
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR. 

p.. 
Date of d~.::isit:•n: ~ f February, ::OCr-! 

Jai Pral~.ash Mathur s/o Shri 2uraj Uarain Mathur 

r/o 3/:2CH3, .Ja\orahar Nagar, Llaipur, at present 

working as Te~hnical Officer (T5), Central 3heep 

and Wool Research Institute, Avikanagar, via 

Jaipur. 

•• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Indian Council of Agricultural Research 

(ICAR) through its Secretary, &rishi 

Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. Union of India through its Secretary, 

Ministry of Fin.:tn•::e, N::.rth Elod:, new 

Delhi. 
'" . . . ..,. 3. Central Sheep and Research 

Institute thr•:·ugh its Di rectc·r, 

Avikanagar via Jaipur. 

Non-applicants 

Amit Nath Mathur - counEel for the applicant. 

0 R D E R 

The present Review Application has been 

filed by the appl ic.:tnt in the OA a9ainst the 
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which was dismissed on both counts, as not 

maintanable and hopelessly time barred. 

2. The case of the applicant in the 

Original Application was regarding revision of 

pay scale w.e.f. 1.1.1973. This Tribunal while 

relying upon the judgment dated 12.7.2000 of thi3 

Bench of the Tribunal in OA n: .. 67/91, Mahmc.od 

Ansari vs. Union of India and ors., relevant 

portion of which was repr·:·duced in para 5.1 of 

the held that this Tribunal has ho 
lj.. ltlt 

judgment, 

jurisdiction to consider the grievance of the 

applic:mt in respe.::t of an <:·rd~r made any time 

during the period of three years immediately 

preceding the date on which the jurisdiction, 

powers and auth.:·ri ty is .::c.nferred on this 

Tribunal, in view of the provieions contained 

under Section 21(2) of the Central Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985. That apart, a finding was 

also given that even if it is assumed that the 

present application can be entertained, the same 

is hopei essly time barred, which could :1ot be 

admitted and disposed of on merit, in view of the 

law laid down in the case of R. C. Sharma vs. 

Udham Singh Kamal, (1990) 8 SCC 30J, as the 

applicant has not filed any application for 

condonation of delay. Thus, the OA was dismissed 

on both counts. 

3. Now, the applicant has filed this 

Review Application for reviewing the aforesaid 
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order on the ground that subsequently the 

reepondente have passed orders whereby benefit 

has been given to two employees similarly 

situated vide c:.rders dated 16.1 . .:::(10-l and 

19.1,2004 (Ann.Al) w.e.f. 01.7 .E;76 and 

01.07.1977. The second ground taken by the 

applicant is that the matter is als.:• squarely 

r::cvered by the judgment dated 1~ • .S • .:::OC•O of the 

Prinr::ipal Benr::h of this Tribunal rendered in 0A 

No.l77/:2(10:2, which •::.:.uld not l:·e t.r.:•ught tc. the 

notir::e of this Tribunal and which necessitated 

filing of this Review Application and the said 

judgment is binding on this Bench of the 

Tribunal. The third submission made in the Review 

Application is that the applicati0n once admitted 

r::ould not have been dismissed on the grGund of 

limitation. 

4. We have considered the submissions made 

by the learned counsel for the applicant in the 

Review Applir::ation. 

4.1 Ar::cording to us, the aforesaid grounds 

do not constitute a ground for reviewing the 

judgment. As .already stated abc·ve, the •JA was 

diemissed •:•n two grounds. Firstly, the cause of 

ar::tion has arisen in the year 1073 and the 

Administrative Tribunal Act, came into force in 

1985, as sur::h, as per the judgment rendered by 

the ~oordinate Bench in Mahmood Ansari's case 

(supra), the OA could have been entertained by 

this Tribunal if the order has been passed within 

three years immediately prer::eding the date i.e. 
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1.7.1985 and if the appli.:::anti.:··n h.~s been filed 

\vithin a peri.:;d pres.::ribed under 3e·::ti.:,n .'21 of 

the Admini~tr:itive Tribun.:1ls Act. Sin.::e in the 

in~tanc~ ::a~e, the order has not been passed 

\vithin three years pric·r t.:. the date on which the 

prc•v is i .:.ns of the Administrative Tribuna 1 s A·::t 

be~ame applicable, a~ such the OA could not have 

been entertained. Thu=:, when the findings were 

givgn that the OA is not maintainable, this 

Tribunal has no jorisdi.::ti•:•n even tc, revie\ol the 

order/ judoJment. Further, the gr·:·und tal: en by the 

applicant that subsequently order~ have been 

passed \·lhereby the benefit has been e:-:tended to 

other employees, ·:::annot be the 9r.:.und 

revi~wing a judgment. Similarly, the ground taken 

by the applicant that the matter ,:.ught to hav·:! 

been decided in the light of the judgment 

rendered by the Principal Bench in OA Ho.l77/~00~ 

is equally mis:::onceived inasmuch ae, in that 

judgment the i~eue maint.ainability and 

I limitation •,ras not there, as su·::h that jud·:Jment .. 
is of no aseistan.:::e t0 the applicant. Regarding 

the cC".ntent i·=·n .:;f the learned .::.:.unsel for the 

applicant that once the OA ia admitted, could not 

have been dismissed on account of limitation, as-

well ae maintainability equally 

misconceived in view of the law laid down by the 

Apex Court in the case of R.~.Sharrna (~upra) 

whereby the H·:·n'ble Jl.pe:-: .:.:.urt has spe·:::ifi.:::ally 

stated that the appli::ation which i~ time barred 

and is supp.:.rted by of 

condonation of delay could not have been decided 
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on merits • 

r:: 
.Jo . For the re3s0ns etate1 above, we are 0f 

the ~iew that the a~pli~ant hae n0t made out any 

case fer reviewing the jud9ment dated :21.1. 2004 

rendered in C•A no. : ... n '.::(••=":. •. ~.:::.:::ordingly, the 

F:eview Apr.li·:atic·n is dismi:sed t.y •:ir.:ulation. 

~7 
( IJ •• f:. BHAl1DAPI) 

Member (A) Member (J) 


