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C e n t r- a 1 A d in i n i s 11 ■■ a t i v e Tribunal
Principal Bench

RA-56/2004 In
MA-410/2004
OA-3268/2001

New Delhi this the 22nd day of March., 2004

Hon'ble Shri V-K_ Ha.iotra, Vice Chairman (A)
Hor/'ble Shri Bharat Bhushan, Member (.J)

1 Union of India

Through its Secretary
M:[ n i s t r y o f P e r s o n n e 1,
u b 1 i c Grievances &. Pens i o n s.,

Dspartment of Personnel & Training,
North Bloch, New De 11'li „

2:. Uniori of India

Through its Secretai-y,
Department of Company Affairs,
M i n i s t r y o f F i n a n c e -
51 h Floor ,, A - W i n g ,
Shastri Bhawan,

New Delhi-

3- Secretary

Monopolies & Restrictive Trade Practices
Comrnission „ MRTP Mouse, Sfiahj aI'lan Road,,
New Del hi-

-Applicants

(By Advocate:: Shri Raj irider Nischal )

Versus

K-C- Ganjwal

Member

Company Law Board
5th F1 oo ry, " A' W i n g, Shast r i B hawan
New Del hi-

R/o D~ 11/343, Pan da r a Road., New Delhi

QBDER._IOrall

-Respondent

HQnlble„Shri„V..,K-_„Maiotrai__Vice-Chairman_lA

Learned counsel heard-

2 .. 0A -3268/2001 was allowed on 6 ..5-2002 w i t I'l

the following observations/directions to tlie

respondents:-

"We have carefully considered the submissions
., made b y t fi e lea r n e d c o u n s e 1 o n e i t h e r s i d e a n d
\J^ _ find that in view of what is provided in the



u

■aforesaid Rules reproduced above, ^ the
applicant must be placed on par witli dtiri R-iJ.-
Pandey and his pay should accordingly be fixed
at Rs„ia,900/-" as on 1-1-1996.

T I'le OA, in tfifj ci i'-cumstances, is allowed- Ihe
respondents are directed to pay all^ the
conseciuentia 1 benel'^its to the applicant within
a  period of two months from the date^^ of
receipt of a copy of tliis order. No costs" .

3_ Thi'ougl i the presei'it application,

respondents have sought review of the atoresaid

orders. Learned counsel pointed out that respondents

had filed CW--23S1/2003 in the HoivbLe High Court of

Delhi. on 1.9.2003 and it was dismissed on the same,

d a t e b y t I'l e H o n ' b 1 e HI g h C o u r t a s w i t h d r- a w n w i t h

liberty as prayed by the applicants in the Writ

Petition to approach the Central Administrative

Tribunal for review of the Tribunal-"s orders impugned

in the Writ Petition., Learned counsel pointed out

that respondents have caused a delay of one year and

seven months in filing thes present review ioetition

explaining that due to involvement of multiple

aI..11hor i ties in the Governrnen t, tfiey I'iave been late in

deciding to file the Pet i tion .

4. It is observed tl'iat while Tribunal's

o r d e r s w e r e passe d o n 6 . 5 „ 2 0 0'2, t fi e W r i t P e t i t ion i ri

the Hon'ble High Court was filed on 1.9.2003 after a

gap of one year and four- fnonths. Then, respondents

I'l c'a v e again caused a d e 1 a y o f (Ti o i- e 11-1 a i"i f i v e a r'l d a l"i a 1 'f

months in filing the present i-eview petition after the

Writ Petition was disposed of by the Hon'ble High

Court. Multiplicity of agericies in the Government for

taking decision to file the present apjplication is no

■^L



good ground for l"iaving caused this inordinate delay.

Respondentsj in the OA, had caused delay in filing the

Writ Petition as well as the Review Petition, which

has not been explained to our S3. tisfaction. Such an

inordinate delay unsuppor-ted by any good ground cannot

be condoned,,

5. MA-410/2004 for condonation of delay in

filing the instant Review Application is rejected.

RA-56/2004 is also re,jacted accordingly.

Bharat Bhushan.)
MsfTiber { if) ^'*^1 ce—Cfia i rrnan f A)

(v., K. Majotra)

/ cc/


