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DATE OF DEClSlON_ i:.. 

U iv:Lira1 Rai1:av I flaT. 	Petitioner 
A i 

i1. A3Lhati 
	

Advocate for the Petitioner [s 

Versus 

	

hi 3ukhram Lr]-Naji & Oth 	Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent [s 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	N,B.ate1, Vice Chairman 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	K.Ramamorthy, 	Member (A) 

WiTe1TTbi 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ! 

l, Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment 

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 



-2- 
Divijna1 Railway Manager 
Ajmer 	 Applicant 

(Original Resooncent 
No.2) 

(Advocate: Mr • A • 5 .Kotharj) 

Versus 

3hri sukhram LUrnbaji 
Shri Rajkurnar Parasrarn 
Shri Chandrakant Hiralal 
Shri Machhanal Annarani 
Shri Sitarain Biharilal 

3. 

 

Shri Bhuralal Lumbaji 
Shri Laxnti Narayan Nanakrarn 
shri I3ansilal lmudhraj 9.Shri Radhe1  3ha Bhudhraj. Shri Motisingh Gangaram 
Shri •Shyarn Singh 
Shri Sessa Ram 	

09.. Reoondets 
( C/u. GeneralsEcretary 	 original Applicants)  

Western Railway 
Kradar Sangh, 
T.13.Z.. -17, Gurunagar, 
Gandhidham (I<utch)- 370 201, 

ORAL OPDER 

MA./31)7 /95 
in 

R .A ./'l 5j'95 
in 

Dated 2L/5/996 

Per Hon'ble Mr. K.Ramamoorthy, Member (A) 

The review application has been fii against 

the judgement dated 19,4191 95 	The application has 

been also accompanied by a Misc. Application N0.307 

seeking condonation of delay. 

The applicant namely Divisional Railway Manager 

Ajmer has submitted that in filing the Review Apolicatjon 

a delay of 219 days has been occassjoned. No 

ubstantive reason has been advaced by the applicant 

beyond stating that the delay has been occassioned 

to arrive at a decision in concurrence with the 

Headguarters office Churchgate, Bomhayt*. 

. . . 3 
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2.ule 17 provides for a specifiC time unit of 

thirty days for filing the Review Application. 

Even if itw were to be argued that the general 

provision under section 5 of the Limitation Act 

could be invoked, the petition does not soell 

ut sufficient cause. The inordinate & 

unexplained delay caused "in getting concurrence 

of the headquarters officets  is err "neither a 

reason, nor much less a good reason to overreach 

statutory prescriptions regarding limitation" 

as has been remarked in a decision of the 

Central Administrative LfMibunal E rnakularn in 

Central Board, Employees' Provident Fund and 

another versus N.A. Sebastian as reported in 

196) 32 Administrative Thibunals Cases 332. 

In the absence of sufficient cause, the 

Review Application filed beyond tine as prescribed 

in Rule 17 (1), is ordered to be rejected.M.37/96 
ds dispo o of accordi:ig1r. 

(K.Ramamoorthy) 	 (N.B.P'çtel) 
Member (A) 	 Vice Chairman 

pmr 


