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bNAL OF 

JT'J THIS THE 3rd Jay OF JULY, 187 

P'cnt : H0n'bla Justice Sri V .S.Puttswamy 	Jica-Ch<irmn 

Honftle Sri L.H.A.Rco 	 Nambar ( A ) 

RJIJ APPLICATIC 	c. 82/87 

Annamalai, 
I/a N0.89/5, 
i\ayappa Garden, 

emakrishna Road, 

JoddiQunta, Cox Town'; 
bangalore - 5. 	 ... 	?tpplicdnt 

(. Sri F .'ULbP lAO 	 ... 	J\JUCATE 

is. 

Thu Uion of India raprientd 

by Lhe SacttQry to the Govariment 

of India, tlinistiy of Jafonce, 

Now Juihi. 

The Adjutnt 0 naral, 

Recrutincl Jirectortc, 

JTE/RTG 5 (oR)(B), Irn,y 

Haadoudl t13L., uj5t h1ocl-III, 

h.K.Purim, Lui Joihi - 2.  

The hairninistratiwo Ofricar, 
Heedquurtarc, Ocruincj Zon, 

No.3, Raiendrasinchji  Road, 

Poona - 411 001. 

The Zonal R3c1uitin Lfficer, 

Headquartars Rciuitin Zona, 

No.43, 0 'sidency 00.0, 

Enca1ore - 25. 	 aspondants 

t. Sri 1.S.Padrn6rajaiah 	... 	MJvoctO ) 

lHHLICATILH FOr CONJLaTI. OF JELAY 

In film0 this Oejiau 	plication uniur Section 22(5)(f) of 

the AdministrLia Tribun:rls Act, 1985 (the Act) thare is a delay of 

121 :iays. In I.A. .o.1 filad unJer Saction 5 of thu Limitation Act, 

195d, F153 Act) tha aplicant has sou9ht for condonation of that delay. 
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The =963 Act has not been made applicable to proceedings 

either by the kct or by the Rules. Hence Section 5 of the 1953 Act 

has no application. Un this short ground I.A.No.1 is liable to be 

i eject e d. 

1We will, assume that Section 21(3) of the Act is applicable 

to IA No.1 and examine the same on that basis, as urged by Sri IS. 

Anandaramu, learned counsel for the applicant. 

n.I. .A.l the applicant has asserted that he was suffering from 

acute asthma and therefore he could not approach the Tribunal within 

the period of limitation provided by the C:ntral Adninistrative Tribunals 

(Procedure) Rules, 1957. Wa are of the view that this assertion of the 

applicant is a Vague and general assertion. Even otherwise, this 

assertion, is not supported by a medical certificate issued by a respon-

sible medical pr8ctitioner. We even seriously doubt the truth of the 

assertion made by the applicant. From these, it follows that the  

applicant has not made out a sufficient cause for condoning the delay 

in making the application. On this view also, I.A.No.1 is liable to 

be rejected. 

but notwithstanding the above, we have examined whether there 

was a patent error in the order to justify a review of the same under 

the act. We are of the view that there is no reason to doubt the 

correctness of what is recorded at pale 4 of the order to which satious 

exception was taken by Sri Anandaramu. 

We will also assume that Sri Anandaramnu did not make the 

óoncassion attributed to him at paLa 4 of the ordwr and examine wbethr 

the same calls for a review. We are of the view that even then the result 

of the order in Application No.1309/83(T) would not have ben any way 

different at all. On this view also there is nomerit in this application. 

7. 	In the light of our above discussion we hold that the I.A.No.1 
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DATED THIS THE 3rd Day OF JULY, 1987 

PrEent : H0n'ble Justice Sri f.S.Puttaswamy 

Horu'Lle Sri L.H.A.Reco 
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Applicant 

( Sri K.5UbA RAC 	 ... 	MJ\JOCATE ) 

'is. 

Thu IJT1IOn of India rapraentd 
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, Sri i1.S.Padrnarajaiah 	 ... 	èdvoct ) 

ORDER ON I.A. - APPLICATION FOR CtJNJCNTIC OF DELAY 

In filing this Review Application under Section 22(3)(f) of 

the dministrtiie Tribunals Act, 1985 (the Act) thre isa delay of 

121 days. In I.A. No.1 filed under Sctjon 5 of the Limitation Act, 

If( 
	 193, (1963 Act) the applicant has sought for condonation of that delay. 
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Th 	90-3 Act has not been mde applicable to proceedinos 

either by the ct or by the Rules. Hence Section 5 of the 163 Act 

has no applicdtion. On this short cround I..No.1 is lidhie to be 

rejected. 

e will, assume that Section 21(3) of the Act is applicable 

tc IA No.1 and examine the same on that basis, as urced by Sri MS. 

Anandaramu, lerned counsel for the applicant. 

.A.1, the epplicdnt has asserted that he was suffering from 

acute asthma and therefore he could not approach the Tribunal within 

the period of limitation provided by the Cntral Adninistrative Tribunals 

(Procedure) Rules, 1987. ue are of the view that this assertion of the 

applicant is a vague and general assertion. Even otherwise, this 

asEertion, is not supported by a medical certificate issued by a respon-

sible medical practitioner. We even sariously doubt the truth of the 

assertion made by the applicant. From there, it follows that the 	- 

applicant has not made out a sufficient cause for condoning the delay 

in making the application. On this viaw also, I.A.No.1 is liobla to 

be rejected. 

5, 	But notwithstanding the above, we have examined whether there 

was a patent error in the order to justify a review of the same under 

the Act. We are of the view that thore is no reason to douit the 

correctness of what is recorded at para 4 of the order to which selious 

exception was taken by Sri kknandaramu. 

6. 	iJa will also assume that Sri Anandaramu did not make the 

4' 	''-'Todession attributed to him t para 4 of the ordwr and examine whethr 

the same calls for a review. We are of the view that even than the result 

.'.of the order in Application No.1309/85(T) would not have been any way 

'djffer.nt at all. On this view also thurn is nomerit in this application. 

7. 	In the light of our above discussion we hold that the I.M.No.1 
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dnd the review 3p1icdtior1 are liable to bw iejcted. .ie, therefore, 

reject I.A.No.1 and th revii application. But in the circumstncs 

of the case, we direct the prtiee to ber the costs. 

/ 

AN 	 _-ç 	Cl\)1 

:AL 


