
"-c'

IN THE C£i'JfRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

principal bench

Ra 28/56 in
CP 59/9 5 in
OA 844/91

Nau 'J al'ni this ths 24th Oay of February, 1997

Hon*bl9 Smt.Lakshrni Suaminathan, n ember (3)
Hon'bla bhri K.PIuthukumar, fl amber (a)

Union oF India through
the Chief Adrnini str atiw 9 .of fic sr ( R)
Diasel Component Uorks,
Patiala,

(By Advocate -hri p.3, T'lahendru )

V/s,

Shri Rakesh flalik
s/o Sh.R.As Malik
£x~Toal Shacker
Plant i''iaint ananc 3 Shop
Qiessl C-omponent Uorks,
Patiala.
Pr esent 1 y
Railway uuarter hJo.S/ll,
Delhi Kishangan j,
Delhi,

(By Advocate Shri 8,5, Clainea through
proxy Counsel Shri Madhok )

«©• Applxcsnc

Respond ent

27,

ORDER (oral)

(Hon'ble Smt, Lakshmi Syarninafchan, I*lember (3)

ule hava heard Shri P,3, f1 ah endru , 1 earn ed counsel uho

has pressed Ra 23/95 along uith i^lA 414/9S for condonation of

delay,

2e Regarding the question of delay, uQ note that the

respondents have themselves admitted that the Ra ought to have

been filed by 4,7,95, Hoyeverj they have submitted that an

earlier Wa filed by them (Ra 2406/95) ygs disposed of vide

order dated 8»1®1996 and th^eafter thijs RA has bean filed

on 9, 2.1996. these factsj ua are not satisfied

that there arc sufficient reasons for condoning the delay
3.n this fjQSQa

i-ipar:; from ths above, the applicants(Original rsspon-

dents) in the R. A. ^rf-£C;;;-haue also not shoun as to hou there

appears to be an error apparent on the face of the record

in the impugned order dated 16.5.95 in OA 844/91. Ue,therefore,



V

V

find no good ground to iSSszit^ this R. A»

4. For tha abovs rsasons? this R. A, is accordingl/

di smi ss ed»

5^ Shri P,S, f^ah andru jle^ nsd counsel submits that

in of the abo^Gj futtner tuo months tinie may be granted

to the rsspondents to comply with the directions in OA 844/g'

djited 16,5,1955^"!hat prayer is allowed,

/luthu.\urnar) ( Smt, Lsk shmi Suaminathan)
I^sDber (a) Member ( 3)


