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CENTRA. Ai]mNI5TR ATIUE TRIBUNAL

^ PRINCIPAL-BENCH, NE'J DELHI.

„ R. A. No .360/94.

in

O.A. Na./418/e4i

New Delhi, dated this-C:/'^rday of Qctodar 19S4«

HOlM'BLE ilR . D.L. i^EHTA,' UIC£ uHAIRMAN {3)

HQN'BLE FIR. O.K. SI NGHMEMBER U)

5hri Raraesh Singh,
S/o Shri Bhaguan Dass,
L3G Postal /Assistant,
South ijest division.
New Delhi

R/o of Delhi,
C/o Shri Sant Lai Advocate,
C-21(b; Neu Multan Nagar,
Delhi-IlL) 055. ... Applicant,

jy Adv/ocates Shri Sant Lai ^ Pradeep Kumar.

l/ersus

1. The Chief Post Master General,
Delhi Circle,
Meghdoot Bhavan,
Neu Delhi-llO dOI,

2. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Soutn uiest Division,
Neu Deihi-lld 021. ... Respondents.

JUDGEMENT

This Revieu Application iMo.36u/94 has dsen

fileo against tne order and judgement in.Q.A. No.z4ia/a9

dictated in the open court on 9th August 1994. The

jenior Superint enaent of Post Jffices vide Memo_ No'«
applicant

BR/IB-18 dated 7.10.8U placed the^under suspension on

t.he'grounds of contemplated disciplinary proceeoings.,

He uas, however, reinstated on 31.10.80. He yas also.

communicated'-'the adverse remarks recorded in the ACR • '
- j

for the year 1980-81 vide letter datt^d 16-10-61;- He uas-
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issued anot.hsr charge-sheet on 7/15.5.1981 and the

same uas cancelled by the Disciplinary «i<uthority on

25.11.82. Another Charge-sheet uas.issued under

Rule 14. of CCS (.CCA) Rules, 1955 by uhich a depart

mental enquiry uas also conducted. But the Inquiry

• fficer submitted his jreport on 3LJ.9,a.3 declaring

that ihe charges were not prov»ed against him. The

aisciplinary authority dis-agreea uith the I.Q. arc!

auardeo the penalty of stoppage of next increment

for six months wiae Memo dated 18.8.8^. Jn appeal,

tne charges were dropped, but he uas uarned to improve

his conduct.

2s He uas considereo for time bound promotion

in the highar scale of L3G , but he uas not found fit.

The applicant uas granted time bouno promotion uith

effect from 1.4.85 on the basis of the orders,of the

He uanted ante-dating of the same, but the

^ Tribunal did not find any substantial grounds for
ante-dating his time bound promotion

since his case hao been considered in 1984-85 and

he uas not found suitable. ... '

2. ijB haue gone through the reuieu application

Carefully and ue considered the relief prayed for in

the Q.A.. It is true that he had completed 16 years

of service on 6.12.84, but he uas not found suitable for

tiros bound promotion in 1SB4-85 an^^such che Tribunal did
not find any material to dis-agree uith the assessment

of the authorities. The ante-rdating ; ,.ijas. ,sQug|:j,|-.

Uiiith 2 f f 2C t. f rp m, ^.16.12 • 1.9.04.J.' the, d.ats on. uhich

he, completed 15 .years of s.erv/ice;*
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• The Tribunal could not a'PRi^ecIatei sv/idencs and could

not sit as an appeilata court in regard to tha assess

ment made by the DPC, uhich did not consider him suitable

for promotion in the year 1984-85 ano that is uny he uas

allowed promotion from 1»4.a5 under tha time bound

scheme. This order also uas issued on 26.7.S8 giving

him the benefit of promotion from 1e4»8&<.

4. The Cause of action had arisen uith effect

from 6.1^.84, unen he uas denied the promotion or

at tiTe'most uhen he uas not found suitable for time bound

promotion, as a result of the UPC in 1964-85 and he

coulo hawe fileo a reprtjsent ation. The maximum period

allowed for waiting for a reply i.s only b months. He

could haus come up to tha Tribundsome time in 1987,

but the application uas filed on 4.12.89. The statutory

is .

time limit^prescribed under Section 21 of the CAT Act

1985 and the Tribunal has to consider ths statutory

period of limitation before taking up the matter for

adjudication. The application uas dismissed on t he

grounds' of delay and laches and also on mdrits.

5. A rewieu application can be entertained under

Section 114 of the CPC read uith Order 47 Rule 1.

There are c^finite parameters laid aaun for entertaining

re\/ieu application. Urder 47, Rule 1 lays down that

•a reviieu application may be encertained in case the

revidu applicant shows that;-

i; he has discov/tred a neu and important matttir

or e \/idence which after ths exercise of due

diligence uas not uithin his knouledge afd

could not be produced by him at the time

uhen the order uas rrade;
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ii) on account of some mistake or error factual-

or legal on the face of the record .uithbut

any elaborate argument needed to establish the

same; or

iii) any other sufficient reasons analoguous to

those specified in Section 114 or Order 47

Rule 1.
2

6. This rev/ieu application does not come uithin

the four corners of Order 47, Kule 1 or under Section

114. The ravyieuf is not maintainable for advancement

• f fresh argument^ but it is only for correction of a

patent error of fact or lau. A'plsa not taken in the

Q. A* cannjt be raised in the R.A. Since ue do not

find any ground for maintaining this Revieu Applications

the same is rejected summarily under Order 47s, Rule

•4(1J.

I agree

^up
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