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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

QzENO. M.A.307/96 in R.A./15/96 in OA/606/93
/ / /

DATE OF DECISION _ 2475.199%
Divisional Railway Manager Petitioner
A jmer
Mr. A.S.Kothari Advocate for the Petitioner (s}

Versus

Shri sSukhram I_I&mbaji & Others Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent (s

CORAM
The Hon'ble Mr. N.B.Patel, Vice Chairman
The Hon'ble Mr. K.Ramameorthy, Member (A)
JUDGMERNT
<Y,
1, Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ¢ ‘

2, To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

g, ‘Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ¢

4  Whether it needs to bs circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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Divisional Railway Manager

Ajmer Applicant
(Original Respondent
No.2)

{(Advocate: Mr. A.S5.Kethari)

vVersus

3hri sukhram Lembaji
Shri Rajkumar Parasram
Shri Chandrakant Hiralal
Shri Machhanal Annaram
Shri 3itaram Biharilal
St¥i Bhuralal Lumbaji
Shri Laxmi Narayan Nanakram
shri Bansilal Bhudhrai _o S A AT At 3 ;
0. shri Metisingh Gangargm 7+Shri Radhey shfam BRachra] .
Shri shyam Singh
Shri Sessa Ram
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****Respondents
GeneralSEcretary (Original Applicants)
Westeln Railway

Kamdar Sangh,

I.B.Z,-17, Gurunagar,

Ganchidham (Kutch)- 370 201.
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ORAL ORDER

M.A.,/307 /96 Dated 2195/9996
in 2
R.A./15/96
in

0.A.,/606/93

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

The review applicatien has been filed against
the judgement dated 19.4.,1295. The application has
been also accompanied by a Misc. Applicatien Ng.307

seeking condenatien eof delay.

The applicant namely Divisienal Railway Manager
Ajmer has submitted that in filing the Review Apnlication
a delay of 219 days has been occassioned. No
substantive reasen has been advagéd by the applicant
beyond stating that * the delay has been occassiened
te arrive at a decision in concurrence with the

gg//,/ Headquarters effice Churchgate, Bombay®,
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Rule 17 prevides for a specific time limit eof
thirty days fer filing the Review Application,
Even if itw were to be argued that the general
provision under section 5 of the Limitatien Act

could be invoked, the petitien does not spell

eut sufficient cause. The inerdinate &
unexplained delay caused "in getting concurrence
of the headquarters office" is ew®m "neither a
reason, nor much less a good reason te overreach ‘
statutory prescriptiens regarding limitation"
as has been remarked# in a decisien of the
Central Administrative @ribunal Ernakulam in
Central Board, Empleoyees' Provident Fund and
another versus N.A. S€bastian as reported in
1995) 32 Administrative Tribunals Cases 332,

In the absence of sufficient cause, the

Review Application filed beyond time as prescribed
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u ), is erdered to be rejected.M.A.307/96 starne

ds dispc
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(K ,Ramamoor thy) (N.B.PRtel)
Member (A) Vice Chdirman |
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