
Central Administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench: New Delhi

\'' R.A.No.U/95,
M.P. 71/95 in

-si

,<£/

.0.A. No. 925/94

Neu Delhi, this the 11th day of January,1995

Kon'ble Shri 3.P. Sharma, (*lember(3)

Hon'ble Shri B,K, Singh, namber (a)

Shri P.K. Aqgarual,
3T0 A/T (Su) Electronics,

3E-o26l4
Telephone Exchange,
Pusa Road,
Neui Delhi ... Applicsnt

Vs

1 , Union of Ind ia
through
Secre tar y,
Department of Telecommunications,
Sanchar Bhauan,
Neu Delhi.

2. The Director-General,
Department of Telecommunications,
Sanchar Bhauan,
Nau Delhi. ... Raspondonti

ORDER

Hon'ble Shri 3.Po Sharma, PlBmber(3)

The revieu applicant has sought the revieu of

the judgement passed in OA No . 925/94 on I7th Novoxborj

1994. The application uas dismissed as barred by time

at the admission stage itselfo Alonguith —. this rovisU

application the applicant has also filed cor tain dooumentp-;

namely foruarding of his representation by tho ordar dr tBd.:,

12. 12.1 988 for re to tailing and uer if icat io n of lha t o"!;3 .. V

of T.BoS. Group 'B' qualif ying exam.,1 988i The applicant ' ;• h-
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also filed representation dated 21o2ol990 on

tha same subject uhich uas also for'jardod by tho loctar

of even data to Oirector General, Oepartmant of Tgj.o«

coTimunicatio n, Neu Delhi, "Rhe applicant has also me.do

representation dated 18th December, 1992, Tha applicant

has given no justification in the Rsviau Applicatiuo

33 to uhy those documents have not been filed utll in

time uhan the original application uas filad, Hcuouarp

those documents have not been considered but tho conc3.ugiod.

ua have draun that the present application is borrod by

time and limitation need no revision, »

2, A Raviaui against the judgement is only po:mi;sibla 'y

•jhon there is an error apparent on the faca of iha order

but thero is no such error, Merely the finding on limitati

has been given against the applicant uould not by otsolf

tontamount to revieu on reconsideration of cartrin facto

uhich do not explain the period by uhich tha appliratioi

•s 3^
AW .J

/ originally filad is barred by limitation,
I

3, It is undisputed fact that the applicant nppoarcd

in the qualifying examination of T,E,So Group«"''B^ in

1988 and tha applicen t filed the application in Ra/j1j94

i.3. after a period of six years, fteraly because somo

decision uhich uas arrived at in a case filed in ff-dras

Bench of CAT by one Shri floA, Padamraj in OA Noc, 955/92

uill not give tho limitation to the applicant out facts

of that case were different that after participating ih

tho examination Shri Padamraj had gone to Saudi Ai jbia

on deputation. That judgement cannot bs said to bo Oxampleb

in tha case of the applicant because it is related to

tho particular facts relevant to the applicant !ihrl
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Tho Tribunal in that casa only directed that tha

rspresentation of tho Padamraj of 1985 be disposed of»
if the answer books of TtS Group-'B' exam i rat ion by thd . V;
year 1985 ara available and the result of ra^-co tal ling . ^
ofcertain papers be intimated to the applicanto

5, In the present case uhen the applicant h-d nado a .
representation in December, 1988 he could have vo^y
yell filed this application if ha did no ^ gs^-pny -.apl/ ,
uithin the statutory psriod provided und .r sootio-. 20 of
the A.To Act, 19B5,ahd sirtca he.has not done tno sama
d,nd thare is no valid r eason or reasonable cause for ,
not doing so uithin the period of limitation, Tno appLxsa^
tion of the applicant has been rightly held to bo
barred by limitation. There is no error on the faco of tha:
judeemanto RoA. rejected by circulation, •:

^ ii'
(3,P,SHHRm)
fl5nB£R(3)SINGH)
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