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Cai^TTRAL /OMINISTRATIVB TRIBUrMAL

PRINCIPAL BErCH

^EW I£LHI

R.A. K). 116/1991 in
O.A. rxD.2463/1990

DaCIDaD ON

rK
W-

Kumn^ sim-i REVIB' •V APP Lie AM

^VERSUS ^

UNION OF INJ.IA & ORS. NDENTSRESPO

ORDER

Fion^ble 3hXi P. C. Jain, Member (A) :

The applicant in 0A-»2463/90 has fi

application under section 22 of the Admi

Ac 15 19 35 ag a i ns t the j ud gme nt de 1iver ed

2. The Registry has raised a doubt as

review application is within limitation

the Central Administrative Tribunal (Pro

lays davn that the petition for reviev.; h

thirty days from the date of receipt of- a copy of the order

of vhich the review is sought. The review applicant has

contended that a copy of the aforesaid judgment was receiveci

by him on 29.3.1991. This R.A. was filed on 30.4.1991. The

dats of receipt of a copy of the judgment is to be excluded

for ccmputing limitation and as such^ the review application

is within limitation.'

3. The main grounds for seekir^ review are that an error

apparent on the face of the judgment has crept in tne

judgment because the authorities for condonation of delay

cited on behalf of the applicant in the O.A. have not been

considered, and that no order has been passed directim the

respondents to decide the appeal within a fixed period as

led this r-iviev;.

nistrative Tribunals

on 18.3.1991.

to whether this

or not, iluie 17 of

:;edure) Rulas, 1987

as to be filed vvithi
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had been prayed for by the respondents in their reply to

the O.A. We have carefully considered these contentions and

are of the view that these are not tenable. In view of the

seven-Judge judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of

S. S; Rathore Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh (AIR 1990 SC 10)

' on the point of limitation, it was not necessary to discuss

in the judgment the authorities cited by the applicant.

The contention of the applicant in the O.A. that his cause

of action therein was a recuring and' continuing one, has

, already been dealt with in the judgment sought to be reviewed.

The contention of the review, applicant that the Tribunal

should have given a direction to the respondents to decide

his appeal against the impugned order of punishment within a

•fixed time also has no force partly because this aspect of
/

the matter has been dealt.with in para 7 of the judgment and

partly because if the OA was held to be barred by li® it at ion,

the Tribunal did not have jurisdiction to give any directions

4. In view of the foregoing, we see no merit in this

review application, which is accordingly rejected by

circulation.

( P. C. JAII^^
MEMER (A) •


