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"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL )
AHMEDABAD BENCH /

~

NY O
peN'i9)  R.A.No. 47 OF 1992
”o@‘c with
in
O.A. No. 248 OF 1989.
Lol xNQ.
DATE OF DECISION 4-3-1993
Union of India & Ors. Petitioner s
(Orig. Respondents)
Mr. Dipak Raval for Mr. R.P.Bhatt#Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
P.R. Khandelwal, Respondent
(Orig. Applicant)
Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :

The Hon’ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member.,

()
The Hon’ble Mr. V.Radhakrishnan, Admn. Member. /’ﬁ‘ﬁ“&‘
Y
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgemeﬁt I

~L

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
“7(

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? .




&

1. Union of India,
through The Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Department of Revenue,
Central Secretariat,
New Delhi.

2. The Chief Commissioner of
Income Taxk,
Gujarat, Ahmedabad.

3. Central Board od& Direct Taxes,
through Chairman/Secretary of
the Board, Ministry of Finance,
New Delhi. ... Applicants.

(Orig.Respondents)
Versus.,
Prabhudayal Laxminarayan Khandelwal,

A/4, Income Tax Flat,
Opp: High Court, Ahmedabad. ... Respondent

(Orig. Applicant)

ORDER
R.A.No., 47/1992
with
M.A.No. 82/1991
in
QOsA.NoO. 248/89
Rates 4-3-1993.

Per: Hon'ble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member.

Heard Mr. Dipak Raval for Mr. R.P.Bhatt, learned

advocate for the applicants(Orig. respondents) .

2. This review application has come up for

prelimnary hearing before us. The original respondent:

have filed this review application praying that the
judément dated 19th September, 1990>given by this
Tribunal in D.A. 248/89 be reviewed and be declared
that 0O.A. 248/89 is not maintainable and the same

should be dismissed. This Tribunal by judgment dated

19th September, 1990 allowed the Original Application

respondents

holding that the original / committed a patent

s

{




error in resorting to a process of selection on
merit. The original respondents have averred in the
review application that though all the relevant
documents were produced before the Tribunal
specifically conﬁending that promotion was on the
basis of merit, the Tribunal had not taken note of
by original respondents
those documents. It is submitted/that the case of
the applicant was considered by the D.P.C. of April
1988 in accordance with the Department of Personnel
and Administrative Reforms 0.A. dated 30th December,
1976 dealing with the procedére for making promotion
and funétionings of the D.P.Cs vide Annexure A-2,

We have perused the grounds 4 to 8 of the review

application also.

3. We have perused the judgment in details. The
Tribunal has dealt with the submissions made
by the learned advocate for the original tespondents
Mr. R.P.Bhatt, the Tribunal has also
referred to

in details{the two files whiqh were relating to
L.P.C. proceedings held in 1987 and April, 1988 which
were shown by the learned advocate for the respondents
at the time of hearing of the Otiginal Application.
The Tribunal has considered the documents which had
been produced and shown at the time of hearing. The
Tribunal has discussed . all the points raised by

the respondents in the application. Having gone

through the judgment . we find no error




- 4 -

apparent on the face of the record to interfere with
There is no substance in any of the grounds.

the judgment./ None of the ingredients of Order XLVII

Rule 1 of Civil Procedure Code is attracted. Hence
the review application deserves to be dismissed.

NS— _
R.As 47/92 with M.A. 82/91 ¥ dismissed.

A PAAAL

(V.Radhakrishnan) (R.C.Bhatt)
Member (A) Member (J)
vtc.
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C.A./44/91 in 0.A./248/89

Date Office Report Orders

2.1.1992 Heard party in person. The applicant
to amend the application by giving names of
reSpondentsi;Hdwéébdiéing to the applicant
are alleged'comtemptners. The magtter. then

be placed on Board.

2~ . " I~ w7 ¥\

Member (A)

Member (J)
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- )
C.A. 44/91
in
0O.A. 248/89
Date Office Report ORDER
(22) i Present: Applicant-in-person.
27.7092- ”’77.1 N /,)'/v»({
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X¥ome for the respondents.

The reply has been filed to the rejoinder
of the applicant by the 3rd respondents who
states that the review DPC meeting has already
been held on 18.5.1992 and the minutes have been
accepted by the Finance Ministry, £his reply
dated 26th June, 1992. There is no further
reply indicating as to whether any order has
been passed. Issue notice to the 3rd
resoondpntf to appear in person éé the next

hearing with all the records and indicating

whether an order in terms of Review DPC

Los been

proceedings/passed. Call on 24th August, 1992,
.‘F../(\:’ W __—

¥ \ ) -

(R.C.Bhatt) (N.V.Krishnan)
Member (J) Vice Chairman

vtce.




C.A./44/91 in OA/248/89

Office Report.
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Date Officer Report| Orders ‘ :
r j;: It apoears. that the respondents have not impressed
11 | _ ;
ik upon the autﬁorities who are to take the final
decision, the consequences of delayg in cqm;liance)
. after a contempt application has been filed. We,

/ therefore,give a further opportuhity to the

3 3 { . -
\ respondent to compliance. We consider the

70 report .
period asked for to be unjustified. In the circum-
- : 4 stances, the respondent are granted 3 weeks time

' from today, to report compliance of the original
order. This should be accémpanied by an affidavit
f ] of the third respondent explaining the delay and
5 "the reason why action should not be taken in

//, P contempt. In case the order i§ not complied ith
: i . before the next date of hearing on 15th Sept. 1?9%

o

respondent should also appear in person to
explain the dealy and to consider further proceed-

E -;ngs. . e l

Call on 16-9=1992,

A copy of the orders be given {to learned counsel

] : for respondent. by hand., . .
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{R. C. Bhatt) © (N. V. Krishnan)

Member (J) Vice- Chairman.
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