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OPEN conar. 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLIU1ABAD BENCH : ' ALLAH~BAD 

CIVIL MISC. REVIEtv AP PLICllTIOfl ru .o? OF 3)02 

IN 

ORIGI?lAL APPLICATION rro .116 OF 0000 
ALLmABAD !mIS lH E s.w DllY OF SEPTEMBER,ro03 

Herish Q1andre S1 arms, 
S/o Lete Bhegloler Presad S1arma, 
Rio Type-III, Que rter No.-4, 
Kendriy~ Vidyr.leya Colony, 
B ulendshel1 e r. 

l. 

2. 

Versus 

lJn1on or India , 
th rough tt1 e Secretery, 
~:eBeriYf~llrces Develor>ment, 

Commissioner, 

•••••••••• Applicant 

Kendriye Vidyeleye Sengatt1en, (Headquarter) 
18, Institutional ~rea, 

3. 

4. 

s. 

S1eheed J eet Singh Mar g , 
New Dell1 i. 

Deputy Commissioner ( t csd), 
18, In~t1tut1onel Area, 
Sl1eheed Jeet Singl1 Ma r g , 
r~ew Delh 1. 

AP~istent Commissioner, 
Kendriye V1dy~ley a Senge ti1en, 
Luckno~ Region, Sector - J, 
tlig~nj, Lucknow , tJ.P. 

Pr1nc1pel, Kendriye Vidyeleya, 
Bulendsheh ar, U.P. 

• • 

6. Sri Ravi S1enker S1erme , 
Principel, Kendriye V1dyeleye, 
Bulendsheh er, U.P. 

(Bv Advocete S1r1 N .. P. Singh ) 
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ORDER_ 

111is Review he~ been filed for review of tl1e order 

d~tea 21.11.a:>Ol passed in O.A. No.1J4/00 ~longw1ti1 O.A. 

No.11s/oo,11s/oo end Jl7/oo. 

2. 1111s Rev1e-w .Application he~ been filed alongwitJ1 

deley condonetion epplicetion es per Rule 17 of CAT (Procedure) 

lules 1987. '.Jl1 e Rev1~ ~ppl 1cPt1on 1s to be filed witl1 in 

a> days. Admittedly tl1 e order of this Tribunal dated 00.11.01 I 
\./PS received by the rev1e,., epplicent on 22.11.a:>Ol and, 

tl1erefore, tl1e revie"' application should have been filed by 

00.12.0001. 111e deley hes not been explained in proper 

r eq uired menner. It simply sholols negl igence on tl1e pert of 

reviel-1 E-PP11cent. 

a. 1111s court is conscious of tl1e feet tt1et in corporrte 1 

bodies like tJ1e epJ>licents, ti1 ere sre some red-tepism ~1icl1 

taken more time in epproeching the courts but fro m perusal 

of pe re 3 of the eff1dsv1 t 1 t eppeers tt1 et the review 

epplicent h es tried to explain the delay but the same has been 

explained in half-hearted menner just in a casuel way 

up to 24.12. a:>Ol. lh e a elay has been explained up to 24.12. roo1 j 

which could t)e extended till the re-opening of the Tribunal I 
on 01.01.rooa but th e Perusal of tl1 e records shows th et the 

application for review he~ been filed on 1s.01.roo2. 1llere 

is no explanation worth tl1e name regerding delay from 01.01.03 

to 14.0l. 0003 end es such in tJ1 e absence of sufficient grounds 

for condoning tt1e deley t111s review epplicetion under section 

5 of tt1e Limitetion Act is rejected end es such tt1e review 

epplicPtion fells. 
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4. I would elso like to observe tl1~t if tl1e review 

applicant 'WSnted to file the review he should have teken 

precautions to h~ve given sufficient time for preperetion 

of tl1e review epplioetion end its ult1mete filing. 

Member-A 

/l~eelam/ 
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