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IN THE CENTRAL ADMiNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HMEDPIBD BENCH 

NXXFXLM>3 

ii.. No. 	267 0? 	19, 91  in  
O.A..Scamp No.203 Of,91 

DATE OF DECISION_19.8.1991 - 

ShriGovjndbiaiJ'iu1j I hh Drj 	Petitioner 

Nr.G.I.Des ai 
	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Union of_Ini&Ora. 
	 Respondent 

Mr .P.M .R aval 
	 Advocate for the Responueui(s) 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr.M.M.Singh 
	 : Adminisrative Member 

The Hon'ble Mr.s.Santhane Krjshnan : Judicial Mem::er 

I. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? / 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 	
/ 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy cf the Judgernent? / 	5' 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? / 
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Govindbiai Muljibhai Darji, 
Ex-Postal Assistant, 
Vallabh Vidyanagar, 
Post Office Anand 
Col. Shriji Tailors, 
0op. Railway Goown, 
Anand. D±g. Kaira. 	 .. Applicant 
(Advocate - Mr. G.I. Desal) 

Versus 

Union of India, 
1hrough 
Member of Personnel 
and Director Gene- of Posts, 
New Delhi. 

Sr. upd. of Post Offices, 
Anand Division, 
An and 

M.A. No. 267 of 1991 

in 

O.A. Stamp No. 283 of 91 

or AL-ORDER 

Dated 119•9 1991 

Per : Hon 'ble 11r.  M.N• S ingh .. Member (A) 

Heard Mr. G.I. Desai a learned counsel for the 

apolicant and perused the record. 

2. 	he above M.A. has been filed by the applicant 

for condonation èf delay in filing the original application. 

The original application is against the order of dismissal 

from service dt. 31.3.1986. The O.A. Stamp No. 283/91 
Iq 

has been filed on 13,5.1991. the apmlicant haé preferred 

appeal dt, 31,5.1986 to the Director Postal Service, 

which was rejected on 14.11.1986. He had preferred further 

apoeal to the Member Personnel which was rejeced on 

29.a .1988. It is averred in the application that according 

to the Administrative tribunals Ac, 1985, application 

should have been filed within one year of the order 
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not 

under challenge but has/been filed and there is delay 

of about 2½years which is sought to be condoned, 

The grounts for condonation advanced are, that 

the applicant aoproacted the layyers, that he got dis- 
ILI 

appointed in finding new job and work and"isrnind was 

confused, that his family was starving, that thre was 

illness in family and that he made representatiorydt. 

27.6.988, 27.121989, 4.12,1990 and lastly 15.4.1991 

by submitting applications :o the deparment to consider 

his case and to reinstate him. 

The applicatiotto the department after the 

revision apolication has also hecn deci(fed and in this 

case rejected, are not provided for in the rules. These 

applications will therefore amount to tiling aopiication 

on a subject on which statutory rules viz. C.C.S.(C.C.A.) 

Rules, 1965 in this case do not provide that for such 

ao - licationstherefore d not enhance4irnitatjon. The 

grounds which are advanced for delay in apoT:oaching 

the ribunal within time are not sufficient to persuade 

us to condone the delay, 

In view of the above, the apolication is liable 

to be rejected. e hereby Co so. 

As the application for condonation is rejected, 

O.A. Stamp No. 283/91 also s:ands rejected. 

H 

( s". Santhana rishnan ) 
Member (J) 

M M Singh 
Member (A) 
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