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IN THE CENIRAL ADMI!USTRATIVE TRIB~L, JAIPtR BEt-l:H, 
. iAIPtB , 

** 
Date of decision: 17-11-1995 

RA No. 92/94 (oA tb.179/89) With Ml\ No.597/94 

Union of India and others 

• • Petitioners 

Jagdish ~rain and others 
•• Respondents 

CORAM: 

HON' BLE m. GOPAL 1\RISI~tJ\., VICE CHI\lRf.lhN 

HOW BLE 1-R. O • .P.S~M\, MEMSER(ADMINlS'lRATIVE) 

For the Petitioners 

For the Respondents •• Mr. R. N.Mlthur 

PER HON' BLE Mil. GOPAL KRISI:U~ VICE CHAIRM\N 
----------~-------~~---~---~-~-------~--~--

This is a Review Application under Jt,ue 17 c;>f the 

Central AdminiStrative TribllnCll (Procedure) Rules, 1987, 

seeking a r~view of the order dated 28-7-94 passed in 

oA No. 179/89. 

2. We have heard th~ ·~epart~ntal_ representative for the 

petitioners ·3 nd Shri R. N.Mat?ar, COllnsel for the respondents 

and have gone throt.lgh the records of the case carefully. '!'he 

departmental represent·ative prayed for adjOlttmnent on the 
. . " .. _. ., 

ground that their counsel iS not able.to put in his appearance 

today. We,however, reject thiS prayer. 

3. The impugned order was ::=::_: passed on 28-7-94 and the 

Review Application has been presented on 14-11-94 after a 

delay of 2~ months. The petitioners have moved an application 

for C'Q!fdon3.tion Of delay On the gr01.1n.j that Since the petitioners 

were seeking instructions of the higher authorities in this 

matter, the delay cau.-sed in presenting the RevieW Apl'lication iS 

bonafide ana it deserves to be condoned looking to the gravity of 

CcK.~-W-t the l'!Ptter. It is not known from the averments_ made in the 
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application for condonation of delay as to ~~hen, in fact,· 

at any point of time the ntcitter was referred to the higher 

authorities for seeking their instructions an.1 when the 

reply was received from the concerned Department. The grounds 

for condonation ot,_ delay are quite vague and in our view 

ther·e was no sufficient cau~e for not rrflking tJ:le ~evieW 

App~~c&tion wi~';h~n the prescr~bed period of limitation i.e. 

30 days from the d~te of receipt of the impugned decision 

by the petitioners. 

4. In the circJJm~stances, we find that the Review 

Application is not nFiintainable ~s being time ~rred. The 

M.A. for condonation of: delay is, theref<;')re, dismissed .• 

The Rei\~~pplio>tion 

<o.P.s~~rrrP) 
.mbe~(A). 

fails acc~rdingly. 

~-
(Go pal K~}t.~n&> 
Vice-Q\airman 
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