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! h BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMKE
BOMBAY BENCH, BOMBAY

DA NO. 1122/92

Shri Ajay Kumar Singh «ses Applicant
v/Ss,
Union of India & Ors, ees FRespondents

CORAM: Hon'ble Vice Chairman Shri Justice M.3.Deshpande
Hon'ble Member (A) Shri M.R.Kolhatkar

Appearance

Shri D.V.Gangal
Advocate
far the Applicant

Shri V.S.Masurkar
Advocate
for the Respondents

ORAL JUDGEMENT Dated: 6.12.1393
(PER: M.S.Deshpande, Vice Chairman)

We have heard the learned counsels, It appears
that without filing an appeal against the order passed
by the disciplinary authority in the year 1988, the
applicent filed [Eﬁ}abplication for review addressed to
the Chief of Naval Staff, Naval Headguarters, New Delhi
on December 7, 1991, The subject shows that it was a

- reviey application under Rule 29 of CCS{CCA) Rules, 1965,

Shri Masurkar for the respondents states that the applicant

has approached the reviewing authority without auail@ng of

the right of appeal,iéﬁ} we see no impediment in the applicant's-

doing seo becauss review application would 1i€»to the President

under any circumstances. The point urged is that the revieu

application is unreasonably delayed, Since no limitation

has been prescribed for making an application for reuieuiﬁfﬁp

guestion of delay would not really be materialjié;i it would

be for the President to decide whether he should entertain an
o bioan

application for review if he regards &het the application hes
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not beefnmade within reasonable time, That, however, a
matter entirely for the President to decide and we express

no opinion whether the application should be entertained by
the President but %f he does not entertain the application,
an order to that effect shall be passed, subject to the right
of the applicant to apply under Rule 31 for coandonatian of
delay., If he chooses to sntertain the application, it would
be for the President to consider the merits of the case and
make any order which may appear to him to be approoriate,
Another submission of Shri Masurkar is that the application
is not addressed to the President as such but to the Chief

of Naval Staff but that would not be material in the circums-

tances of this case.

2. In the result, we direct the President to decide the
review application dated 7,12,1991 within six months from
the date of receipt of a copy of this order. With thess

directions the 0A, is disposed of.
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