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K IN THE, CENTRAL ADMINISIrRATIVE TRIBUNAL 	HYDERASAD BENCH 

AT HYDEF?ABAD 

R.A. No. 61/94 
in 

0.A.No. 1146/91. 	 Dt. of Decision 	20.1.95. 

MobS. Imtiaz Hussain 	 .. Applicant. 

Vs 

The Director of Posftal Services, 
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad. 

M. Lazmaiah 	 •. Respondents. 

Counsel for the App1icnt Mr. 5.Rainakrishna Rao 

Counsel for the Rasponients Mr. N.R.Devaraj, 5r.CG5L. 

CUR AM: 

THE HflN'BLE SHRI JUSTfl:E V. NEELADRI RAO 	VICE CHAIRMAN 

THE HDN'BLE SHRI R. RANCARAJAN : MEMBER (AQMN.) 
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R.A.No.61/94 
in 

A, No 1146/91. 

JUDGMENT 	 Dt:20,1.95 

(As PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE V,NEELADRI RAO, VICE CHAIRMAN) 

F 	Heard Shri5.Ramekrishna Rao, iearned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri N.R.Devaraj, learned standing 

counsel for the respondents. 

2. 	 The applicant in the OA 1146/91 filed this 

R.A.praying for review of the order dated 5.11.1993 

in the CA. One of the main points which had arisen 

for consideration in CA 1146/91 is the date from which 

the period  of six months has to be reckoned for the 

purpose of limitation  as envièaged under Rule 29(1) 

of CCS (CCA) Rules. It was discussed at length and 
were 

various judgments on the subjecttalso  referred to in 

the order dated. 5.11.1993. The applicant is not now 

relying upon any other judgment. The applicant cannot 

be permitted to reagitate the same point in the review 

application. 

3. 1 It is a case where the revisional authority 

passed the impugned order in conducting the inquiry 

when the disciplinary autlwity dropped the proceeding 
was 

in regard to which the show cause notice/issued under 

Rule 16 of CCS (CCA) Rules. The arguments were advanced 

fflg for the applicant in the CA at the time of eonsi- 
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TO 7/ 
The Director of Postal services, 
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad. 

2. M.Laxmaiah, ASP/Inquiry Officer, 
C/o Superintendent of Post Offices,Karjmnagar Division, 
Karimnagar. 

One copy to Mr.SRamakrjshna Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 
One copy to Mr.N.R.Levraj, Sr.aSC.CAT.Hyd. 
One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. 
One sparecopy. 
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deration of the same by contending that there were no 

grounds for revision. All these points were considered 

in the OA and it is not again open to the applicant 

to reagitate the same. 

The date of xu3ttzkax representation which 

was mentioned as 16.5.1990 in the order dated 5.11.1993 

was amended as 30.1.1991 as per the order dated 7.4.1994 

when the original disciplinary proceeding was initiated 

under Rule 16 of the CCS (CcA) Rules and as the revi-

sioal authority ordered inquiry, it can be only from 

k the date oil which the applicant submitted the repre-

sentation to the show cause notice issued by .the 

revisional authority, and in fact there was no inquiry 

under rule 14 after 16.5.1990, the date on which the 

applicant submitted the representation to the show cause 

notice issued under Rule 16 of the CCS (CCA) Rule.-. 

Hence, even the contentioznaised at para 4(e) and 

pars-S of the review application do not merit conside-

ration. 

This KA is devoid of merits.'Aèc6Sthgyt) 

is dismissed. No costs./ 

(RtGJAN) c (V.NEELJ\DRI PAO) 
MEMBER (ADMIc.) 	 VICE CHA IRMAN 

DATED: 20th January, 1995. 
Open court dictation. 
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