
CENTRAL AD1INISTRAT.E\iE TRIBUNAL 

I 	BANGALORE 

DATED THES THE 25TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1987 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon' ble Shri P. Brinivasan, lernber (A) 

RE\JIEJ APPLICATION NO. 112/1987 

ApPLI'TT 	NO. 31/86 

The General Fianaer, 
Southern Railway, 
Park Town, riadras. 

The Divisional Railway ianaer, 
Southern Railway, 
Rao Bahadur Guboi Thotadahoa Road, 
Banalcre. 

The Divisional Personnel Officer, 
Soubbern Railway, 
Rao Bahadur Gubui Thotadaa Road, 
Bangalcre. 	 .... 	Aaplicants. 

(Shri M. Sreerangaiah, Advocate) 

v. 

51:-)r A.V. Sundaram, 
0/0 A.S. Murthy, 
1/3 Central Avenue, 
f.T.i. Colony, 
Bangalcre. 	 .... 	Resoondent. 

This application having come u for hearing to—day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following: 

OR 0 ER 

in this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935, the applicants who 

were tne res:ondents in Application No.31/86 have sought 

for a review of an order made by a Division Bench of this 

Tribinal on 18.11.1986 substantially allowing the application 

made by the respondent herein, who was tne applicant therein. 
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In filing this Ieview Application there is a 

delay of 246 days. In l.A. No.1, the applicants have 

sought for conioning the  said delay. I.A. No.1 is 

accompanied by an afnidiavit sworn to by one Shri Pitchairaju, 

Divisional Personnel Ofificer, Banyalore Division, Southern 

Railway, Bangalore. 	In 1 h 4Ls affidavit, the deponent states 

that tne delay was for the reason that tne matter was under 

correspondence oetueen the various officers and the Railway 

Board. Sri. M. Sreranaiah, learned counsel for the 

aolicants asks for cononing the delay. 

We will even assul 	that the tatements made by the 

deponent are correct. B1ut all of them do not constitute a 

sufficient ground to con1done the inordinate delay of 248 

days in making tne revie.j application. 	In this view I.A. 

No.1 is liable to be rejcted. 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that 

l.A. No.1 is liable to be rejected. 	Je, therefore, reject 

the I.A. No.1. As a conequence we reject the review 

application without notie to the respondent. 

• 

\Jica J hairrn 	 Member (A) 

dms/Prv. 



REG1 STF RD 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGAL OR E BENCIi 

Cornmerci-1 Coi plex(BDA), 
Indiranaçjar, 
Bangalore - 50 038 

Dated : 

Re view 	APPLIIATI0N NO 112/1967 	_/x,x 
in A.No.31/86 

Applicant 

GM, S.Railway, Madras ;& ors. 	Vs A.V.Sundaram 

To 
The General Manager, 
Southern Railway, 
Park lown, Madras.... 

The Divisional Railway Manager, 
Southern Railway, Eao Bahadur 
Gubbj Thotadappa Road, 
Bangalore. ) 

The Divisional Personnel Officer, 
Southern Railway, Rao Bahadur 
Gubbi Thotadappa Road, 
Bangalore,.... )-3 

Shri.Sreerangiah, 
Central Govt. Standing Counsel, 
High Court Buildings, 
Banga lore. 

Subject: SENDING COPIES OF CRDER PASSED_BY Ti-TB BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 	DER,cçft 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said E 

application on ___ 	9_7. - 

xC.CT4-0M ffTCER 
(JuDIcIAL) 

End : as above 

RV.L) yCV /i4J_, 

Diary  



CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT.t\JE TRI8UNAL 

BANLALORE 

DATED THIS THE 25TH DAY OF AUUST, 1987 

Hori'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuarny, \iice—Thairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hontble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A) 

RE'JIEJ APPLICATION NO. 112/1987 
- IW 

APPLICTTN NO. 31 /86 

The Leneral Manaer, 
Southern Railway, 
Park Town, Madras. 

The Divisional Railway 13naer, 
Soutriern Railway, 
Rao Banadur uubDi ThotadDa Road, 

an a 10 r a. 

The Divisional Personnel Cfficer, 
Southern Railway, 
Rao Bahadur uboi Thctaiana Road, 
8an,alore. 	 .... 	Aplicants. 

(Shri r"i. SreeranIzi aiah, Advocate 

v. 

Snr A.V. Suniaram, 
C/o A.S. Murthy, 
No.., Central Avenue, 
I.T.I. Colony, 
8analcre. 	 .10 & 	Resoonjent. 

This aplication haviny come uo for hearinQ to—day, 

\iice—Chairman made the following: 

nc? nc 

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of 
1~ K41-1- 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1 933, the aplioants who 

wre toe res:)onoants in Applicaticn No .1 /86 nave souht 
.AZ 

4 -.Yfor a review o an order made by a Division Bencn of this 

Trib mel on 18.11 .186 sostantially allouin the aoalication 

made by the respondent nerein, who was tne aoplicant tnerein. 
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In filing this Review Aolication there is a 

delay of 248 days. 	In I.A. No.1, the applicants have 

souht for con1cnin bna said delay. I.A. No.1 is 

accompanied by an afidavit sworn to by one Shri Pitctialraju, 

ivLsioaa1 Personnel Officer, Bamjalore Division, Southein 

Railway, Banalore. 	In his affidavit, the domonent states 

tiia toe delay was for toe reason tnat toe matter was under 

corresmondence oetueen the various officers and trie Railway 

3card. Sri. F. Sreeranaian, learned cou:isel for the 

analicants asks for condoning toe delay. 

Je will even assume that toe - tatements made by the 

demonent are correct. But all of thern do not constitute a 

sufficient rcund to condone the inordinate delay of 248 

dais in rna'<inj toe review aamlication. 	In this view I.A. 

No.1 is liable to be rejected. 

In tie lint of our adove discussion, we hold that 

l.A. No.1 is liable to be rejected. Je, therefore, reject 

tie I.A. No.1. As a consequence we reject toe review 

analication without notice tc. toe resondent. 

ic —hairmn( 	 Member (A) 

dns/frv. 
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