
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
MUMAI BENCH 

Date of Decision: (. 1.2002 
RA162/2001 

OA/24/200 I 

Shri t4Kokad 	 Petitioner (s) 

A A ..- .- 	•4-1 .- .-  

i_-I 	 I 	 • I ).t v )%,c'a. 	iji iiic 	 Lk 

T4 j 	i'i / flf 	,  
A?. 	 '_-' 	1Aa Respond- 

AA 	for the Respondents(s) 

t.JIJ1d1 a 

THE HON'L MRA$HOK AGA'WAL : CHAIRMAN 

• !'Y G.C. SR1' 	 • IFEMAY 

ATT -'" 'TT'T' 
1 

1 	Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the 
judgment? 

2. 	To be referred to the Reporter or not 

rIh 	o 	opy of thep 	hthacWhether the orwte  
judgment? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the 
Tribunal? 
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This RP has been filed by the original applicants of 

OAf 24/ 2001 against the order passed by the Tribunal on 
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passed without hearing both the sides. (iil Application rejected 

at the admission stage without looking in he mst 	erito 	t of the  
case. full Fixation of nay is a recurrjn• - cause of action and (ivl 
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the delay could have been condoned by taking a liberal view. 
L 

2. 	
We have examined the above grounds and fInd that none 

of them can be considered as valid grounds fora review 
applicafjo 	It is a settled iositmn of law that a: review 

appiicatjor lies when a new and important matter of evidence 

is discovered which was not within the knowledge and could 

not be produced or when there is a mistake or enor apparent 

on the face of record or for anyother sufficient reason. In the 
instant case, the order was passed and the OA rejected on the 
ground of limitation alone. In view of this, there is neither any 

need to review nor any occasion to go into the merits of the 
casc. 	Similarly, there was neither any application for 

condonation, of delay nor any material on record to justify the 

delay. The OA did not even acknowledge any delay in filing 

the same and the pleadings never suggested even remotely any 
of the pleas being advanced now in the RR 
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