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IN THE CENTKAL ADMINISTRATIVE TKIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

R.P%é_ 3314/93 A M0 .8\~
in

=

0.A.No, 69,92 | Date of Order: 11,11,1993, .-
BETWEEN 3
N.Narasimha kao «+ Applicant,

AND

i. The Secretary, Dept, of Posts,
Dak Sadhan, Sansad Marg, New Delhi-=1,

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

3. The Post-Master General,

Hyderabad Region, Hyderabad-1, .. Respordents,
Counsel for the ZApplicant ) _ .. Mr,S5,Ramakrishna kao
Counsel for the Respondents , es Mr,N.K . Devraj
CORAM :

HON'BLE SHRI T,CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY g MEMBER (ZUDL,)
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R.P.Sr.No.3314/93 Dt. of decision:

Judgement

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

.-T"} S |
This R.P.Sr.No.3314/9%‘filed‘@ﬁder Rule 17 of
the Central Administrative Tribunal Procedure Rules,

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

/s_—Q —
No.113/92 in OA No.69/92.
N
2, after perusing the grounds of review petition

— e

we proceed to dispose of ﬁhe matter by circulation. e
OA No.. 69/92 had been filed by the review petitioner

herein for directions to the-respondents to fix the pay
A .

of the applicant, equal¥g to his junior w.,e.f. 1-6=74
N G~e T

with all conseguential benefits. There was Z year

3 months delay in filing OA No0.69/92. 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 OA 69/92. MA No,113/92 and OA No.69/92

was disposed of by a common order dt.l10-7~92 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., 1In view of this position Tribunal
does not have jurisdiction to entertiain this OuA.
Hence M.A. 113/92 that filed to condone the delay
in filing the OA is rejected and as a conseguence
the CA is also rejected, The parties shall bear
their own costs."
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3. It is said crder that -seet to be reviewed in R.P.

~

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

7:days in filing the review petition. So the review

%
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1l 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 0l1d 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 0ld age that there is delay of 1 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 aqy,Fedical
certificate from & competent doctor to show that he was

having any health problem from 10—7?92_onwards tiﬂl_the

RpP was filed, due to which the review pefitioner was not

in a position to move, In the absence of any medﬂcal
certificate from a competent doctor, it is trather

difficult to believe that the review petitioner wgs having

any izxxi health problem and as a consequence cou%d not approachmm
this Tribunal,. No sufficient cause has been made out by the
review petitioner to condone thersaid delay of 1 ?ear

2 months 7 days to{gi;E;EEE?:EEEE%E:EEE{EEEEEj}We see any
amount of latches on the part of the applicant in|approachiqg
this Tribunél to file the review petition, It is quite evident
that the applicant had been negligent to peruse this remedy

by the way of review petition, For allg§§§§§3rea§ons_we do

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

MA.878/93 is liable to be dismissed, and‘MA.878/ﬂ3 is accor-
dingly dismissed, As M,A.878/93 is dismissed, the RASI,3314,93
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A S ejected as bak
* is 1iabl§ %Q'bg_/_* .iﬁﬁ%gﬁﬁﬁgﬂfxﬁﬁ%cted as barred by

jew petiticner shall bear the costsS.

T (),/—\Jv—’-v’—’f

(T. Chandrasekhar Reddy)
Member {(Judl.)

! time. The rév

Depty Registra (J

™ gecretary, Dept.of Posts, Dak Sadan,
lemy Tnsad Marg, New Delhi-1.

e s
POStﬂhief Postmaster General, A.P.Circle, Hyd.

\\.

23

3.

: i\ ister ceneral, Hyderabad region, Hyderzbad-1.
- On N "

6. 0 ecopY\FO *kM;.S.Ramakrishaa Rao, Advocate, CAT .Hyd.
. n " o -

7. : _

0 \ ,
nespare copX: \rary, CaT.Hyd.
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IN THE CEQITPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NUERABAD BEWCH 3 HYLERABAD ..

THE HON'BLE MR,JUSTT CE V.NEELADRI RAO
VICE-CHAI RMAN

b

[THE HOW'BLL MR.%pB.GORTHI  ;MEMER(a)

D

THE HON'BLE MR, T« CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY

MEMBER(.J)
AN :

THE HON'BLE MR, +BANGARAJAN" $MEMBER(:)
, )

Dated: I\ 1| .1993

o

ORDER/ RFBSMENT

: o
M*""*/R.A/Gﬁ:k\i i 3314 )43
in

O.aA.No. {,qlq,q,_.

TIA.NO. . ( V;.P' ) 7

Admitfed and Intérim directions

sed of with |directions.

Dic oo ssed.

Dismiésed as wifhdrawn. .
Dism'ssequgr efault, o

Re jected/Qrdered, = | : v.\)m\a\-\-

No order as to costs.






