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CENTRAL ADITNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI
R.A. NO. 321/1995

in
C.A, NO.1654 /1995

New Delhi this the_Jgtday of 'j@muqiﬁllﬂﬂé.

HON'BLE SHRI N, V, KRISHNAN, ACTI:NG CHATIRMAN
HON'BLE SMI', LAKSHM SUAMINATHAN, MEZMBER (2)

Anil Kuﬁar veo HApplicant
( By Shri B, S, Oberoi, Advocate )
-Versus=

Govt., of Natiocnal Capitél
Territory of Delhi, ces Respondent

0 RDER (By Circulation)
Shri N. V. Krishpan, Acting Chairman —

0.A4 1654/1995 filed by the applicant was

dismissed on 13,10,1995 as being barred by limitation,
The applicant has sought a review gf that o;der.
‘We have perused the review applications WYe are
satisfied that it can be disposed of by circulation

and we proceed to do so.

2. We notice that when the matter came up on
7.9.?995, we wanted to know from the learned counsef
why the 0.A. should not be dismissed on grounds g¢f
delay. He sought time to produce authoritiss not
mentioned in the P.A. for condonation of delay, The
case was again listed on 26.9.1995, The learned
counsel appeared and asked for time upto 13,10,1995,
On that date, none appeared and no authority uas
produced. It is stated in the revisw application
that £he C.A. has been dismissed without giving the
applicant a hearing on the point of limitation, This

is factually incorrect .as ssen from the ahave facts,
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3. Ng pther error has been pointed ogut eXCEpting to
cite certain Supreme Court judgments, These uer;L;Qkf
mentioned Wwhen we heard the case, Hence, this dges
not amount to anierror with respect to ths eorder

already passed, Hence, the revieu application is

dismissed,

( Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan ) ( N, V, Krishpan )
Momber (3J) Acting Chairmen



