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Commercial Complex(BDA) 
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Dated : 22 MAR 1988 

REVIIW 	APPLICATION NO 	 7 	 /88 

IN APPLICATION NO. 696/87(F) 
W.P. NO. 	 -I 

Applicant 	 Respondent 

Shri M.V. Narayenaewamy 	 V/s 	The Secy, M/o Defence, New Delhi & 2 Ore 

To 

1, Shri M.V. Narayanaswamy 
A/6/2, 'Sriram' 
G.C.C.H. Colony 
Besant Nagar 
Madras - 600 090 

Subject : 	 COPIES 	PASSED BY THE BENft 

Please find enclosed herewith the opof 

passed by this Tribunal in th above saidappliC8tiofl 	
17388 

V—PLTY REGISTRAR 
(JuDIcIAL) 

End:. As above 	 (5)c 	 \ 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF MARCH,. 1988 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present: I 	 and 

j Hon' ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

REVIE4 APPLICATION NO. 7/1988 

Shri M.V. Narayanaswamy, 
No.A/6/2/Sriram, 
GOCH Colony, 
Basant Nagar, 
Madras. ..s 

'I. 

1 • Union of India by its 
Secretary, M/o Defence, 
South Block, 
New Delhi—il. 

Financial Adviser, 
Defence Services, 
M/o Defence, South Block, 
New Delhi—li. 

Controller General of Defence 
Accounts, West Block—U, R.K. Puram, 
New Delhi-66. 	 000 

Applicant 

Respondents. 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following 

0 R 0 ER 

In this aoplicatiofl 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.No.696/87 in so far as the same rejected his claim for 

%special pay of Rs.iOO per month for a certain period. 

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

peared in person and argued that case before us. On the 
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conclusion of the arguments by both sides, we dictated 

our order in the open court, dismissing his application 

in so far as it related to his claim for special pay 

(ide paras 23 and 27 of our order). In confirmity with 

the Act and the Rules the applicant was supplied, with a 

free copy of our order by the Registrar in his communi- 

cation dated 4.1.1988, despatched on 7,1.1988 received 

by him on 11.1.1988. We accept the statement of the 

applicant that he received our order copy only on 11.1.1988. 

The applicant present1ei his review application by 

oost and the same has been received by this Tribunal on 

8.2.1988. We must, therefote, take 8.2.1988 as the date 

on which this Review Application has been presented before 

the Tribunal. 

Rule 17 of the Cental Administrative Tribunal 

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

of limitation for filing review applications reads thus: 

"17. Review of application to be 

filed within thirty days: No 

application for review shall be 

entertained unless it is filed 

within thirty days from the date 

of the order of which the review 

,) Ii 	is sought." 

Under this rule, an application for a review has to 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 i 
I 

 s a delay of 32 days in filing this 

Review Application. In IA No.1 the applicant while 
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asserting that his Review Application, computing the 

limitation from the date of receipt of the order was 

in time, hap however, sought for condonation of delay 

on the ground that he was under the impression that 

the period of limitation had to be comiuted from the 

date of receipt of the order. We uLli even accept the 

plea of the applicant and condone the delay and deal 

the application on merits. 	 - 

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 

thatured by the applicant at great length really asks 

us to reexamine every one' of the reasons given byus• 

for rejecting 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 own order. We cannot re— 

'/ 	 \ 
xamine the order as if we are a court of appeal and 

_ 	ome to a different 	 We 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 error to 

justify a review of our order. 

In the light of our above discussion we hold that 

this application is liable to be rejected. We, therefore, 

TRUE COPY 	reject this application at the admission stays itself 

without notice to the Respondents. 

DEPUTYREGISTRAR (JAVICEHAIRMA'V 
ENTBAL ADMINISTRATIVE Tjjj 

BAN OAL ORE 

bsv /Mrv. 

'V 

1E1'1BER (A-) 
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J. No 	.IIEV.A 
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 

NEW DELHI 

Dated 4th October, 1968 
Frorn 

The Additional Regi8trar 
Suoreme Court of India, 
New Delhi 

To 
The Registrar, 
Central Admiflistrative Tribunal, 

Naar, 
TITIONrekR SPCJ LAV TO 	(CIVIL) N(' 6894 CF 1928 

(Petition ndér.tO1eI 16 of the ConstitutiofIndT, for 
Special Leave to Appeal to the supreme Court from the 

XXDOrder dated 17 	 of the 
Central craniriv 	uun1 	 in tcvic hppliction 
1'1o.(/EB 

::. V.Nerayn.vamy 	 .Petitiofler 

vs 
Union of Incia 	Cr. 	

.. . . . . . Respor1dent3. 
Sir, 

I am to in:Eorm you that th Petition abOvemefltiOned for 

pecia1 Leave to 7peal to this Court was filed On bha1f of 

the Petitioner above-najed from the )XX 	Order of the 
Ccntral 	nilnistrative Tribum?l, Banalore 
Lx 	noted above and t1qt the same was/dismissed/ 

cXby this Court on the 5rd 	day of October 

19E8 	-. 

1 

Y0urs faithfully, 

for ~~L ~. G ~IS T ~RAa 

ns/ 14.9 • 19 88/jv 


