
REGISTERED 
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE BENd-i 

Comrnercj1 	plex(BDA), 
Indiranaqar, 
Bangalore - 560 038 

- 	 Dated : 
APPLICATIOfJ NO 	731/87(F) 

Applicant 

Smt.Ahalya Bai 	V 	Director General(STN), P&T, ND. 

To 

Smt. Ahalya Bal, 
W/o Mr. H,Krjshna Bhatta, 
N0.18, 'Kowshik' 
R.B.I, Colony, 3rd Block, 
Jayanagar, 
Bangalore..41. 

Shri Stenley Lazerns, 
Advocate, 
32, Old Madras Road, 

Banga—lore_8. 

Subject: SENDING COPIES OF GRDEP, PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 

X3656fiKfkA:XXX)3ft passed by this Tribunal in the above said 
application on 25-8-1987. 

Encl 	as above 
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LNTRAL ADIN ISTRATLJ[ TE I dUNPL 

A N U A LURE 

DATED THIS THE 25TH DAY LE A'JuU5T, 1937 

Ho&ble Snri Juotice K.S. Puttasuamy, \iice-Chairrnan 
Present: 	 and 

Hon' ble Snri P. Srin.ivasan, Member (A) 

APPLIATIU!j NO. 731/1937 

Smt. Ahalya Bai, 

i/o ir. H. Krisnna Watta, 
No.13, 1  KoushiV<' 
R.B.. Colony, 3rd Bloc!<, 	 V 

Jayanaar, 
8analore-1 1 • 	 . . .• 	AiJljCant. 

(SurL Stenley Lazerns, Advocate) 

'J. 

Tue Director ueneral (si) , 
Indian Post & Telerajhs Dept., 
New Delhi. 	 .... 	Res:Jondent 

This ajplicatjon havin 3  come up for hearin to-day, 

c-Thairrnan made the following: 

OFDER 

In this aplication made under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Triounals Act, 15 (' the Act' ) , tna 

ap1icant ias crallened order No. AP/14-22 dated 

21 .1 .1935/1 9 .2 .13 35. 

In I.A. No.1 , tie aojlicanb has so'jit for condo-

naton of delay of 1 year and 345 Jays as W& calculated 

by tne office. But according  to our calculazion, there 

is a delay of one year and 112 days. 

In her affidavit, in support of tHe I.A.No.1 , tne 

apjlicant states that ner colleaues had told her tnat 

tne Deriod of lirnitat Lon for making  an aiplication under 
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the Act was 3 years and therefore trere is delay. Je 

are of trio view that this alleyation is avaue as it 

could be. 	Even otrierwise, t;iis jroind, oven if it is 

true, which we very seriously doubt, does not constitute 

a sufficient jrounJ for cendonini, toe inordinate delay. 

L'n any view of tie matter, tha facts and circumotances 

stated by the apilicant do not constitute a sufficLent 

round to condone tne inordinate delay. 	In tnis view, 

I.. No.1 is rejected. 

4. 	In be lignt of our above :iiscussion, we reject 

I.. No.1. 	As a conseq:Jen:e, we rojoot the main 

anilication without no:ico to toe resondents. 

- 
vice—Thairrnan 	1 	

Member (A) 

dms/Mrv. 
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