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We have considered this Review Petition under
Rule 17(3) of the Central Administrative Tribunals (Procedire)

Rules, 1937,

2, In our order dated 24.8.93 it was held that no

ralief could be given to the applicants against the order
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dated 1,3.82, by which persons junior to them had been

promoted, as that order had not been impugned through any

amendment in the TA and $/5hri Simlot and Gehlot, who had
been promoted by that order, had not been impleaded as
respondents, The petitioners have stated that the fact that
the suit was filed on 27,2.82 i,e, mior to 1,3.82 had
escaped the notice of the Tribunal, This is cbviously
not correct as it has been mentioned in the order thet the
order dated 1,3,82 had not been impugned by an amendment
to the suit which had subsequently been registered as TA.
It has also been stated in the petition that before the
order dated 24.8,93 was passed, all the three juniors of
the applicant had retired from servics viz. 5/shri Gehlot,
Arora and Simlot from 31,7.283, 31.3,83 and 30.6.91. It,
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however, does not follow from this that they werezgécesDary

parties to the suit/TA when their orders of promotion dated

1.2.82 were being impugned,
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3. Mo error aparent on the face of the record has
thus been shown to exist wh.ch may justify reopening
A LAV

the case in the visw under Order 47 Rule L1 CEC. Tha

Review Petltion is accordingly dismissed in limine,
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