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BEFORE THIL CEN'I.'RAI.. ADMINIS‘I‘RATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH -
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.:g; - * R.B.No. 18/95 in'o}él i249494'1;;:§j
3?”' ; N.M. Zendekar R .;§ %;plicant; _
Vs. R
- 'Jf rUnion of India & Ors.. - .. "Respondgats

GORAM- : 1. Hon'ble Shri Justice M.S.Deshpande,. V.C
2. Hon'ble Shri.M.R.Kolhatkar, Member (A)
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Ir'i'f"this -R.P "'i-the review 'petitioner has
sought rev:.ew of our judgment dated 30/12/1994
by which we had da.sposed of the 0 A ex -parte

the appl'lcant aftei:-dlsmla-‘,sa.ng the applic:atloﬁ

. s

for condonatlon of delay and qonsequently

dzsmlsslng the 0 A as barred by time.

N et oma "

e . L o . - t-he 'édvqcate for ,the' é@;m@t could not attend:’
, ‘ . -'-_" A T - . ,‘*
o T . ﬁhe adm:.ssl,onf“hearmg for. A‘Ehe cfrcumstinces

q

Jbeyorzd nis cdntrol-. as he 1‘5 cqming fngn Pune,

't-.

R -‘;vas-}detained in rallway trafflc near Kalyan.

*-§é- 'fén: as llmn.tation s cancerned; 'J.t has

been' argued that -the- respondent No. 2 never

.‘,

J:bformed the applicant that the Five Yearly
assessment of the applicant had ever been turned-

_dOWn, ‘giving rise to any cause of action. The

applicant has also enclosed a statement regarding
v action taken on the recommendation made at the
last meeting of the CIFE Joint Staff Council held

i : on 29-3-1994 at C.I.F.E,

""" "ORDER ON R.P:-BY CIRCULATION Sard 2.3, s~

_ 2'-..: ‘The main grouriﬁ urged“‘f.or réﬁiw is that ‘,,.;:'j
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- 3. The claim of thé}éﬁﬁiicant is that he was

N

departméntally progéied ﬁhrOugh a regglarly
}constituted selectioﬁ committee, for the
technical postlof Bosun, from 20.2.81 and was
aeemed to have-cbmpleted probation on 8.7.86,
'meaning that he was also confirmed in the technical
post. Hé.was thus eiiéi?le for five yéérly
assessment from 1.3.87 and 1.3.92 applicable to
" technical éfaff as on 1.3.87. The applicaﬁt made
a representation'dated 20.4.87 and was informed on

27.6.1990 to.acguire desired qualifications. Thus

right to sue'accrue{on;27.6.90 and the applicant

Y

ought to have approached us within one year thereof. -
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He might have made - subsequent representations or
might have explored other avenues like raising

the issue through -joint staff council but that

does not save.: the limitation..

s R ‘oLJ‘ o : ’ .
4. Wo grounds have been made %n the review petition.
. ‘ . i"""

within the parameters of Order 47, Rule 1 of
C.P.C.. The R.P is thereforé"without merit and is

. . rejected.’
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fopn MEMBER- &) - VICE-CHAIRMAN

L .-
RN - - SE




