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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BANGALORE BENCH
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Commercial Complex(BDR)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038

‘ Dated‘8 22 MAR 1988

REVIEW  APPLICATION NO 7 /88
IN APPLICATION NO. 696/87(F ' '
W.P. NO. /87(F) /
Applicant Respondent.

Shri M.V, Narayanaswamy v/e - The Secy, M/o Defence, New Delhi & 2 Ors
To : :

1., Shri M.V, Narayanaswamy
R/6/2, 'Sriram'
G.C. C.H. COIDny
Basant Nagar
Madras - 600 090
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passed by this Tribumal in thi.abOVe salqlappllcatlon on .. V1=3-88 . _ _ _
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF MARCH, 1988
Hon'ble Shri- Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman

Present: i . and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 7/1988

Shri M.V. Narayanasuwamy,

No.A/6/2/Sriram,

GOCH Colony,

Basant Nagar,

Madras. ase Applicant

Ve

1. Union of India by its
Secretary, M/o Defence,
South Block,

New Delhi-11,

2. Financial Adviser,
Defence Services,
Mm/o Defence, South Block,
New Delhi-=11,

3, Controller General of Defence
Accounts, West Block-V, R.K. Puram, -
New Delhi-=66. : e Respondents.

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice=Chairman made the follouing:

ORDER

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 (' Act!) the applicant
has sought for a review of our order made on 7.12.1987 in
A.N0O.696/87 in so far as the same rejected his claim for

\ pecial pay of Rs.100 per month for a certain period.

The applicant who was the applicant in A.No.696/87

fopeared in person and argued that case before us. On the



(vxde paras 23 and 27 of our order)

Jfree copy of our order by the‘Reglstrar in his communi-

fcation dated 4,.,1.1988,

5 by him on 11.1.1988,

-2-"\‘

conclusmon of the arguments by both sides, ue dictated
|

our order in the open court, drsm1551ng his aopllcatlon

in sp far as it related to hlS clalm for special pay

In confirmity with

the Act and the Rules the appllcant was supplied with a

despatéhed on 7.1.1988 received

We accept the statement of the

applicant that he received er order copy only on 11.1.1988.

The applicant presentéd his review application by

3.
post and the same has been feceived by this Tribunal on L
8.2.1988., ue must, therefore, take 8.2.1988 as the date ’

on which this Review Application has been aresented before

the Tribunal. ° ‘

4, Rule 17 of the Central Administrative Tribunal

(Procedure) Rules, 1987 (the Rules) regulating the period

of limitation for filing revieu applications reads thus::

"17. Revieuw of application to be
filed within thirty days: No
apnlication fof revieuw shall be
entertained unless it is filed
ulthln thirty days from the date
of the order qf which the revieu

is sought."

Under this rule, an agolication for a revieu hasAto be
presented within 30 days from the date of the order and
not within 30 'days from the date of receipt of the order.;

If that is so, there 1s a delay of 32 days in filing thlS b
e 4&’

Review Applicatione. In IA No.1 the applicant uwhile
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asserting that his Rgvieu’Application, computing the
limitation from the date.of receipt of the order uas
in time, has houever, sougbt for condonaﬁion of delay
on the ground that he was under the impression that
the period of limitation had to be computed from the
date of receipt of the.order. e will even accept the
plea of the ap@licant ahd condone the delay and deal

the application on merits,

S In our order, we have examined the claim of the
applicant for special pay and upheld the order made
by the Controller General of Defence Accounts (CGDA)

who had rejected the same. Every one of the reasons

&b cuee b g

thatlurged by the applicant at great length really asks
us to reexamine every one of the reasons given by us. - ..

for rejscting his claim for special pay, as if we are

a court of appeal., We cannot act as a court of appeal

and sit in judgment on our ouwn order. We cannot re-

xamine the order as 1? we are a court of appeal and
j764nv66¢u£qnv ¢

come to a different geiniem. UWe are of the view that the

order in so far as it had rejected the claim of the

applicant does not suffer from any patent srror to

justify a review of our order.

6 In the light of our above discussion we hold that
this application is liable to be rejected. UWe, therefore,
TRUE CQPY reject this application at the admission staye itself

without notice to the Respondents.
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SUP REME COURT‘Or INDIA
NMEVW DELHI

Dated &4th October, 1988w

From}
The Additional Registrar,
Sunreme Court of India,
New Delhi

To

The Registrar,
Central Administrative Tribunal,

BaRefybamplegsglpgire Nacar, .
~TITION gFOR SPUCIAL LEAAVE TO aPPEAL (CIVIL) nc . 6894 OF 12€8

etition under Article 1 36 of the Constltutlon of Tndia, for
Special Leave to Aopeal to-the supreme COurt from the 5%&5%5%5

C,ntral Adminisblv 1vn LLLUunu B“ng ilore in Review nppllc%clon
No /BQ ' - _ g e S 5y
p X & evie o : ’ L . O

\[ }QCTY 7 Mt I“iy . . ‘...'.Petitloner .
‘ vs ‘ ' :
ni £ India & Cre, . . ' _
Union of India & Cr | tu e ReSPORAENTS «
5ir, :

I am to inform you that the‘Eetition above-mentioned for
Special Leave to Anpeal to this Court was Filed on behalf of

the Petitioner above-named from the>§uﬁEMéﬁ£x%ﬁ& Order of the

Central administrative Tribunzl, Be {jlor
LEX@hKCanx noted above and thqt the same was/ﬁé K dismissed/

srd 1 __ day Qf October

d@%@@%édxﬁxhby this Court on the

_19€8 .

Yours faithful ly,

for Aﬁnﬂ, ;EGISTRAR;‘=;—-**“
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