
- 	 0.2./629/88 

Hon'ble r. P.H. Trivedi ,, Vice Chairman 

IIon'ble i•ir. 11.1. Joshi 	.. Judicial rember 

Heard the petitioner in person and ir. J.D. Ajmera 

learned advocate for the respondents. The petitioner 

says that a review oet±tion has been filed in respect 

of reviewing our decision dated 4.4.1988 in 0.Z./172/88 

The petitionor to ccnsuit the Registry and the Registry 

to ascertain whether such a review petition is filed 

or not and to report thereon. The petitioner also state 

that in case such a review petition is not filed, this 

petition be regarded as review petition. Learned 

advocate hr. Airrera also states that there would be 

barred against entertaining the petition regarding 

imitation. The case may be posted for hearing kke of 

reviei-'ing our decision dated 4.4.1988 in 0.1 .1172/88 

. 	
either arising from the review petition which said 

to have been filed or from the present petition which 
> 	 (LL • 

may betk- wp as a review petitionas the case may 

be on 13th: April, 1989 for orders. 

P H Trivedi 
Vice Chiriran, 

/ 
/ 

P L. Joshi 
Judicial Zënber 

*NQgera 



R.A./1 2/89 

in 
o.A./172/88 

Co ran 

6/6/1989 

: Hon'ble 14r.P.H.Trivedj 

Hon 'ble Mr. P.14. Joshi 

: Vice Chairman 

Judicial Nerrer 

The petitioner Party in Person pr sent. He 

is a rnrrber of IPS cadre and the case was dismissed on 

account of want of jurisdiction of this Tribunal 

over Boarder Security Force andnot with the jurisdiction 

to this consideration. Nr.J.L;. Ajmera has plead for 

rejecting this case as it is not open for our review. 

s s 	petition Was filed after a considerable 

periodthe imugned judgment. Secondly on an 

dentical question the case is in the iigh Court 

nd therefore, 	is not possible to tahe this 

ase for con;ideratjon. -'-he petitioner stated that 

e 	 t, reasçns o justify before the Tribunal, 
c&e-il 

-d ti 	ae_shou1d be consde-ed. We have earlier 

ecided that A/629/89 be treated as a review petition 

and 	t the application for condoning of delay. It 

ma be ulaced_ cO firther order The case be aosted on 

29th Juno 1989 for order. 

?.H.Trivecij ) 
Vice Chairman 

P.ii.JQh 
Judicial iener 

IT 
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a 
./414/89 
with 

.A .712/89 
with 

C.A../172/88 

Hon'hle flr. P.H. Trivedi 

Hon'ble I.r. P..4. Joshi 

29tL1989  

00 Vice Chairman 

.. Judicial iemher 

0 

Heard petitioner in person and 1r. J.D. Ajrera 

learned advocate for the respondents. Obviously, the 

petitioner, the officer who belongs to Indian Police 

Services was on deputation to Boarder Security Force 

was erroneously regarded as a member of armed force 

to which jurisdiction of this Tribunal is not extended. 

Subsequently it Was made clear that he belongs to 

All India Services in the cadre of Indian Police 

Service P6 whichthe jurisdiction of this Tribunal 

Although the petitioner was then repre-

sented by the advocate who failed to point out this 

fact. there is no doubt it is a manifest error. The 

petitioner has come before us after about period 

to be filed for C.A. In the circunstances, after 

hearing the petitioner and learned advocate, we kxxa 

are satisfied that without treating this as precedent 

in the interest of justice, the case C.A./172/88 be 

restored in file and, be placed far final hearing. 

Accordingly, .A./414/89 and .A./12/89 stand disposed 

/9f. The petitioner has undertaken to withdraw his case 

from another foruri viz. the High Court of Gujarat and 

this order will be effected onoing so and on filing 

a relevant statement on the same. - 

P H Trivedi 
Vice Chairman 

C P M Joshi ) 
Judicial I ember 

iiogera 


