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IN THE CENTRAL ADtIINISTRATWE TRIBUNAL : FWDERABAD BWCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

in 
O.A,No.69/92 	 Date of Order: ii.l1.i993.., 

BThEJN: 

N.Narasimha Rao 
	

Applicant. 

A N D 

The Secretary, Dept. of posts, 
1)8k Sadhan, Sansad Marg, New Delhi-i. 

The Chief Post-Master General, 
A.P,Circle, Hyderabad. 

The Post-Master General, 
Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad-1. 	.. Respondents. 

Counsel for the 1plicant 	 Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 . Mr.N.R.Devraj 

CORAM: 

HON#BLE SHRI T .CHANDRASEKHARA REDIJY 4 N&IBER (tJDL.) 



R.P.Sr.No.3314/93 	Dt. of decision: J1I 	
C\fl 

Judgernent 

X As per the Hon'ble Sri T. Chandrasekhar Reddy , 
I 	 Member (Judl.) 

This R.P.Sr.No.3314/93 filed under Rule 17 of 
F' 

the Central Administrative Tribunal Procedure Rules, 

1987 to review the judgement dt.10-7-92 passed in M.A. 

No.113/92 in CA No.69/92. 

After perusing the grounds of review petition 

we proceed to dispose of the matter by circulation. Vke 

CA No.1619/92 had been filed by the review petitioner 

herein for directions to the-respondents to fix the pay 

of the applicant, equaLto his junior w.e.f. 1-6-74 
1' 

with all consequential benefits. There was, year 

3 months delay in filing CA No.69/92. So, MA No.113/92 

was moved by Mr. S. Ramakrishna Rao, counsel for review 

petitioner herein to condone the delay of 1 year 3 months 

in filing the CA 69/92. MA No.113/92 and CA No.69/92 

was disposed of by a common order dt.10-7-92 passed by 

this Tribunal. The said order dt.10-7-92 reads as follows: 

"The grievance of the applicant relates to the 

year 1976-77. In view of this position Tribunal 

does not have jurisdcfQp to enterthinthis O.A. 

Hence M.A. 113/92 tha'filed to condone the delay 

in filing the CA is rejected and as a consequence 

the CA is also rejected. The parties shall hear 

their own costs." - 
It is said order that gt to be reviewed in R.P. 

Sr.No.3314/93. There is alac a delay of 1 year 2 months 

7rñays in filing the review petition. So the review 

petitioner fiD-d MA 878/93 to condone the said period of 
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1 year 2 months 7 days in filing the review petition. 

In the affidavit accompanied in M.A.878/93 it is averred 

due to the old age of the review petitioner that he had 

health problems, could not contact the counsel inspite of-

repeated reminders and he was not able to move due to 

'arthiritis' problem which made him immovable even for short 

distances. - It is further averred in the said affidavit, 

during the process of collecting further information with 

regard to his case and consequent to his health problems 

due to old age that there is delal,  ofi year 2 months 7 days to 

file the review petition, so it is maintained that the said 

delay of 1 year 2 months 7 days in filing the RP is liable 

to be condoned. 

4. 	The review petitioner had not filed any medical 

certificate from a cvmpetent doctor to show that he was 

having any health problem from 10-7-92 onwards till•  the 

RP was filed, due to which the review petitioner was not 

in a position to move. In the absence of any medical 

certificate from a competent doctor, it is tather 

difficult to believe that the review petitioner was having 

any SitaR health problem and as a consequence could not approach— 

this Tribunal.. No sufficient cause has been made out by the 

review petitioner to condone the said delay of 1 tear 

2 months 7 days 	Wi­sr6ilew 	see any 

amount of latches on the part of the applicant in approaching 

this Tribunal to file the review petition. It is quite evident 

that the applicant had been negligent to peruse tkis remedy 

by the way of review petition. kbx all 	reasons we do 

not have any hesitation to come to the conclusion that the - 

MA.878/93 is liable to be dismissed, and -MA.878/3 is accor-

dingly dismissed. As M.A.878/93 is dismissed, the RRSr..3314/93 
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tejectéd as barred0 	 as barred by 
is liable tobe/ - 

titioner shall bear the costs. time. The review pe  

(T. Chandrasek flay 
Member (Judi.) 

1 : 

' secretary, 	pt.of Posts, Dak Sadan, 
2'j 	Tnsad Marg, New 1lhi-1. 

ThPostthjef postmaster General, A.P.CirCle,TtYth 

One copy tstet ceneral, Hyderabad Region, Hyderabadl. 

S• onecopytosMz.S.Ramakrtshaa Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 

One Copy to ii:..p:.vraj, 3r.CGSC.Ci4TYd* 

Onespare copy. rary, CAT.HYd. 
N.  
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