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Order Order 0. A.NO, 50 of 1996, PR
7. 2=8-96| O0n  20-3-1996, Miscellaneous

filed a

Application No, 87 of 1996 was filed

seeking condonation of delay in filing

Original Application No., 50 of 1396,

This was noticed to Respondents,petitione

Councsel was heard as well as the Senior

Stamding Counsel for the Resp onde nts

This application is directea against the

renalty of withholding of one increment

for one year without cumiulative effect

imposed under order F. o, C-13011/33/71~

A, IT ( pt. ) dated 29-5-1979 ami non-

consideration of Review Fetition filed
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India under Rule 29-2 of the CCS (CCA)
{
Rules, 1965, The applicant did not file

any appeal against the penalty order

dated 29-5-1979, Tt punishient periad

was over in Septemoer, 1930, .emorial to

the President was suwinitted

The applicant's case came up for

consideration in the D. B, C, which met in

1977, But the recomerdation

was kept in a sealed cover, His grievance;

is that . the sealed cover should have oeen

Oopened Dy a Review D,P.C. but this wa:s not

done. He got promotion in regular manner

in Decemoer, 1982, On legal advice, he

petition pefore the Gujurat High

on 10=7-1279, _

Of the DPC |
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Court which directed that the applicant's
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PSR | 2.3-.96 | case should be disposed of by the
competent administrative authority within
six monthé. The representation pursuant
to the above was rejected on 27-9-1934,
He again moved a writ petition pe fore
the High Court of Gujurat in Nove;i.ber,;
1984 wgs\\@hich transferred for d:‘Ls‘posaJ.f
)i;o the Central alministrative 'I‘riounal.;
3y an orxder dated 23-2-1988, the

Tripunal directed the autoorities to
refer the matter to a Review D.P.C. tO
decide the date on which promotion sk;Oulé
be given tO the applicant taking into

consideration the recomiendation of

1977 uLPC kept in a sealed cover and the?_;

y

punishment awarded, Although a time

limit of four months was given apparently

(%24

there was no response Of the Respondent
whereupon the applicant filed a |

Contempt Petition. Notice on Contempt
Petition was discharged Dby an exparte
order dated 15‘-6-Al99'2 on the submission?

that the Review DPC did meet oOn

filed on July, 1992 did not succeed.

DK/ The applicant claims that

the matter was handled by a counsel at

/ 22=-3-1991, another review application

Ahmedabad with whom hée could not keep

in touch Dbecause he was transferred to

various places £from ahmedabad., 1In the
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, the
matter is certainly bparred by limitation
and there is no reasonable cause for the
delay. The applicant had exhausted all
the fora, The main contention of the
applicant was already disposed of by the
Triounal, His representation was also
dismisced, Thus, the matter covered by
this Original Application having been
decided earlier by a competent court can
not be agitated afresh, This is hit by

res-judicata,

Under these circumstances
14

there is absolutely no case made

to condone the inordinate delay in filing;g
this application. The application is

dismissed as barred by limitation,
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