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IN THE CeNTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 1RIBUNAL,ALLAHABAD BENCH

Review Application No. 34 of 1987

in
Original Application No.677 of 1987

Mukesh Kumar PP Applicant
Vse.
Union of India & OthersSe ee. Responcents

Hon'ble Mr.Justice U.C-Srivastava,v.c-
Hon'ble Mr. A.B. Gorthi, Member(a )

(By Hon.Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava, VQC)

This is a Review Application against the judgmént
of Tribural datec 10.8.87 dismissing the application filed |
by the a.plicant on the ground that it is barred by time.

The applicant filed an application under Section 19 of the
Admicistrative Triburnals Act, 1985 for quashing the results
declared by the Railway Service Commission,Allahabad on
25.9.83 and 21.2.84 with a direction tothe responcents to
declare. the original selection list showing the applicant
successful therein. 1t is further stated by th%ﬁEEEiiﬁﬁﬂiugg
that he made two representations an'fﬂ”ﬁeé;ﬁger,1983 and
the other on 28.12.86 but could not get any redress, and.
that is why he filed an applicantion which is witnin time.
The application was filed on 31.7.1987. The Tribunal was
of the view that the limitation'expixed on 30.4.86 in as
much as ngshauld have been filed the application within g%

6 months and the application filed thereafter coula not

revive a right which had already become barred by time.

2 . The application for condonation of delay it
appears that was also not pressed. THe wpplicant ¢éok ghe
plea that he was given a reply by responadent no.3 that due
to certain court cases. the Department cannot do anything
till the cases are finalisede It is evident from the .
acplication filed by the applicant that the Tribunal ugtds}{ £
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ot come into existance and this application was rnot f§iled




P

e

within 6 months, and the Administrative Tribunal ceme into
force much thereafter. The applicant was seeking éhe
appointment and challenged the selection list.all the

2) leqgations made in the application were considered by the
Tribunal when the Tribunal rejected the application on the
ground that it 1is barred by time. The Triounal had a
jurisdictionito condoned the delay or not to condoned the
delay and in the circumstanceslof the case the Tribunal
took the view that it is not a fit case for condonation of
delaye All the allegations made Dby the applicant were
considered by the Tribunal: and there is no new ground
for assailing the Tribunal's Judgment. As such there 18

no merit in the case and it 1s accordingly dismissede.
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Member (A) Vice=-Chairmane.

24th Janusarx 1992.Al1lld.

r
—-._‘__———--- -—“*—_—_—-

i - _._1 il ma . - .:"'{‘_,.;-;"—-';?‘J

. e i



