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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUl'TAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, DELHI o

Regn.No.OA 16^/1987

MP 744/1993

Date of decision:23,03.1993

Shri Husan Singh

Versus

Lt. Governor, Delhi Administration

For the Applicant

For Respondents

...Applicant

...Respondents

... In person

.Sli. B.R.

• Parashar,Counsel

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE MR JUSTICE S.K. THAON, VICE CHAIRl-iAN

THE HON'BLE MR I.K. RASGOTRA, ADMINISTRATIVE .:ZMBER

1. To be referred to the Reportars or not?

JUDGMENT(ORAL)

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Mr, Justice

S.K. Dhaon, Vice-chairman)

The applicant has approached this Tribunal

for the third time, with substantially the same grievance.
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2. The applicant was awarded a censure entry by

the Superintendent of Police Lines, Delhi by order dated

11.09.1975. He preferred an appeal against that order ana

the appeal was dismissed by the DIG of Police on 26o 03«19'

The revision petition was also dismi_ised by the Inspector

General of Police., The Lt. Governor on 7.11.1979 dismissed

the representation iriade by him. On 30.10.1982 the Lt.

Governor dismissed the Mercy Petition submitted by him.

3 o He ap^.roacned this Tribunal by means of OA

514/1986 which was disposed of by the order dated 21.07.1986.

T1 "tribunal took the view that the law did not confer any

staithe y right upon the applicant to prefer a mercy

peti-: Accordingly, keeping in view the provisions of

Section 21(2) of the Auiuinistrativa Tribunals Act^ 1985., it

d-^missed the OA as barred by limitation.

4. Undaunted., "LLe petitioner preferred a review

petitioi which too was dismissed on 23.10,1986. It appears

that during the pendency of the aforesaid OA, the applicant

preferred another mercy petition on 25.10.1985 and that too

was rejected on 11.09.198f. The applicant sought to make out

a case that in view of thp order passed on 12.09.1986, this

Tribui.al Should review its order. The contention was
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repelled thus:-

''The fact that the mercy petition was filed on

12.09.1986 subsequent to the disposal of OA

No.514/1986 cannot be a ground for reviewing

our order dated 21.07.1986. If on the basis of

subsequent rejection the petitioner gets a

fresh cause of action, he may move an appli

cation if so advised under Section 19 of the

Act. If such a petition is filed, it x^ill be

considered on its own merits. We, however,

express no opinion as to v/hathar such an

application lies and whether it could be

entertained or not. Presently we do not find

any reason to review our order dated 21.07.1987

dismissing the application No.514/1986 as time

-barred''.

5. In the present application the order dated

12.09. 1936 is being impugned. The applicant, who appears

in person, vciieraently argued that this Tribunal had given him

liberty to cliallenge the legality of the order dated

12.C3.1986 while disposing of his review application. We do

not find that the Tribunal ever raade any observation that if

the applicant preferred a second application impugning
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the order dated 12.09.1986, the same shall be entertained on

merits and question of limitation febuld\ be raked up. This

Tribunal left the matter free and did not bind the Tribunal

in any manner. Therefore, we are entitiled to examine

whether this application is being filed within time or not.

It is a settled law that no party can be allowed to fil .

successive review applications or mercy petitions. The

applicant, in fact, abused the judicial procc r-s and wasted the

time of the Tribunal by coming before it over and over again.

This application too is liable to be rejected and barred by

limitation.

"t

6. Merits apart, this application is also barred

by such principles of les judicata^ as would be a xjlicabl>-^

in view of the order pasrsed on 04.08.1^91 by thic Tribunal

7. The application is rejectoi. There shall be

no order as to costs.
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