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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH'GULESTAN* BUILDING NO:6

T U R VR o . A o S S gy S

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 ess Applicant,
V/s,
Unien ef India and ethers, ... Respendents.

Tribunal's erder en Review Petition_en Circulatien.

§ Per Shri Justice R,G,Vaidyanatha, Vice Chairman §

)

Dated: 09,3,1999,

These are twe Review Petitiens filed by the
eriginal applicant in O.As 918/97 and 663/97 which
were dFSposed of by ceommen order dated 6,1,1999 by me,
I'havefggihsed the contents ef the Review Petitiens

and alse the entire case papers,

2, There is  serious dispute between the
applicant on the ene hand and respondent Ne.3 on the
other hand regarding their relationship with the
deceased Vijaykumar Deraiswamy, Both ef them claimg
to be the widoﬁwof the deceased Vijaykumar Deraiswamy,
The applicant in both the O.,As Smt, Vasanta @ Mariama
filed these two applications claiming retirement
benefits and alse fer cempassienate appeintment,
Respondent No,3 filed her reply claiming that she is
the real widew ef the deceased and denied the

relationship ef the applicant with the deceased,

In my erder dated 6,1,1999, I have mentioned
that this is a serieus dispute ef the twe rival
R L
‘applicants; each claiming te.be the widew ef the
deceased, Such a disputed relatienship cannet be
decided by service Tribunal under Sectien 19 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, Thereftre;_l‘dinécted

the parties te appreach the Competant Civil Courtlzif;”
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obtaining a declaration er succession certificate,

3. The applicant in the fwo original applicatiens
has filed the two Review Petitions, After geing
threugh the contents of the Review Petition, I de
noet find that any case has been made out for granting'
the relief, The scepe of Review Petition under
Order 47 Rule 1 is very limitted. If there is an
error apparent on 5= recopd or discevery of any
new material er for . .sufficient reasons a Court

Y canc <+ entertain the Review Peti'r,i.r;;::np.Lﬂ Here there
is no errer apparent on recerd has .been peinted
out in the two Review Petitions and there is neo
allegations of discevery of any néw evidence after
the order, except repeating the same cenpgntioQ§_
which were taken earlier and which were ;;§§Z§§§E
earlier, I do not find any sufficient reason being
made out for admitting the Review Petitions, I
therefore, find that beth the Review Petitions are

not maintainable,

4, In the result beth the Review Petitions

are rejected by this order on circulation/
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(R .G . ai d;;ﬁa TCha)%““
Vice Chairman
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