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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH'GULESTAN' BUILDING NO:6
- _PRESCOT ROAD,MUMBAI :1
Review Petitien Ne, 9/99 and 10/99 in
Original Application Nes. 918/97 and 663/97,

CORAM: Hen'ble Shri Justice R,G,Vaidyanatha,Vice Chairman,

Smt, Vasanta @ Mariama

Wd/e Vijaykumar Deraiswamy - eee Applicant,
V/s, .
Unien of India and ethers, ««+ Respendents,’

Tribunal's erder en Review Petition en Circulstien.

§ Per Shri Justice R,G.Vaidyanatha, Vice Chairman |
Dated: 09.3.1999.

| These are twe Review Petitiens filed by the
eriginal spplicant in O.As 918/97 and 663/97 which
were dispesed of by cemmen erder dated 6,1,1999 by me.
1 hav; perused the centents ef the Review Petitiens

and alse the entire case papers, \ -

2, There is serieus dispute between the
applicant en the ene hand and respondent No,3 on the
ether hand regarding their relationship with the
deceased Vijaykumar Deraiswamy, Both ef them claimg

te be the Wid’ﬂﬁ.f the deceased Vijaykumar Doraiswamf.
The applicent in beth the O,As Smt, Vasanta @ Mariama
filed these twe applicatiens claiming retirement
benefits end alse fer cempassienate appeintment,
Respondent Ne,.3 filed her reply claiming thet she is l
the resl widew ef the deceased and denied the = J

relationship ef the applicant with the deceased,

In my erder dated 6,1,1999, I have mentioned
that this is @ serieus dispute ef the twe rival
applicants, each claiming te be the widew ef the
deceased, Such @ disputed relatienship -cannet be

decided by service Tribunal under Sectien 19 ef the

Administrastive Tribunals Act, Therefgfg, 1 directed

the parties te appreach the Cempetant CiviL»Courtlégg
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new material er fer
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ebtaining a declaratien er successien certificate,
3. The applicant in the twe eriginal applications

has filed the two Review Petitions,

After geing

threugh the contents of the Review Petitien, I de

net find that any case has been made eut f
the reljef, The scepe of Review Petition
Order 47 Rule 1 is very limitted, If ther
error apparent on : record or discevery
.sufﬁicient reasons a

cen.” entertain the Review Petitien,

is no errer apparent on recerd has been psinted

eut in the twe Review Petitions and there
dllegations of discevery of any new eviden

the erder, except repeating the same conte

or granting
under

e is an

of any

Court

Here there

is ne
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ce after

ntiens

which were taken earlier and which were .rejected

earlier, I do not find any sufficient rea
made out fer admitting the Review Petition
therefore, find that both ihe Rgview Petit

not mainteinable,

4, In the result both the Review Pet

are rejected by this order on circulation,
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