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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL _ \
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

R.A.NO. 102/90 in ' DATE OF ORDER: 28.02.1992.

SH. ASHOK KUMAR BAGHEL VS. UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS.

ORDER

T review application was filed.against our- judgement
dated 29.5;1990, iq O.A.No:984/90; whereb&, we had dismissed
the 0.A., iprimafily‘ on the ground of 1imitatipn. ‘After
filing of the presen£ E“A.,'instead of deciding the same,i
by circﬁlation, in terms. of Rgle' 17k2} of the Central
Administrative Tribunal (Procedure) 1Ru1es; 1987, aftér
peruséi of the contents .of. the review 'application, we
issued a notice .to thexhother side, and decided to hear

the applicant, in the present FNA.- On issue of notice

~to the respondents, a reply has also been filed, on behalf

of the respondents.

2. : We have heérd the learned counsel for the'applicant

and havé also cgfefully perstted the submissions: made

gﬁérein, and also the ground taken up by»the respon@ents,

in théir'reply'to‘the‘review application.

3l The learned counsei for the applicant, by referfing
to some of the> rulings, -mentioned in‘ fhe appiication
itself, praygd that to0o0 technical . view of dismissing
the 0.A. on the ground of limitation, shoqld.not‘be vesorted

ito' and that, in the interest of justice, by granting
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the present review application, the main 0.A. filed by

N

thevapplicant, be dealt with, in accordance with law.
4. We have given our careful considefation to what

has been submitted by the learned counsel for the appiicant,

together with his submissions made in the review application.

As earlier mentioned in our order dateé 29.5.1990, the
delay is quite substantial, ranging o%er a period of 2

years and 3 monfhs) approximately. The applicant has
attributed this delay to his counseQ’ who did not infofm
him of the Jjudgement passed by the ;ndustrial Tribunal
concefned, on the matter having been finally dgcided

by the said Tribunal. This, to §Ur mind, in itéelf shows
that the applicant did not pursue his case with due dili-
gence. To say the 1eaét, we do not find any good ground
to grant the preéént review application, and for that

matter, to take up afresh, the 0.A. filed by the applicant.

As a result of the above discussion,. this review application. -

is dismissed with no odrder as to costs.
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(I.K. RASGGTRA) (T.S. OBEROI)
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