CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIRUNAL

. HYDERABAD BENCH : HYDERABAD.
. {RA. ND, 50/96 in
. 0.2, NO. 1377/93
DATE OF DZCISICN 27=8=96 -
L.Nageswara Rao (PETITIONER (S)
L.Nagesuara Rao. (Party-in-person)  apyocirp For TeE DETITIONER(S)
. S _.?_:-_4
VERSUS . . i
| C
The Secreta Minist f_Home - RESPONDENT (S) , i
Affairs, Govt, of Indxa. Central Sacretariat, . =
‘New Delhx & 7 others : ) ' :
_Shei N.R.Devarai. . ADVOCATE FOR THE RESPON- e
. I ~ DENT (S} . )
a

THE HON'BLE JUSTICE SHRI M.G.CHAUDHARI : VICE-CHAIRMAN

THE HON'SLE SHRI H.RAJENDRA PRASAD  : MEMBER ()

1. " Whether Reporters of local papers may be allewed to see
the Judgrmcnt ? -
2. To be referned to the Reporter or not ? /Vd
3. & Whether thelr Lordships wish to sce the fair copy of the |. i
'Judg“ment ? :

4. . whether the JUdg“mﬂnt is to be circulated to the other

% Benches 7

‘guf S "

™ k

Judg ‘ment delzvered by Hon'ble Justice Shri M. G.Chaudhari.
Vice=Chairman, .
<7




IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDERABAD

REVIEU_APPLICATION NO.50/96
IN

ORIGINAL _APPLICATION NO.1377/93

| DATE__OF _ORDER _: _27-8-1996
detween .

L .Nageswara Rao

see Applicant
And

1. The Secretary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
Govt. of India, Central Secretariat,
New Delhi,

2. The Registrar Genaral, India,
2/A, Mansingh Read, New Delhi=11,

3. The Deputy Directoer of Census Operations,
(Designated as Joint Director of Census
Operations), A.P.Pionesr House,

Sema jiguda, Hyderabad-82,

4, 8.\V.Ramana Murthy
5. Ch.N.,V,Bhadram
6. M.Mohan Rao
7. T.Kpteswara Rao
8. Y.Jagan Mohan Reddy -
«ee Respondents

-—— - -_—-

Counsgsel for the Applicant

.

L.Nageswara Rao (party-in-person)

Counsel for the Réspundenta : Shri N.R.Deveraj, Sr ,LGSC

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE 3JUSTICE SHRI M.G.CHAUOHBRI : VICE-CHAIRMAN l;%(

TME HON'BLE SHRI HW.RAJENDRA PRASAD

L L]

MEMBER (A%%%@ |

- - -

...2.
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(Orders per Hon'ble Justice Shri M.G.Chaudhari,
Vice-Chairman).

Although the review application could be disposed ef
by circulation since the applicant appears in person and sought

for hearing, we have heard him. The points raised in the

%WH_ wbwch hoace

eass whieh has bsen dealt with in the 0. n. and if the applicant
is of the view that those points are not correctly decided his .
remedy,§ is by way of am appeal. His peints are tuwoe for revisu-
ing thaOSigiuﬁidpr. Firstly ha”§§§h that ﬁa had not argued that
the promotion is Easad on the saniority cum fitness/suitability
and there was ne selectien prescribed. He submitted that there
were no recruitment rulecat all gavarning the prometion claimed
[y .

by him, The applicant howsver uorymuch urged these points and

these have been dealt with in the judgement. Hence they are

‘not eopan to be re-agitated in a review application. Anather

point argued by tha applicant is that racruitmant rulss

l’quOVI—WJ}b'z) .
assuming they apply areiheld to be prospective in operation

and they app shauld/b& declarad restroaspectively—epply. We have
dealt with the recrujtment rules and provisions thereef adegquately

in the judgement,

2. - Thus no grounds for review have been disclosed. It is
made clear to ths applicant that it is always opan to him to

approach the Supreme Court by filing an appeal if he faelas

aggrieved with eur judgement in the Original applicetion. That

M/ i LR ] 30
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right is no way effected by disposal of this Review Application,

3. The Review Application is disposed-of. No costs.
—1ox. [ el
e .
: (a.anaeupnnsaa) (.G .CHAUDHARI)
Member (A) Vice=-Chairman

Dictated in Open Court, ;%“@23426‘
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