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Centrasl Administrative Tribunal : ﬁﬁ j'
Primcipal Bench: New Delhi .
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Ngw Delhi, this the 11th day of January,15995

Hon'ble Shri J.P, Sharma, Member(J)
Hon'ble Shri B,K. Singh, Member (A)

Shri P.K, Aggarusal,
JTC A/T (Su? Electronics,
2E-02614
Telephone Exchangs,
Fusa Road,
New Delhi eso Ppplicunt

Vs,

1. Union of India
through
Secretary,
Department of Telecommunications,
Sanchar Bhauwan,
New Delhi,

2, The Director-Genseral,
Department of Telecommunicatiaons,

Sanchar Bhauan, R
New Delhi, se. Raspandeocnts Ty

D ROER

Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Member(J)

The reviegw applicant has sought the revieu o

the judgemant passed in 0A No. 925/94 on 17th Ngvorbar,
1994, The application was dismissed as barred by tima

at the sdmission stage itselfe. Alonguith — . tais rovisy’
application the applicant has also filed cartain ﬂ3cumanti; ;r
namely forwarding of his representation by ths srdar jétedﬁi
12.12.1988 for retotalling and verification of Lha votl3

of TasBeSe Group 'B' qualifying exam.,1988s The applic=nt .
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has also filed representation dated 21,2.1990 on \—/) L

the same subject which was also foruwardod by the lottar

Ty :
S

of svaen dats to Director Gsneral, Department of Tcliece
communication, New Delhi, Hhe applicant has alsc modo
rgpresantation dated 18th December, 1992, The a;pliceﬁﬁj

has given no justification in the Revieuw Applicectiun

as to uhy these documants have not been filed well in

time when the original application was filad. Hcwever,

thess documents have not been considered but tho ccnc&usia§1 }1
Wa have draun that the pressnt application is boarved by :'{

time and limitation need no revision, -

2, A Rgview against the judgement is only peimi:siblg :FQJff
shan there is an error apparant on the face of thg ardor

but thero is no such error, Merely the finding on 1imita£i§éjgz
has besn given against the applicant would not by itsol’ .
tontamount to revieu on recomsiderat ion of cericin chts‘-*“h
which do not explain the perisd by uwhich the application
originally filed is barred by limitation,

3 It is undisputed fact that the applicant appoarcd
in the qualifying examination of TeE.S. Group='8' in

1988 and the applicent filed tha application in May,1334

s

i.?, after a period of six ysars, Merely becausa samec
decision which Was érrivad at in a case filed in RadraQ
Banch of CAT by one Shri M.,A, Padamraj in DA No, 955/92I
will not give the limitation to the applicant cut Tacts
of that casae uwere different that after participoting in
the examination Shri Padamraj had goneg to Saudi A1ibia
on deputation, That judgement cannotl be said to'bg Gxéwplﬁﬁﬁ*?
in the case of the applicant because it is relzs-od to

the particular facts relevant to the applicant GLhrl
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- 4, The Tribunal in that case only directed that the
representation of the padamraj of 1986 bs disposec of ,
if the answer books of TES Group-'B' examirmation by thg

yagar 1985 ars avallable and the result of re=totalling

ofcertain papers be intimated to the applicant.

Se In the presenc cass when the applicant hcd nado @ R
representation in December, 1988 he could have vezy
Ls11 filed this application if he did not get @ny ~aply

uithin the ststutory period provided und.r sociinn 20 of . .
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the R.T. Act, 1985, and sifce he has not done the semo
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and thare is no valid r esson or reasonable cause fos

not doing so within the period of limitation, Tho appliéé;Af
tion of the applicant has baen rightly hald to bo -
barred by limitation, Thare i{s na error on the fzco af tb§;f

judzement. R.,A. rejected by circulstion,

(B\\KoS 11GH ) (3 .P oS HERM:A) g
- FEMRER(A) MEMBER(3)
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