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CENTRA.  ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
i PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

- R.Ao‘NQ.SGD/Qd.
in
O.A. NOe<418/84

New Delhi, dated this </ srday of dctober 1954

HON'BLE MR+ D.L. MEHTA, VICE CHALRMAN (3)
HON'BLE MR. B.K. SINGH, MEMBER (A)

.Shri‘ﬁamesh 3ingh,

5/o Shri Bhagwan Dass,

L35G Postal assistant,

South Jest Livision,

New Deslhi - ' : .

R/o of Delhi, -

¢/o Shri 3Sant Lagl Advocate,

C=21(B) Neu Multan Nagar, S . :
Delhi=11u U56. ' ' soe AppliCant.

Jy Advocate: Shri Sant Lal &-Pradeeﬁ Kumar e
Uersus'

1« The Chief Post Master General,
Delhi Circle,
Meghdogot Bhavan,
New Delhi=114d uU01.
2. -The Senior Superint endent of Post OFfices,
Soutn West DUivision,
New Delhi-11d4d 021, oo Respondantse.

JULUGEMENT

This Review Application No.36U/94 has bsen
filea agéinst tne grder and judgement in J.A. No.44i8/89
dictated in the open court on Sth August 1994. The
senior superintendent of Post Jffices vidé ilemo, N

apolicant , g
BR/18-18 dated 7.10.8U placed the,under suspension on
thefgruunds of contemplated di siplinary ﬁroceeaings.,
He uas,-ho@ever, reinstated on 37.1J0.8U0. He was also

communicated -the adverse remarks rscorded in the ACR

for the year 196U-81_vide latter dated 16-1J=61% He ‘was
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issued another charge-sheet on 7/15.5.1981 and the
same was cancelled by the Disciplinary Auﬁhority on
25+411.82+ Another Charge-sheet was'issued under
Rule 14.o0f CCS (LCA) Rulés, 1565 by which a depart-
mental enquiry was also conducted. But the Inqﬁiry

afficer submitted his .report an 3U.9.83 de€laring

‘that the charges were not proved against him. The

aisciﬁlina:y.autharity dis-agreea with the I-U.\aﬂj
awarded the penalty 6? stoppage of next increment

for six months vige Memo dated 18.8.8B4. dn appeal{
tne charges were dropped, buf he was warned to improve

his conducte

2 He was cansidered for time bound promotion

in the higher scale of LSG , but he was not found fit.
The applicant ués granted .time bounu promotion with
effect from 1.4.86 on the basis of the orders af thé
P.M.G. He uanfed"ante-dating of the same, but the
Triéunal did not Pind any substantial-grounds for
ante-dating his time bound promotion inanxx&xhim&

since his case haao pbeen considered in 1584-85 and

he was not found suitable.

3. - we have gons through the review appliCation-
carefglly and we considered the relisf prayed for in

the O.A.s It is true that ne had compléted 16 years

of service an 6.12;84, bUt he was not found suitable for
time pound promotion in 19?4-85 anafsuch the Triounal agid
not find any material tobdis-agree with the_aséessment
of the authorities. Tﬁe apteedatinQ:MUESﬁsoughg

Wwith eFﬁeCtMFrgmg16.12.19B4w.tha date“on.whiqh,-...u

he. completed 16 ysars of servicee
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The Tribunal could not gppreciate’ svidence and could

not sit as a0 appellate court in regard'to the assess=-
ment made by hie UPC, which did not consider him sﬁitable
for promotion in the year 1984=-85 agno that is why he uas
allowed promotion from 1&4;86 under the time bound
scheme. This order also was issued on 26.7.88 giving

him the benefit of promotion from 1.4.86.

4 . The cause of action had arisen witheffect

from BelU.B4, wnen he was denied the promotion or

at te most when he was not found suitaole far time bound

promotion, as a resu;t of the DPC in 1s584=85 and he

coulo have Fileo a reprusentation. " The maximum ﬁeriod

allowed for waiting for a reply is only & months. He

could have come up to the Tribund some time in 1887,

but the application was filed on 4.12.85. The statutory
is , ' '

time limit, prescribed under Section 21 of the LAT Act

1985 and the Tribunal has to wonsider the statutory

period of limitation before taking up the matter for

ad judication. The application was dismissed on t he

grounds of delay and laches and also on merits.

5e A revieuw application can be entertained under
S5ection 114 of fhe CPC read with Order 47 Rule 1.

There aretﬁfinité parameters laid down for .entertaining
review applicatione. Order 47, Rule 1 lays down that

g review application may be entertained in cass the

revicw gpplicant shows thati:= + = .. e

1, he has discouvcred a new and important matter
or evidence which after tﬁe exercise af due
diligence was not within nis knowledge am
ctould not De produced 6y him at the time

when the order was made;
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ii) on account of soms mistake or error factual .
or legal on the face of the record.uwithout
any elaborate argument needed to establish the

samegs Or

iii) any other sufficient reasons analoguous to
those specified in Section 114 or Order 47

Rul:e 1

6o ‘This review application does not come,uithin

the four cornérs of Order 47, Rule 1 or under 3Jection
114.V The review is not maintainable for advancément

of fresh arguments but it is only for correction of a
patent erforiof fact or lau.i A4 plea not taken in the
OsAs Cannst be ralsed in the R.A. S5ince we do not

find any ground for maintainiﬁg tﬁis Review Application,

the same is rejected summarily under Order 47, Rule

4(1)e

'(BTRT’§§EH)

MEMBER (A)

1 agree
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