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New Delhi this the [ th day of December 1994
Hon'ble MreJePsSharma, Membsr(3J)
Hon'ble Mr,5,R. Adige, Member {A}

Shri D.N.Pandit

's/o Shri 3,R,Pandit

r/o BA/31, UEA Pusa Road,

New Delhi

last employed as Asstt, Director of Inspmction

_in the office of the Dirsctor General, SUpply

& Disposals, New O=lhi, _ sscaeApplicant

{Through Shri 8,C.Anand, advocate)

Versus

" Union of India through

1o The Addl, Sacratary to the Gout,
of Indis, Dept.of Supply
New Delhi,

2 The Dirsctor Gensral
Supply & Disposals
New Oslhi,

(Threugh Shri V,5.R.Krishna,advocate)

JUDGEME N T By Circulation)

Hon®bla Mr. 5.K. Adige, Member(A)

This is an RA bearing No, 378/g4 filed by UDI on 2,11.54,

‘praying for reviey of the,judglmeht dated 29.4,94 in DA No,

-4453/89 - Shri D,N, Pandit Vs, Uol & ors.

2s A p|t1ticn fur condonation of delay hﬂo been filed, in
which it is statnd that the impugned judgement requ;fzd detsiled
examination of records dating back from 1979 onwards and the
Tribunal’s judgemsnt dated 27,2,87 in ths case of Shri ReP,

Seghal V. UDI & othrs was also raquired to be sxaminad, The
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s2id documents wsys not readily asvailable and had to be collectsd
from various sources including Cantral Record Room, and the pro-
cess of sxamination took considerable time leading to deslay in
filing the RA, Ths grounds appear reasonable and the delay is

condonad,

3. The only ground taken in the RA is that in the impugned

judgement, the respondents {applicent in the present RA) hed been

dirscted to hold a DPC mesting to consider tha applicant's pro-

motion to the post of Deputy Director, and if found fit, to
pramote him to that post, when his immediats junior was so promoted
follou%ng this Tribunzl's judgament in Seghal's case datsd 18.1.90
04 1272)58 R.P, Seghal Vs, UBI & Ors, T'he. review applicant contends
that Shri Seghal became eligible for promotion to the past of
Deputy Director by the DPC which met on 22,12.84, as he was in
service on that date, whi}le Shri D,N,Pandit had aupcrannuétnd on
29.2,84 and tﬁeraforn ha3 was not in govemmment aerv}ce for consi=
deration by DPC which met on 22,12,84. Thus as Shri DN, Pandit
was not eligible for considiratinn by OPC on the relsvant date,

thare is no scope for review of his case by holding a review DPC,

4, The Tribunal was well aware that 'Shri Pandit had superannuated
on 29, 2,84 as this f%ct has basn mentioned in the impugned judgement
iteelf, His claim was that with fixation of seniority vids 1mpugncd
order datad 16.6,88, he becam= senior to Shri A,K.Satwsh and Shri
V.K.Sridhar and Shri P,K,Mishra, all of whom war® promoted as

Deputy Director ip 1977-80 but the spplicant was not considofed

for promotion, because he had superannuated on 29,2, 84 whsreas

the péncl for promotion to the Qoat of Osputy Dirsctor was prepared
by OPC at its mmeting held on 22,12,84, Mersly becausa Shri Seghal
was in service on that date and while the applicant had supurannUatcd,

it dos= not mmsan that the applicant’s case for COHSideration‘%V“U
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disregardad particularly when his juniors were promotad as fér back

a8 1579-80, In any cass, tﬁis goound does not bring the reviey

application within the scope and smbit of order 47 rule 1 of

CPC urnder which alone any judgemsnt of thes Tribunal can be

Teviewysd,

Se Under the circumstaﬁces,,this Review Application is

rejacted,

(S.F.AD
MEMBER{A)
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(3.P.SHARMA)
MEMBER( 3)



