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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI

MP 2090/93, MP 2091/93, Date of decision: 30,7.1993.
R.Ae224/93 in - “

0,R.1001/87_

Surya Prakash Agarwal M- Petitioner..
Versus !
Union of India. ‘-’ | ese ﬁeéppndent.
'CURAN:

THE HON'BLE MR, JUSTICE V.S. MALIMATH, CHAIRMAN,

~ THE HON'*BLE MR, S,R. ADIGE, MEMBER(A).

For the Petitioner, | .o Present in pérson.

JUDGEMENT (ORAL)

(By Hon'ble Mr, Justice V.S. Malimath,
Chairman) : '

The Revieu Application No, 224/93 is for revieuing

the judgement rendered in 0.A.1001/87 on 27.7.1997 which

has been'dismissed._ There is an application for cendonation

of delay as also an application for‘amendment. Rssuming

f&r fhe sake of arguménts that both these applicatiens,
applicafion for copdonation of deiay as ‘also application for
amendment, are alloued, ue have to Find'egt if there is Qny
merit in this case, We have seen the_entire rgcm:ds_in this
case and we are satisfied that there is absolutely no merit

in the case, Thé‘grieuancelof the petitioner as is clear from
the prayers made in 0.A,1001/87 was toxggek'directioﬁ for
p;yment of one day salary which has been withheld, The claim

of the petitioner is. hopelessly. barred by time, '~ The

p/petitianar.in the Reﬁiéu Petition says that his grievance was
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composite in the sense that he had- also sought annulment
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af his terminatiﬁn from service, He, therefore, says that
part of his grievance remainedhunexaﬁined. On a careful
examination, we do not find that there is any prayer made
for annulment of termination From Service.- The pétitioner,
who argued his cése in pergon, invited our attention‘tﬁ
paragraphl(iii) of the'prayef.clause wherein thers is a
ganeral’prayerﬁfor'passing subh orde;s or diregtione;as
ths‘tcurt méy:in the/circumstances deem fit, just and

propers. This is only a general prayer which cannot be

made use of for enlarging the scope of the main prayer

in the main applicapion.l It is,’thqrefore, Bot possible

to upderstand ﬁﬁe 0.A41001/87 as an application ;n which

he has sought reiief in regard to his uwrongful termination.,
We are satisfied tsat”thié is not a case calling for
inferfepance. THe application was liaéle to be dismiséed |
as barred by limitation evén assuming for the saké of
arguments that the termipation is\alsc one oflthe reliefs,
as impliedly sought. Hence, there is no substance in the
revieu'application. It is accordingly réjacted.~

2. ) IThe.Petitioner aspaars to be very much iqterested

in moﬁing:the Tribunal on one pretext-or the other. Several
ap#lications which were unteﬁable have been rejécted by

the Tribunal,. At‘one stage of the proceedings, the previous

Chairman had to observe that the conduct of 'the petitioner

may even warrant action being taken under the Contempt of

V//Courts Acte. Be that as it may, we are satisfied that there



is np substance in the Review Application. We diSmiéé

the applicaiiqn for condonation of deléy-as also application
for amendmente. Bpt having regard to the circumstances by
way of induléence, We refrain from taking acﬁiun against

the pefitioner Fo; the abuse of the process of the Caurf.

It is enough. to say that any repetition of such attitude

may sntail serious action bsing taken. No costs,
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