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3 \A\‘ BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUMAL
: BOMBAY BENCH

chomﬂ. 63/9@
in
O.AsND, 1113

Shri Jairaj Arokiaswamy ess Applicant
" v/s
Union of India & Ors, _ " ses Respondents

Tribtunal's order on Revisu P@tition No., 68/94
Dafed:
This revisu petition is filed against the
efdnf ana judgmant dataq 16.2;1994 in D.A. No.
1113/93 rejacting thé.application for phanga oF, p

date of bifth. ‘I have carefully perussd the

petition and the application for condonation of

dllay in filing the revieu.patitian.
2, The applicant.has ﬁvt pointed aut_iﬁy error
‘ - ~
apparent on ths Facé_pf the record, All the.graunds
raised in the petiticn havs aiso baen raised at
the time.uh@n the D.A. was considerad and the appli;
cant yas heard in support of the 0.A. The.applicant's
grievance is that the order datsd 16.2,1994 is erroneous
but thaﬁ ground cannot be a grmﬁnd far a reviasuw of the
ordersy Th@re is no error app#tgpt en the faca of the
fmcard er any other grounds justifying review of the

r"

order, The Supreme Court has held in Chandra Kanta

and Another v, Sheik Habib / AIR 1975 SC 1500_7 that once
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an order has besen passed by the Court, a reviaw therecof

must be subject to the rules of the game and cannot be

lightly entertained. Henca, this petition is liable to

be rejected,

3, Thare is also delay in filing the revieu pétitimn.

Rule 17(1) of the Central Administrative Tribunal (Pro-

ceduyrs) Rulds, 1987 ‘provides as_fdllmus:-

" No applicatien for revisu shall be enter=

- e

tained unless it is filed within thirty days

from the date of fe:aipt'ef copy of the order

sought to be revieued".

4, In the result, this revieu pstition is dis-

migsed under ruls 17 aof the CAT {Procedure) Rulses, 1987

‘read with rule 49, Appdix IV Para I1{b) of CAT Rules

of Practice, 1993,
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(Lakshmi Swaminathan) —

Member {Judicial)
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