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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

R.A. 386/92 in O.A. 1562/87 Date: 16.12.92.

R.A. 385/92 in O.A. 1902/87

S.C.Anand .. Applicant.
Versus

Union of India & others .o Respondents;

These R;As. have been filed on 9.11.92/26.11.92.
Clear;y they have been filed after the expiry of 30 days,
the period of limitation, after receipt of the copy of
the judgement. - The period of limitation éctually started
running when in presence of the applicant the judgemént
was dictated. But the applicant  remained silent and
did not obtéin the Cépy of the.judgement by himself and
remained waiting at his address for the delivery of free

copy of ,the judgement. From this point of view also the

R.As. appear§jto be barred by limitation.

2. . " However, the awérding'of cost or the interest

is Jthe discretion of the Bench which has delivered the
judgément and not the right of a party. For awaraing |
the interest the grounds as nwntidned in.- terms of rule
17(ii) must remain prééent. As there is no finding of
wilful neglect on the part of the respondents in paying
t he dues té the apblicant, that is why this Bench choose
not to order for cost or interest to the éppligant.
Moreover- ﬁo applica&ion or affidavit has been filed

By the applicant for congnation of this -delay. In

'

. ébséﬁcq‘qf any prayer for ’:, condonation of delay suffi-

cient cost cannot be-  ascertained. On merits also this
Review Application has no force. It is, therefore,
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dlsmlssed without notlce Thus %%g%'the R.As. stands dis-
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