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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI„

RA™77/98 in
OA-1176/97

New Delhi this the 24th day of April, 1998,

Hon ' b 1 e S h S . P. B i swas , Membe r ( A)

/

Sh. Bachan Singh,
S /' o S h _ R a j e S i n g h,
B-344, Ashok Nagar,
Mandouli Road,
Near Puja Public School
Sliahdara, Delhi,

/  versus

Union of India through
General Manager,

.  Northern Railway,
Bareda House,
New Delhi.

Dy. Controller of Stores,
N o r t h e r n Railwa y,
3 f 1 a k u r b a s t i , D e 1 h i „

FA&CAO, Northern Railway,
B a r o d a H o u s e, N e w D e 1 h i .

Rs;Vi ew App 1 i cant

uhisif Adnn . Of f icer (Const.)
No rt hern Rail way, Kas hme r i Gat t

■  'Respondent

order(in circulation)

This is a review application arising out of

our .oral order dated .5.11.97 in 0. A.No. 1176/97.

Review of'-our order dated aforesaid has been sought

f o r o n t h e f o 11 o w i n g g r o u n d s: -

(i) that the order suffers from mistakes

apparent.on the face of record:

t

Ui) that the posts in constructic5n

department are treated as ex-cadre

.  posts' and that the applicant in the

"  had hiald ti'iat ex-cad re post

u.
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while keeping his lien in the parent

office i-e. Stores Department and

this has not been de!nied by the

applicant in the rejoinder;

(iii) that for the purpose of calculation

of pension, the pay of the applicant,

as would have been drawn by him in

the cadre post is to be considered

and this point, remained unrebutted.

This aspect has also not been

considered by the Tribunal while

deciding the matter on 5.11.97; and

(iv) the Tribunal has not given any of

the direct.i,ons in para-12 of the

order.

2.. Under Rule 17 of the Central Administrative

Tribunal (Procesdu re) ■ R'u 1 es, ' 1987 , a review

application can only be filed within' 30, days from the

date of receipt of a copy of the order. It has been

admitted by the respondents that order of this

Tribunal was rsuceived by Respondent. No. 2 with their

a ci V o c a t e s 1 e 11. e r ■ o n 2 7.12.97. T h u s , t h e r- e v i e w

application has been filed on 3.4.98 i.e. after a

delay of more than 2 months.

i"! .In the landmark judgement of the Hon'bl6i

u p reme Cou rt i n .P.-J< =___,_RcLfEC haiid r,aiiJi^s



i
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Kerala (JT 1997(8),SC 189), their Lordships held that

the Court has to record in " writing that the

explanation offered for the delay was reasonable and

satisfactory. . . m the present case, the explanation

for the delay, as recorded by the learned counsel for

the review applicant is;-

papers handed over to the counsK=>l
were misplaced in his office and were
traced out only on 2.1.3.98."

No other reasons have been offered. Such a

bead, argument to condone the delay cannot be

accepted. As per the law laid down on the subject of

delays and limitations, the pre-requisite for the

condonation of delay is that the explanat.i'on has to

be reasonable and satisfactory. i find that the

review applicant has hardly come out with any valid

ground^^much less convincing ones, to condone the

delay.

review application, therefore, deserves

to be rejected and I do so accordingly.

(S. was jL
Member(A)
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