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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH : “ALLAHABAD
CIVIL MISC., REVIEW APPLICATION M™M.07 OF 2002
IN
ORIGINAL APZLICATIION 10,116 OF 2000
ALLAHABAD THIS THE 5TH DAY OF SEPTEHBER,SDOS
B HON'BLE MA&J GEN. K.K, SRIVASTAVA,MENBER=4

Herish Ghandre Sheros,

S/o Lete Bhegwer Presed Sharme,
R/0 Type-III, Querter No.4,
Kendriye Vidyeleya Colony,

Bulendeheher.
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( By Advocete Shrl 5; Kaushik )

Versus

Union of Indie,

through the Secretery,

ﬁumsﬁ ?Ffonrces Development,
ew Uellll,

Commigsioner,

Kendriye Vidyelaye Sengathen, (Headquarter)
18, Institutionsl Aresa,

Sheheed Jeet Singh lerg,

NEH DeIhi-

Deputy Commissioner (Acad),

18, Institutionel Areas,
Shaheed Jeet Singh Merg,
New Delhi,

decelistent Commigeioner,
Kendriys Vidyeleya Sengethen,
Lucknow Region, Sector - J,
dligenj, Lucknow, U.P.

Principel, Kendriye Vidyeleya,
Bulendsheher, U.P. ,

Sri Ravi Shenker Sherrce,
Principel, Kendriya Vidyeleya,

BUIEndEhaher, U.P. --..----.Raspoﬂdents

(By Advocete Shri N,P. Singh )
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Ihis Review hae been filed for review of the order

deted 21.11.2001 pessed in 0.A. No.114/00 elongwith 0.4.
No «115/00,116/00 end 117/00. |

2 Thie Review Application has been filed a2longwith
deley condonetion epplicetion s per Rule 17 of CAT (Procgdure)

Rules 1987, The Review Applicetion is to be flled within
0 deys. Admittedly the order of thies Tribunel dated 20.11.01

wee recelved hy the review eppllicent on 22,11,2001 and,

therefore, the review epplicetion should have been filed by
Me12. 001, The deley hee not been expleined in proper
required manner. It simply shows negligence on the pert of

review enplicent.

3. Mhis court is conscious of the fact thet in corporrte
bodies 1ike the applicents, there are some red-tepism which

teken more time in approesching the courts but from perusal '

of pera 3 of the effidevit it eppeers thet the review
applicant hes tried to explein the delay but the same has been
explained in helf-hearted menner Just in & casuel wey
upto 24,12.2001. The delay hes been explained upto 24,12.2001
which ecould be extended till the re-opening of the Tribunel '
on 01.01.2003 but the perusal of the records shows thet the
= ' application for review hes been filed on 15.01.2002. There
ie no explanation worth the neme regerding delay from 01.01.03
to 14.01,2003 end &s such in the absence of sufficlent grounds
for condoning the deley this review eapplicetion under section

5 of the Limitation Act 1s rejected and es such the review

applicetion felle.
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4, I would aleo like to observe thet if the review
applicant wanted to file the review he should have teken
precautions to heve given sufficient time for preparstion

of the review epplicetion and its ultimete filing.
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