Gour has held in 

T1Jngbhad.ra Industries' Lt'1. vs . .::>tate of Andhra .Prade;,J:L 
. ~ 

A.I.h.!......l_964 :::,.C.l37L that where witho t any elaborate 

argument one c oued point to the error and say .ere is 
.. 

a substantial point of law which star s ·one in the face, 

and there could reasonabl-yJ be no two ptions entertained 

about it, a cl ear case of err or apparent on the face of 
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' the r e cozd would be-made out. ·Here however, ·we have 

only a _lengthy repetition of o l d a,r umen't s , This ob­ 

viously cannot warrant a review sin e the implication 

is that the impugned order requires reconsideration on 

merit. Ac c or d.i nq Ly , finding no mer .t , the R.A. is summ- 
- ar i l y di sm i s s e d • 

N11'? r 
Manber ( J ) 
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