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BEFORE THE CENTRAL•  ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
MUMB4!BENCH, MUMBAI 

R.P.No.L28/97 in O.Nb. Z67/92 

Dated this the 21stdof3ujy..17. 

CORAM: 	Hon'ble Shri B. S. Hegde, Member 	) 

Hon'ble Shri P. P. Srivastava, Member (A) 

.Sunil Moréshw&;Vaid 	- 	.... Applicant 

V/s. 

Union of. India & Ors. 	 .... Resofldents 

Tribunal's Order 
1 -u 	-- 	- 	 - 	.-- 	 - 	- 	 - 

-This is a Review P'eti€ic'n in QA.- No. 367/92 judgement 

in r  whith 	case -  delivered on 13.9.1996. 	The Review 

Petitic.ne.ns:were not parties in the6A. The main group of 

the Review Petitioners is that they will be adversely 

affectedSLiithd'J&'qement of th 	TfI#WnIU 	rl 46A. No. 
(U 13MEN 	 I  

367/92 by which the applicant in that DA. Shri Vaidya has 

been granted some relief. 	The case of the review 

Petitioners is that if the •judgement is implemented in 

favour of the applicant in the DA., the seniority of the 

t review petitioners wi-libe averselyaffected. 

2. 	The applicant in the CA. was a released Emergency 
- 	 - 

Commissioned Officer and the issue involved was a ground 

of seniority as a result of the orders of the State 

Government granting certain benefits of the seniority to 

the released Emergency Commissioned Officers. The review 

Petitioners in this case are not released emergency 

commissioned officers and therefore this is not a case 

where the review petitioners could claim relief. In case 

of the review petitioners does not touch the issue 

involved in petitioners does not touch the issue involved 

in the DA. and the decision rendered therein, but the 



A.nUA JnMi4: 
ihrust of th,areview 	$it4ççgirs is if the decision in the 

CA. is implemente\.t 	ppJ.4catt llgstVthenicirity 

above the repw peii9e4c-. -.,.:We d netdthin6hat this 

is a sufficient ground for the review of the decision 
1t 	 2bnH 2 	 . d noi 

because nothing has been brought out in the review 
:1v .5W, 	 .1 .virLt 

p'bsition which will affect the •judgement which we have 

aiready,giyep..jn the DA. 	 ave not 

brought out any error apparent on thE;face of the record 

except syng. that they were ,qqt Part$nalthouqhntt)ey were 

likely 	to 	be 	adversly 	affected. 
.*'.tl 21flkJd!T 

We do not consider that the issue brought out in the 

review petition warrant any. review of the judgement. In 3 
view of this, we do not see any. tmerit in. the review 

petition and the same is dismissed in limlirne.. 

(P. P. SRIVASTAVA) 
MEMBER (A) 

(B. S. HEGDE) ... 	.7 

MEMBER (J) 

m r j. 

No. CATJMUPI/JUDL/0A367,92,5637 	 Date: 23/7/97 

Copy to:- 	
.. Shri Satyapal Singh & Ors C/o 

H/s. N. Tripathi & Co. Counsel for Review Petitioner 
347-348, Big Splash, Sector-17, Vashi, 
Navi Humbai-400 705. 

Shri M.I. Sethna, Counsel for the respondents. 

S.D. 
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