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y  'iii' CENTRAL ADMINI^3TRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA No„2177/2001

New Deli'ii, this Sthe day of October 2001

I-ION'ELE MR. JUSTICE B. DIK3HIT, VICE CHAIRMAN (J)
HON'BLE MR. V.K. MAJOTRA, MEMBER (A)

S.P.N. Bhambi

1667, NAI Sarak, Del hi ■110006.

(By Advocate; Mrs. Rani Chhabra)

V E R S U 3

Applicant

1, Union of India
Through Ministry of Law, Justice and Company Affairs,
Department of Legal Affairs,
Shastri Bhawan, Dr. Rajender Prasad Road,
New Bel hi-110001.

The Deputy Secretary to Government of India
Ministry of Law, Justice and Company Affairs,
Department of Legal Affairs,
Shastri Bhawan, Dr. Raj ender Prasad Road,
New Del hi ■110001.

. „„ Respondents

QB.D,E.R„lQRa.Ll

C-

The applicant has filed this application against

the order dated 14.6.1994 passed by the respondents, {■■le

has alleged that the order was passed by respondents in

compliance of order dated 17.7.1991 passed by Central

Administrative Tribunal, Mumbai Bench in OA Ho„333/1989.

[■■'e was legally advised to file a review petition before

the same Bench, as the order passed in OA was not

complied with as per directions. As it was a belated

application for review, it appears from the order of

Mumbai Bench that an application for condonation of

delay was filed. The review was dismissed on the

ground of limitation as well as on merits. As on

17) e r its, t h e M u i'l i b a i B e n c h o b s e r v e d t li a t a f r e s h c a u s e of

action has arisen on merits and, therefore, the matter-

can not be gone into in review. lience, the applicant has
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prefer-red this OA on 23,.3„2001,. The present OA is

accompanied with an application for condonation of

delay„

2,. We have heard the counsel for the applicant

and perused the record available on records.

3„ We are not satified that any sufficient cause

is made out for condonation of delay. Admittedly, the

cause of action had arisen on 14.6.. 1994. The belated

application for review was filed before the Humbai Bench

which rejected the review petition on the ground of

limita'tion besides on merits on 17.8.1998.

4.. iJnder such circumstances, the delay between

14.6.1994 and 17.S.1998 cannot be condoned. Even

otherwise, the order was pass;ed by 'the Mumbai Bench on

17..0.199S while this OA has been filed on 28.8.2001 and

explanation for condonation of delay for filing 'the

present OA for the said period has also not been

sufficiently explained. According to the applicant, his

lawyer did not inform him of the decision dated

17.8.1998 of the Mumbai Bench and he came to know about

it only in September 2000. There is no explanation for

not filing the OA soon after coming to know about by the

applicant of the aforesaid order of the Mumbai Bench. A

litigant, who comes to a Tribunal for condonation of

delay should be prompt to approach the Tribunal at the

earliest opportunity in a matter where limitation also

stood expired.. In absence of any explanation for the

period between September 2000 and the da'te of filing of

the OA in August 2001, we are not satisfied that there

is sufficient cause of action for condonation of delay.
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j  ' ' M.inistrylof Law, Justice & Company Affairs
'^^I'. y' ' l '' '" li'epartTtieht of Legal A£faii^S/;®3vt., of India
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■It IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

CIVIL WRIT JURISDICTION

CIVIL WRIT PETITION NO^^ W 2002

i

I

'1

fS! IN THE MATTER OF
Shri S.P.N. Bhambi

Union of India & Anr.

f

Versus

MEMO OF PARTIES

Petitioner

.. Respondents

■•a'

Hii ■

IN THE MATTER OF

Shri S.P.N.Bhambi,
Superintendent (legal)
Ministry of Law, Justice & Company Affairs,
Govt. of India,
New Delhi.

r/o 1667, Nai Sarak,
Delhi 110006. .. ■

1.

2.

PETITIONER

■ Versus ■
Union of India
through the Secretary to the Covt.,
Ministry of Law, Justice & Company Affairs,.
Department of Legal Affairs, '' ' ,
Govt. of India,
Shastri Bhavan,
Dr. Rajendra Pd. Road,
New Delhi-1 lOOdl.

The Dy. Secretary to the Covt. of India,
Ministry of Law, Justice & Company Affairs,
Department of Legal Affairs,
Govt. of India,
Shastri Bhavan,
Dr. Rajendra Pd. Road,
New Delhi-1 lOOOfe

New Delhi
Dated : ) O — 2-oo^

OPT
SPONDENTs

Filed By

(Abhay N.Dal) (Arati Mahajan)
Advocates for the Petitioner

348, Lawyers' Chambers,
N Ti -3



% 02-3-2005

for thfi mspondent^ ^-Gaurav Sliarma

fC) "iVo.6fi84./9nr.o

vily

TTi's petition has been flleri <„
'  ̂ 'mpugnlng the orderpassed by the Central AdmlnlstrahVe t k

ummistranve Tnbunal dated 5- October
2001 In the O A filed fnr o rti

■  The Tribunal has
ofsmlssed the G A nn i-u

1^,. has arisen•  taitlaliy on I4"'.j„np ,qq,
appuoation was filed

hy the .p etitloner b efnre th e Mi i - ■ -r^

^  IT- August. 19PSthe ground of limitation as well as on merits.

,  . petitioner came« now about the dismissal of the said review application ,n

explanation bv theV  ne petitioner to exnlnfn ^ i•xplain the delay in fiPng the
review appltcailon atter eomtnv to '

"i'"8 to know in 2000. There Is no
merit in the peliLion. ""

Dismissed.
sd/^
Vljender jain,
Sd/.

Singh, j

March 2, 2005
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