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BETvEE:
. S. Krishna inrthy & :
K. Venkate Subraronys Raju .o Apoalichants

AND

1. 5, Fadna Rao, Inspactor of
Tentral Excise & Curtons

on Demtation to the Director. o of
fevenue Inte lligrnce, Tonbay

2. T Zollector of Custons &
Centr-l Excise, Hyderabad

2. The Dejuty Zollector (Pan),
- _ Tentr ]l Dxcive Zolleclor-te,
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Lounsel for the Annlic ntss Fre B0, Sheory
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Counsel for the Resvomdents: lir. 6.0, Deveroj, Sy, © 07 \ev Q3RE€2

Ma N 3%@7?41 LA B Al &c/) <

RA 150,.82/94
BETVUES: 2

1. C.R.% Choudmri 2. T. Satyamurthy
3. B, Narayanamurthy o ADOBlicani-

Fa
e

i. 5ri €. Fadma Rao, Suberintendent
of CTentral Excise Cllaectorcte
Guntur-4.

2. The Collector of Customs & .
Central Exci-e, Hyderabad

3. The Deputy Collector (F.&E.)
Central Excise, Hyderebhad .. Respondent:

N

]

Counsel for the Applicants: Mr. 8.a. Chari

counsel for the Respondents: Mr, V. Jogayya Sarma for R-1
. \ /]
Mr. H.R. Devaraj, Sr.GGSC{ j'-’], rond %
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applications but the then Division Benéh having opined in view
“ ; of,the‘decision of full bench of CAT in ' Johan Lucas & Ors.
Vs Addl. Chiéf Mechanical Engineer, S.C. Rly.' CAT Full

Bench judgements 1986-89, P,135 (Bangalorei:gﬁe OAs' were

not competent these were a}lowed to be converted into Review

Applications and celay in present2tion of Review Applications

—_ was condoned.

P c The annlicants contend that since the decision in
OA 1019/92 was based on the decision in OA 156/86 deciaec

on 5.7.88 and as the official respondents have misapplied
the decision in OA 156/86 and have gone far beyond the scope

of that decision in revising the seniority list dated 30.4.92

e o —— S R

the said list may be set aside. Unfortunately the reliefs

have not been amended s0 as to seek review of the said order
after the CAs were converted into review applicztions and
therefore the reliefs as they read are sought by way of
seeking tgé—appcal ag iﬁst.the arder which is not permissible.

) . . , wowl A Nl e
b The Review Aptlications axe thereforerllable to be dismissed.

6. Even if the relief sought is treated as seeking

review of the ordér_in the Oi evenso the review apnlications

!

”‘ — cannot be entertain=d or allowed for the reason that in as
)
' much as the order in OA 1090/92 was predominantly based on

|- the view taken by the Tribunal in Oa 156/86 against which

Ii decision an SLP was filed by the official respondents in
A

il
i ”

i: the Hon. Supreme Court and the same was dismissed. We have

3

dealt with that aspect in'ﬁg order separately recorded in
Lo . '
o BT ma NG.29/94 with RA 30/94 and RA No.81/94. The

5 oaldng
— same reasons are applicable here. Hence on that ground 2lso

\

the instant ?eview applications are liable to be dismissed.
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L JUDGEMENT

(Per Hon'ble Mr. Justice }.G. Chaudhg%i: Vice Chairman)

— g - gy -

1. All the review applications since arise out of
~.order in OA 1019/92_these were heard together and are being
disposed of by this common order. These have been heard pur-

suant to the Full Bench (Hyd.) decision Dt.21,11.96.

2.(1) RA 80/94 has been filed by two a:plicants only

against the official respondents.

(ii) RA 82/94 has Been filed by three applicantshonly
against the official respondents.

(iii) RA 103/94 has been filed by 9 persons against
official respondents (1 to 3) and 7 privete

respondents {4 to 10).

- AW

Neither the respective review applicants nor the

private respondents in RA 103/94 were parties to Oa 1019/92,“*‘Lf£#
reapen ik Ny ) wia v Mt e kel TR _
All of them are Inspectors working under Collector of

Customs and Central Excise . £

L AR Al et ﬂ-H..L-:wﬁLk- B
4 .= ?hex'are aggrieved by the revised senioriiy list
of Inspectors issued by the Deputy Collector (P&V) Centfal
Excise Collectorate, Hyderabad dated 30.4.9£:“~It,is their
contention that since the official respondents purport to have
revised the seniority pursuant to ﬁhe decision-of this
Tribunal in OA 1019/92 dated 15.2.93 the said order may also
be set aside. These reliefs as framed do not amount to seeking
review of the order in OA 1019/92. That has -pappened
because initiallf the respective applicants ha; filed original
t .od
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: 7. However, the seniority list dated 30.4.93 is subject
* - A o
J matter of chzllenge in eomga OAs' 285/94 and 1323/93.
i We shall therefore consider the arguments advances by the
¢ counsel in these review applications while dealing with these
- OAs on merits and will also consider whether any relief could
be made available to these review applicents/private respond-
. ents. __ /
8. Subject thereto following order is passed:
ORDER
(i} Review Application 80/94 dismissed. HNo order to costs. .
(2) Review Applle'thI'l 82/94 dismissed. lo order to costs.
(3) Review application 103/94 dismissed. No order to costc.
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