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PER HOM'BLE MR.B.B.MAMAIAN, ADMINISTRATIVZ MIM3AZR :-

e tave considered ths  Revisw Betitieon in
Rule 17 (3) of CAT

accordance with the procedurs u T
e patition, it has baan

Rulz, 1287. In &

-

-
mentioned that the petitionzr was promoted in the year

1905 agszinst Lhe vacanscy af  the year 1222, The impugnszd
grdz ssnicrity liszt had been issuzd by Pollowing  the
gunta and rote ru lea in the 0.A.
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le, The petitioner*s pl
was thzbt thz ssniority should havs been followed by
thq\modified rule laid down in the Government of India,
Dapartment of Pasrsonnz2l, 0.M. dabtsd 7.2.1826 snd not

by the provisisns of insktructions existing bafora

that date. That contention has not bean accepted in the

ated 17.12,1992, Mo 'plasa ou2s taksn by the counssl

applicant during hearing thab ssnicriby should
Ler

inad on the basisz of date on which £he vacancy
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This new plsa cannot bs taksn in the

ne Another ground taken in ths pztition

ripunal did nobt considzar the plee taken

the applicant in parss A & 8 (corracht numbers for
2fzrencs ars ground AA & AE in parz 12) =t page 23

of 0A. Tha respondents no.l to 3 in their ragly had

ztated against Ehis ground that seniority list had been

correctly issuad z2nd the applicant had noft shoun az

to now the rostzr point had nob bsen fPollowed.
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The apilizant failad £o show even in the rejoindocr to
this renly Pilad on 13,1Z,1902 how thz roster point had
not baen Followad and mezrely reaffirmad thz subnissions
ade in the 0.,A. inm paras 17 of the rejoinder., This plea
Wwag z3len nnt raised by the lzarned couns2l for the
appligant-during the arguments; In ground 'D' cof tha
Review Petition raferance has bezen made Lo a Judgment
of tha Principal Bench of the Tribunal datsd 19.5.37

in OA Ne. 6B84/86, It has not besn shown how the
judgment is r2lsvant to tha present cazz. In any case
the sames was neithar referred to in the plesadings nar
mentioned by the2 lzarned counsel for the applicant
during arguments. It csnnot also, therefora, afford a

ground for revisw,

2o In view of the above, thers are no grounds
for revisw of our order dated 17.12.1992, The pstition
is dismissed in limine,
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