
GISTERED 

CE1\TFRL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercj1 C1o1 plex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 
REVIEW APPLICATION NO 105 & 106 	Jg( ) 

in A.No.1914 to 20/86(T) 
Wxkxxkk 

Applicant 

N.Ulagan8th 	& anr. 	Vs. 

To 

Divisional Railway Manager, SJ{ly, 
Mysore & ors. 

1. Shri N.Ulaganathan, Guard 'C' 
Bangalore Contorirnent, 
Railway Station, Bangalore. 

2 Shri K.Srjnjvasan Guard'A' 
Yelahanka Railway Station, 
Bangalore,  

3. Shri M.B. Achar, Advocate, 
No • 1074-1075, 
Banashankari I Stage, 
Bangalore_so. 

Subject: SENDING COPIES PDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 
------ 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said Pvo,46j 
application on 	24-8-.1987, - 

End : as above 

RE. VED( 
Illary 

Date. J/c 

DEPUTY REGISTRAF ---
(JUDICIAL) 



ENTRAL ADiINI51hATI\JE TRIBUNAL 

B N GA L [iF E 

DPTED THIS THE 24TH DA I OF AUuUST, 1987 

Hon' ble Stiri lustice K.S. Puttasuamy, 'iic-Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon'ble Shri P. Sririivasan, Member (A) 

REIEJ APPLICATION NO. 105 & 106/1987 

1. N. Ulaganathan, uard C1, 
Banyalo re Contonrnent 
Railway Station, Banalora. 

2. K. Srinivasan, uuard 1 90,  
Yelaian<a Railway Station, 
Banalcre. 	 .... 	Apolicants. 

(Sun N.R. 'cchar, Advocate) 

THe Divisional Railway Manager, 
Southern Railways, Mysore. 

Ta Addl. Thief Personnel Officer, 
Southern Railway, Par Town, 
Via d r a s. 

The Thief Personnel Officer, 
Soutnern Railway, Park Town, 
Mad r as. 

. The Divisional Railway Viana.er, 
Scutriern Railway, Banyalore. 

3. 	Sri Uavaian, buard ' B' 
Yeshuanthpur Railway Station, 
Bangalore. 	 ..... 	Resnondants. 

These amalications having come up for heanin. to-day, 

Iice-Chairman made the fcllowing: 

ORDER 

In these aolicat ions made under Section 22(3)( f) of 

tne Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935, the amalicants in 

/ 1 
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Ajalication Nos.191 6 and 1919/86(1) have sou,t for a 

review of a common order made on 15.4.1987 by a Division 

bench of this Tribunal Tiismissin tHeir and tHe other 

connected applications. 	In main tnese ap licaticns 

there s a delay of 94 days. 	In I.A. No.1 the analicants 

have souwht  for condonation of the said delay. 	In I.A. 

No.1 tne analicants have stated that tney were unaware of 

te order made by tois Tribunal and tney came to <now of 

tue same only when Fespondent 5 was further 7rcnoted to 

a hiruer cadre. 

Snri 1.h. Achar, learned counsel for tae apli:ants, 

contends tuat every one of tne f'acs and circumstances 

stated by the anolicants constitute a sufficient rcunJ 

for :onioninH tne dela.i and t ie daley be tnore.ore 

condoned and the applications for reviw be adrniited as 

tue order made was patently erroneous. 

 Je 	are of the view that every one 	of ta 	facts 

ani circunstances stated in 	tue aplicat ion, even 	if 	tney 

are true, uhicn we very much doujt, do not constitute a 

sif icient .rLund for condonin the delay. In this view 

I.A. No.1 is ijale to be reected. 

Jhen once we notd that t.5. No.1 is liable to be 

reecteT the main aaalications for review are also liable 

to :e rejected without examining the merits. But we do 

not Dr000se to do so and aroceed to examine un?tiicr the 

order nade by this Tribanal dis:lcse any patent error 

as oassionately pleaded by Shri Achar. 
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5. 	In its order the Trioijnaj has held that the 

challenje of the amplicants to the hi.her seniority 

ranteJ to Resnondent 5, was liable to be relected 

on jrounds of delay and la.ches and also on the ground 

that any interference by tnis Tribunal would really 

upset tne apolicant. J0 are of toe view toat bcth 

these rounds on which the Tri Jnal Had dismissed 

tnn. a•JljcatLons do not dtsclose a patent error to 

justify a review, At the hiehest the view ta zen on both 

the asoects may ue erroneous • 	dut that will not justify 

us to examine toem as if we are a court of aooeal and 

come to a different conclusion. In reality and in 

substance Shri Achar is as zin us to examine the order 
we 

made by this Triuunel as if/are a court of apecal and 

come to a different conclusion which we cannot do. 

5. On the Forecin 	Jiscissicn we 	resect  

and main Review Aolications 	without 	notice to 	toe 

r e a no n do n ts, 

JLC:—haipi 	
fember () 

L( 

bsv/rv. 


