
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

C.A.No. 48 DF 1992 

in 

(N 	 O.A.No. 278 OF 1989 

DATE OF DECISION 21.4.1993 

Ziadcri Sarfuddin Shaikh 
	

Petitioner 

:r. H.i.Shah 
	

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

The Unj 	of India & Ors 	 Respondents 

Mr .Mukesh Petal for Mr .Jayant patedvocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. R • C * 9h att, Judicial Member. 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the !udgement ? L  

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? ' 

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

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? > 

- 
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iaddin Sarfuddin Shaikh 
House N. 3283, 
Mangal Parekh-no Khacho 
Shahpur, Momnawad, 
Ahmedabad. 	 ...•, Applicant. 

(Advocate; Mr. H.S.Shah) 

Versus. 

Union of India through 
The Secretary, Ministry of 
Communication, Dak Bhavan 
Sansad Marg, New Delhi, 

S. Bauru 
The Post Master General, 
Gujarat Circle, Khanpur, 
Ahmedabad. 

3, Mr. D.A. Patjl, 
The ssistant Superintendent 
of Post Offices, Office of the 
Asstt, Superintendent of Post Office, 
Western Division, Ravadi Bazar, 
Ahmedabad. 

4. Shri B.K. Chauhan 
The Senior Post Master, 
Memnagar, Ahmedabad. 

(Advocate;Mr.Mukesh Patel for 
Mr. Jayant Patel) 

Respondents. 

3RAL ORDER 

10 	 C.A.No. 48 OF 1992 

in 

O.A.N. 278/1989 

Date: 21.4.1993. 

Per: Honble Mr. R.C.Bhatt, Judicial Member. 

Heard learned advocate,for the parties. 

The learned advocate Mr. Mukesh Patel for Mr.Jayant 

Patel for the respondents submitted that the 

respondents have made all the calculation about the 

amount of backwages etc • to be paid to the applicant 

as per the order of the Tribunal in O.A.278/89. The 

Review Apolication which had been filed by the original 
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respondents is also disposed of. Mr. H..Shth for the 

applicant submitted that though the respondents have 

made calculations the amounts are to be paid to the 

applicant. The respondents are directed to make the 

payment of the amount as directed by this Tribunal in 

O.A.278/89 within a week. C.A.48/92 is disposed of. 

Notices are discharged. 

(R.C.Ehatt) 
Member(J) 

vtc. 
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Placed below is a Review Petition filed b  

/ 	'4d 'p34cnt/ 

£.espondents in L)i./l. No... 	I ) seeking a review of 

the order dated 	/ ( P 	passed by this Tribunal in the 

above noted case. 

As per Ru.le 17(u) and (iii), a review petition shall 

ordinarily be heard by same Bench which passed the order 
I' 

and unless ordered otherwise by the Bench concerned, a review 

petitLon shall be disposed of by circulation where the Bench 
b€. 

may either dismiss the petition or direct notice to 	issued 

to tne opposite party. 

The Review petition is therefore, surnitted for. orders 
N 

öf\ the Bench bqnsisting of  
N 

N 
N 	 - 

which pronounced the Order sought to be reviewed. 
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ORDFS. 

LJAPNrD AUAT F,)R T?iB 
PL1CNT AND RESPON1NTS 

& P]ONOiJNcjj) IN OPEN QOUT. 
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

(4L/ 

R.A.No. 34 OF 1992 

in 
O.A. No. 278 OF 1989 

TRI9'UNAL 

DATE OF DECISION 31-3-1993. 

Union of India & Ors. 	 Petitioners 
(Ong. Respondents) 

Mr.MUkesh Patel for Mr.Jayant PateAvocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Ziaddin ar fuddjjL Shalkli, 	 Respondent 
(Onig. Applicant) 

- 	Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

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

The Honb1e Mr. V.Radhakrishrian, Admn. Member. 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? L- 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgernent ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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Union of India 
Through C1-iief Post Master General 
Gujarat Circle, 
Khanpur, Ahmedabad. 

Senior Superintendent of 
Post Offices, 
Ahmedabad Division, 
Ahmedabad. 

Versus. 

Ziaddin Sarfuddin Shaikh 
House No. 3283, 
Mangal Parekh-no-Khancho 
&hahpur, Momanwad, 
Ahmedabad. 

Applicants 
(orig.Respondents) 

Respondent. 
(Orig. Applicant) 

ORAi OPDER 

R.A.No. 34 OF 1992 
in 

O.A.No. 278 OF 1989 

Date: 31-3-1993. 

Per: Hon'ble Mr. RC.Bhatt, Judicial Member. 

Heard Mr. Mukesh Patel for Mr. Jayant Patel, 

learned advocate for the applicants (Orig.Respondents 

This application under Rule 17 of the Central 

Administrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987, is 

filed by the original respondents, seeking the relie 

that the judgment of this Tribunal in D.A. 278/89, 

decided on 1st October, 1991, be reviewed and the 

Oricinal Application be modifie.d to the extent that 

the original applicant shall not be entitled to 

back wages from the date of his termination until 

ho is reinstated in service. 

This matter came up before us today for 

prelimnary hearing. We have heard Mr. Mukesh Patel 

at length. We brought to his notice Rule 17 of the 



Central Administratj.e Tribinal (Procedure) Rules, 

1987, which says that no petition for review shall 

be entertained unless it is filed within 30 days 

from the date of receipt and copy of the order of 

which the review was sought. The judgment in J.A. 

No. 278/89 was delivered on 1st October, 1991 and the 

certified copy produced before us shows that it was 

ready on 11th October, 1991. This review application 

is filed on 27th July, 1992 and hence there is delay 

of 9 moths and 16 days in filing this application. 

The learned advocate for the aoplicant submitted 

that in para-4 of the Review Application the original 

respondents have explained the delay that the 

original respondent No.2 had to obtain instructions 

and opinion of the competent authority and because 

of the said process delay has been caused in not 

preferring the Review Application within the period 

of limitation. We do not find this ground as 

sufficient to condone the delay for the period of 

9 months and 16 days and the application deserves 

to be dismissed 

4. 	The second main defect in this review 
A  L' 

application is that the original respondents hiww not 

filed affidavit in support of the petition which is 

a mandatory requirement of Rule 17. Ultimately it 

appears that they have filed one document which is 

nothing but the copy of the review application, but 

that is on affidavit which is dated 8th February,1993 
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The learned advocate for the applicantjsubmitted that 

this was not an affidavit in support of the review 

application but this was filed as it was pointed out 

to him that the review application was not found in 

the office. In any case, itr this review applica-. 

L:'-'. 
tion fails because the affidavit 0 not filed in 

support of the review application or that the 

affidavit which is in the nature of the copy of the 

review application is filed as late as 8th February 

1993 and therefore, also this application deserves 

to be dismissed. In short, the review application 

fails because of the f&tal defects of Rule 17(1) and 

Rule 17(2). hence it is dismissed at the prelimnary 
) 

stage and therefore, we do not go into the merits 

of the case. 

.0 R D E. R 

Review application No. 34 of 1992 is 

dismissed. 

I 

(V.Radhakrjshnan) 
	

(R.C.Bhatt) 
Member (A) 
	

Member (J) 

vtc. 
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