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applications but the then Division Bench having onined in view
L

of the decision of full bench of €CAT in ' Johan Lucas & Ors.
Vs AdGl. Chief lMechanical Engineer, S.C. Rly.' CAT Full -

that
Bench judgements 1986-89, £,135 (Bangalore}kthe Ohs' were

not comzetent these were allowed to be converted into Review
Spellcations and celay 1 or sentytion of Review Aadplinations

was condoned,

5. The auvplicants contend that since the decision 1in
—~ A A A 3 - Y - . ’ . -~ a - A - - P -

on 5.7.88 and as the officizl respondents have misapplied
the decision in 03 156/856 and hsve cgone far bevond the scors

of that ¢ -cision in revising the seniority list dated 30.4.932

¥

the sa&id list may be set aside, Unlortunztely the reliefs

0 2ecK review of the sald ore

s

have not been amended 50 as
after the OAslwere converten into review an~hlicztions and
therefore the reliefs as they read are sought by way of

- peal ag»instAthe arder which is not permissihle, .

se king tgi
wowll Lo
o th

The Review Annlications axe arefore liable to be dismissed.
LA

{
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6. Even if the relief sought 1is treated as seeking
review of the order in the Qﬁ-gvenso the review apnlications
cannot be entertained or allowa” for th~ reason that in as
much as the 6;der in 0f-1090/92 was predominantly based on

the view taken by the Tribunal in 0a 156/86 agaihst which -

decision an SLP was filed by the official respondents in

i

the Hon. Supreme Court and the éame was diémisseol We have
dealt wiﬁh that aspect in[ﬁé:;rder separately-fecorded in
Combdrast ra ud.29/94 jwith RA 30/94 and RA N0.81/94. The
same reasons are applicable here. Hence on that groumiﬁéﬁgo
the instant review applications are liable to be dismissed.
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JUDGEMENT

(Per Hon'ble Mr. Justice M.G. Chaudhari: Vice Ch#irman)

— d = _ T

i. All the review applications since arise out of

order in OA 1019/92 these were heard together and are heing

disposed of by this common order. These have been heard pur- i

suant to the Full Bench (Hvd.) decision Dt.21.311.96.

2.(i) _RA 80/94 has been filed by two a :plicants only
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(ii)  RA 82/94 hes been filed by three applicants only

-

against the official resnondents.
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official respondents (1 to 3} and 7 private

resnondents {4 to 10),.

Keither the respective review applicants nor the

private respondents in Ra 103/94 were parties to Oh 1019/92
refpndind Ny A whi W AMfplicand e 1hal TR
All of them are Inspectors working under Collector of

Customs and Centr::l Excise
Tt Aoh ass cermbn T B
4. ?hex are aggrieved by the revised senioriiy list

of Inspectors issued by the Deputy Collector (P&V) Central

Dty

Excise .Collectorate, Hyderabad dated 30.4.93#’ It is their
%, ~

Lexetpl ™

contention that since the official respondents purport to have

revised the seniority pursuant to the decision -of this

Tribunal in OA 1019/92 dated 18.2.93 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 happened

because initially the respective applicants had filed original
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-i’ ' 7. However, the seniority list dated 30.4.93 is subject
S matte‘r of challenge in w OAs' 285/94 andé 1323/¢M,
We shall therefore consider the arguments advanced by the
A counsel in these review applications while dealing with these
v

Ois on merits and will also consider whether any relief coula

he made available to these review applicants/nrivate respond-

ents.,
B.
(1)
(2)
{3}
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Subject thereto following order is passed:

URLER

Review Applicazion 80/94 dismisserd. o order to costs.

Review applicstion 82/94 Sismissed. Ho order to costs.
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