
IN THE CENTRAL A0P1INISTRATI\/E TRIBUNAL

NEW OELHI

REWIEuJ APPLICATION NO,49/89

Ajab Singh

versus

Union of India and anothsr

CORACls

Hon'ble Shri P.K.Kartha

and

Hon'ble Shri P«Srinivasan

Applicant

Respondents

Vice Chairman (3)

ni8mber(A)

1, Whsthsr Raporteta of local papers may be allowed

to sas tl^® Dudgraent?

2, To be referred to the Reporter or not?

[ r.
3, Whether thsir Lordships uieh to see the fair

copy of the 3udgment?

4, yjhett^r to be circulated to othar Benches?

/NO

(Dudgment daliwared by Hon*bla Shri P»Srinlwaaan, i*j9mb8r(A)

(P.K.KARTHA)
yicB Chairman(3)

\p'.
(P.SRirUVASAN)

Pterab8r(A)
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By this application^ the applicant wants us to rswisu the

order passed by us on 17.2.1989 rajacting his original apfilication

PiJo.76 of 1989 at the stags of admission itself,

2« In tha said original application tha applicant challangad
dated

an order/21.7.1982 tsrininating his services as wall as an order

dated 2,11,1983 daclining to reamploy him. yje took the wisu that

the cau30- of action in respect of the first raentioned order hawteg

arissn prior to 1.11.1982 it could not be entertained by thi-3

Tribunal, SjJe rasntionsd that this utas tha view taken by several

banclTBS of this Tribunal,So far as the second raantioned order uas

concerned ua took the view that.-applicant having been out of
f—

eraployraent since 1982 could not, as of right, claim reomployraant

in 1988, UiBc also observed that th© cass of the applicant was hot

comparable with thosa of 51 otters notifiad in a isttsr datsd yj

9.5,1988 issuad by the Collsctor of Central Excise for con8idBrati(3r\

for ragular appointment as sepoys as they continued to be in

tar fethfeheraployraent on th® data of the said Isttai the applicant was

) nnt/» iite t-.henoi|̂ lite tharafore rejected the chalianga to both tha orders datsd
21,7.1982 and 2.11,1988 in our afora said order datad 17.2.1989

and rejscted ths application at the admission stage, Ule djetatsd

the said ordei in open court in the prsssncs of tha applicants'

c^ounsQl after hearing him®

3, In the present application, tha applicant states that

m luer# in error in rejecting ths application on ths ground that

the cause of action arose prior to 1.11»19B2, He has cited a number

of authorities to support this contention.
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4« As UI8 have alrsady iridicated abowa, wa did rejacfe

the challsnga to tte order dated 21»7,1982 on ths ground that

it ralated to a cause of action uhioh arose prior to 1.11.1982,

But uis also consldsrsd and rejected tt^ challengs to tha ordar

dated 2,11,1983 on merits in accordance with understandirjQ of

th® situation.if tte applicant feels that eithar of thase
i

decisions is wrong^his remady lias in appeal and not in re^iau.

If wa have committtsd an error of judgement which aocording to

us wa haye not, but which neverthlsss cannot be ruled out altogether,

it is not for us to ait in appeal over our own order*

5» in tfiew of tha abowe, tba rewiQuj application is rejected

at ths stage of admission itself in terms of Rule 17(ili) of ths

Central Adrainistrativre Tribunal Procsdure Rules 1987,

bk.
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(P.K.KARTHA) (P^SRIMIWASftN)

Wica Chairman(3) i«isinb8r(A)
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