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Central Administrative Tribunal
: , D
R.P.No.79,/51 HYDERABAD BENCH : AT HYDERABA
in
O.A.No. gsa5/91, ~ Date of Decision ¢ @)"CW’L
—-=FaleNo:— ‘ '
S.Nageshwar Rao 7 ' ___Petitioner. )
Shri S.Rama];:rishna R3O Advocate for the

petitioner (s)

& © others

Shri N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl..CGSC Advocate for the
- Respondent (s)

i’

CORAM : ‘
THE HON'BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member(A)

THE HON’BLE MR. T.Chandrasekhar .Reddy ¢t Member(.J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to sce the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? _ \S\(
4. Whether it needs to be circulated rto other Benches of the Tribunal ?

5. Remarks of Vice Chairman on columns 1, 2, 4
(To be submitted to Hon’ble Vice Chairman where he is not on the Bench)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD ‘BENCH
AT HYDERABAD.

R.P.No.79/91 Date of Judgment {2 O.H'C‘Q.‘ '
O.A.%%.845/91.
S.Nageshwar Rao . Petitioner

Vs.

1. The Chief Postmaster-General,
A.P.Circle, Hyderabad.

2. The Director of Postal Services,
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad.

3. Sr. Supdt. of Post Offices,
Nizamabad. - .+ Respondents

Counsel for the Applicant : Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGSC
CORAM:

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Member(A)

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhar Reddy : Member(J)

! Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,
Member(Aa). {

This review petition has been filed by Shri S.Nageshd!r
Rao under Rule 17 of the Central Administrative Tribunal
¢tProcedure) ﬁules, 1987 against. the Chief Postmaster-General
A.P.Ciréle, Hyderabad & 2 others, seeking a revision of the
order dt. 4.9.91 passed by this Tribunal‘in M.A.No,1048/91
filed in the same O.A, The M.A. was for condoning the delay
in filing the 0.A.
2. After cohsidering the M.A. and hearing both sides
this Tribunal vide its order dt. 4.9.91 did not agree
to condone the delay in filing the 0.A. Hence the 0.4,

was dismissed on grounds of laches,
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3, What' the applicant now wants <, is a pure reconsideration-
and he has not pointed out any error apparent as such. The

+

review petition is, therefore, dismissed with no order as to

costs.
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( R.Balasubramanian { T.Chandrasekhar Reddy )
Member(A), Member{.T)}.

Dated: )\\N& A_“:’M T— | T

Dy. Registrar 2

Cepy to:-

1. The Chief Pestmaster-General, A.P.Circle, Hyderabad,

2. The Directer of Péétél Services, Hyderabad Region, Hyd,
3, Senioer Superinteﬁdent of Post Offices, Nizamabad,

4, One copy to Sri,. '5'“amakrishna Rae, advsgete, CAT, Hyd.

5. One copy te Sri N. Bhaskara Rao, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.,

6. One spare copy.

Rsm/-
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TYPED BY COMPARED EY -
c .
L
CHECKEL BY APPROVED s3Y &r/,
THE_HON$BEﬁ—WR_““‘ VG
ANP— -

THE HON'BLE MK.R.BALASUBRAMANIAN3M(Z)
AND

THE HOW'BLE MR.T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY:
' MEMBER { JUDL }

AND—

THE;HNWQﬁﬁ?NkTCﬁ&TQEﬂLﬂPﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂnﬂ

Datéds z?/¢§2992v

ORBERT7’JUDGMENTL’//T |

”

R.A./CobeeftteiNo, 7 9/9)

in
O.A.No, Z /L’ 7 9/
T A No— (W.PTN07~———~——-J,

Admitted and interim directions
issued

‘Disposed of with directions ‘

CRP Dismissed L—"

Dismissed as witbdxawn

Dismissed for Default,
‘M.A,Ordered/Re jected.

]
L/ﬁg/ﬁrder as to costs,






