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Central Administrative Tribunal
F'r i r'lC i pa 1 Be nc h

RA 2'i^S/99
in

OA 1907/95

New Delhi this the14th day of December, 1999

Hon ble Smt- Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J).
Hon ble Shri S.P. Biswas, Men±>er(A).

J.D.,..t.he,,.matter^

N-K. Jain,
S te nog rap he r (G r.I),
RZ~ 5, Sa ntos h Pa r k,
Ulrtam Nagar,
N<?w De 1 h i -11 0059. Applicant.

VersLis

.1 - Union of India through
Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Department of Revenue,
North Block,
New Delhi.

2.. The Director General of Income TaxCAdmn. 1
7th Floor, Mayur Bhawan,
Connaught Place,
New Oe1h i.

3., The Director of Income Tax (RSP&PR),
6th Floor, Mayur Bhawan,
Co n na ug ht Circus,
Newi Delhi.

A. Shri Rajender Pershad,
Ste nog rap he r,
F--562, Kotla Mubarkpuir,
Krishna Gali

- Respondents.

0 R D e R .{By Circulation)

d9.D.....fe.l .?.....Sm t .L a ks hm i Swam i ria t ha r^^ Membe r ( J } ̂

This is a Review Application filed by Respondent 4..
-'Iiri Rajender Pershad in the application (OA 1907/95) filed bv

Shri N.K. Jain which has been di-sposed of by Tribunal s order-

dated 1 2.1 0 1 999,



/■

V  2.. We have carefully considered the aforesaid Review

Application. The review applicant has prayed for review of

the order dated 12.10.1999 and has souight a clai.rification. In

Paragraph 7 it has been submitted that by giving wrong

i i vte r-p retat ion to ce r ta i n i mp i.ig ned o rde r s i ri t he 0. A., ' t he

respondents 1 to 3 are proposing to disturb the inter se

seniority of applicant/respondent no. A vis-a-vis to tfie

petitioner Shri N.K. Jain and thereby denying the applicant

the right to be considered for promotion to the higher grade

despite the fact that applicant/respondent no. A entered into

the service of respondents on 27.6.73 as L.O.C. whereas the

petitioner (Shri N.K. Jain) entered into service on

15.11.1976'. He has, therefore, submitted that he is in any

case senior to the applicant in the O.A.

RA 2AS/99 is rejected.

( S. P. B i s-was)
Member(A)

'3RD'

3. Froiri the above averments as well as the other

contentions raised in the Reviewi Application which, inter

alia, are based on a supposition that Respondents 1 to 3 may
give a wrong interpretation to the Tribunal's order, the
review applicant has sought f.jrther clarifications of the

impugned order dated 12.10.1999. As none of these grounds
fall within the provisions of Section 22(3)(f) of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 read with Order 47 Rule 1
CPC under which alone the Reviewi Application can be allowed

(See. for exatriple, the jijdgements of the Supreme Court in
A.T. Sharma Vs. A.P. Sharma & Ors. (AIR 1979 SC 1047) and
Meera Bhanja Vs. Nirmala Kumari Choudhary (AIR 1995 SC 4551)

( Smt. L a ks t'lm i Swam i rtai^fhariy
MeiTiber(J )


