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REVIEW APPLICATION NO.49/89
Ajab Singh _ Applicant
versuys
Union of India and enothsr Respondents
CORAM:
Hon'ble Shri P.K.kartha Vice Chairman (J)
and
Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivasan ' membar(l\}
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. 1e Whather Raportara of locel papers may be alleowad \(5:7

to ss8 the Judcment?

2, To be refsrred to the Reporter or not? "‘

3. Whether their Lordships wish to sse the fair P\(
copy of the Judgment ? ©

4. Whether to be circulated to other Benches?

(Judgment delivered by Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivasan, Member(A)

(PoK.KARTHA ) - (PLSRINIVASAN)
o Vice Chairman(d)  Member{A)
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JUOGMENT

By this application; the applicantgwants us to review the
order passed by us on 17.2.19389 rajacting his driginalyapﬁlicatinn
flo.76 of 1989 at the stags of admisslan itself,

2 In ths said original application the applicant challaengad
dated ¥~
an order/21.7.1982 terminating his servicas as wall as an ordser
dated 2.11.,1983 declining to reamploy him. ue took £ﬁs view that
the causse of achion in respect of the First ment ioned order having
arissn prior to 1 11.1982 it could not be entertained by this
Tribunal. We mentioned that this was the view tzken by several
bsnches of this Tribunal,.So far as the second mentioned order was
concerned wa took the éiew thaézgpplicant heving been out of
employment since 1982 could not, as of right, claim reemployment
in 1988. Wec alsc gbserved that the case of ths applicant was not
comparable with those of 51 others notifiad in a latier datad-.,}ﬂ
9.5,1983 issuéd by the Collector of Central Ixcise For considerateon
for ragular appointment as sepoys as they ccntinuad to be in
emplcymentan the date of the said lettVL zﬁgﬁz/the applicant was
VA 2t

no%i We therefore rejected the challenge to both tha orders dated
21,7.1982 and 2.1j.1988 in our afers said order datad 57.2.1989

and rejected the application at the admission stage. We djctated
the said order in opem court in the presence of the applicants®
cénuﬁsal aftsr hearing hime

3; In the present application, the applicant states that

we ware in error im rejecting the application on the ground that

the cause of action arese prior to 1.11,1982. He has citad a number

of authorities to support this contention.
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4 As ul haia alrsadQ imdicatéd éhnue, w8 did rejsct

the challenge to the order dated 21.7.1982 on the ground that

it related to a cause of action which aross prior to 1.11.1582. '

But ws also considsrad and rejected the challengs to the order -

dated 2,11,1988 on merits in accordance miitwg:ﬁ;ﬁderstanding of
~ thg situation.}f the applicant éeels thét either of these

decgsions is wrung;his remady liss in appeal and not in reviow.

If wa have committted an error of judgement which ascording to

S f us we have not, but which neverthless cannot be rulsd out sltogether,
v o it is not for ue to sit in appeal over our own order, |
| 5. In view of ths above, the review application is rejected
at the stage of admission itself in tetms of Rule 17(1ii) of ths

Central Administrative Tribunsl Procedure Rules 1987,

(P.KJKARTHA) (P.SRINIVASAN)
Vice Chairman(3) , Member(a)
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