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"central AOTINISTRATiyE TRIBUNAL
principal BENCH; HBJ DELHI

R.A. NO.128/95 in

Q.A* No. 166/90

Da'̂ e of Oscision; 17,5.96

Hon'ble Shri Adige, Rember (ft)

Hon'ble Smb. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Hember (j)

• Ram Bali Ram
s/o Bhabhuti Ram
D-2/135, Nand Nagari,-
Delhi. ,,, Applicant

ay Advocate; Mrs, Av/nish' Ahlauat

Vs.

1. Chief Secretary,
Gov/t. of NCT of Delhi,
Delhi.

2. The Commissioner of Police,Delhi
Delhi Police Hqrs.,ip Estate,
Meu Delhi.

3. Addl. Commissioner of Police,
Delhi Police Hqrs .
IP Es L,ate ,Neu Delhi. Respondents

By Advocate; 5hri Arun BharduJaj

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathsn, [Member {3)

This 13 a Rsvlsu application filed by the applicant

Shri Ram Bali Ram on 15.5.95 seeking a ra.ieu of tha judga«nt

Of the Tribunal in O.S. 165/90 dated 3.2.95. The grievance

of the applicant in tha o.ft. uas that he uas not appointed/

promoted as Head Constable (PUniatarial>/Hindi T/pist from tfe
date he uaa ucrking uith Roapondent Mo.2 i.e. uith effect from
the latter of appointment dated 15.12,73 (flnnexure fl of the Ofl).
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2. Ue have heard Mrs, ^v/nish AhlaUat, learnsd counsal

for tha applicant and Shri Arun Bharduaj, Isamed counsel

for the respondants and perused the record.

3» Ue haue seen the review application as uell as

additional affidavit in support of the application under

section 5 of the Limitation Act. read with section 151 of the

CPC for condonation of delay. The applicant has submitted,

that since the final copy of the judgement was not received

by him and he uas busy in his daughter's marriage, he filed

. • , . . . ® •an application for obtaining/certified copy of the judgement

which copy uas supplied to him on r^arch 28 j 1995 . The

applicant states that he uas under the impression that

for filing an appeal in the Supreme Court he uill get

90 days time from 28,3.95. On approaching, a lawyer he

•uas advised to file a revieu applicaion before the Tribunal

and hence this review application in which he has pleaded

that delay in filing tha revieu application may be condoned

and the matter be heard on merit. .

Rsspondents have filed their reply to the R.A.

and have also taken a preliminary objection that the R.A.

^ is not maintainable as being barred by limitation.
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5. Under ssction 22(3)(f) of the Administrative

TribunaiS Actj 1985 read with Rule 1? of ths CaT (Procedure)Rulss,

I987s an application fow reuieu has to ba filed uithin 30 days

from the date of receipt of a copy af the order sought to be

yjloifL la "AuAeiJr ^
rauieuedi In this case the applicant has himself stated that

he has received a certified copy of the impugned judgement

on 28,3»95. The additional affidavit does not disclose any

sufficient reasons explaining the daisy in filing the R.,%

on 15.5.95. Therefore, this' r.A, is liable to b e dismissed

on the ground of limitation , ^loi

6. Apart from the abova ^l^e also carefully

considered the R«A« on me r it s r-f' error apparent on the

face of the record has been ,mads /out and the reuieuJ
~ %

application cannot be the remedy for seeking the relief only

because the applicant states^tte decision is urong. Ue,

therefore do not find any justification to warrant a review

of the impugned judgement dated 3.2.95.

I" the result, the R.A. is dismissed

on the hgrounds of limit at ion , and merits^

(s«, L^Ksmi SMniNsTHflN) (s.b/Vo'ige!!
I1cMBLu(3) ^EI^IBERCa)

/rk/


