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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALCORE

DATED THIS THE 8TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1987

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Yice-Chairman
Present: and

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 113/1987

Shri Abdul Gafoor,
Sorting Assistant,
Bangalore City RMS,
Bangalore. coes Applicant

(Shri M.R. Achar, Advocate)

Ve

1. K.P. Padmanabhan,
Supsrintendent (Serting),
RMS, Bangalore City RMS3,
Bangalore.

2, B. Sadashiva Rao,
Senior Superintendent, RMS,
Bangalore Sorting Division,
Bangalore. » vow w Respondents.

This application having come up for hearing tu-day,

Vice=-Chairman made the following:

CRDER

In this aoplication made under Section 22(3)(f) of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935, tne applicant has sought
for a review of an order made by a Division Bench of this
Tribunal consisting one of us (Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (n)
and Shri Ch. R.X. Rao, Member (J)) dismissing his Application

No.1716/86.

2, In making this application, there is a delay of 110
days. In [.A. No.1, the applicant has sought for condoning

the said delay.



(8

3. Shri M.R. Achar, learned counsel for the applicant,
contends that every one of the facts and circumstances
stated in I.A. No.1 constitute a sufficient ground to
condone the delay and then review the order on the grounds

urged in the main application.

4, We are of the view that everyone of the facts and
circumstances stated in I.A.No.1 do not constitute a
sufficient ground to condone the delay. Ue, therefore,
hold that I.A.No.1 is liable to be rejscted. If that is
so, then the main review application 1is also liable to be
rejected, without examining the merits. But we do not

propose to do so and proceed to examine the merits also.

5 WJe have perused the order of the Tribunal. Ue
find that every one of tne grounds urged by the applicant
really asks us to re-examine the order as if we are a
court of appeal and come to a different conclusion, which
is impermissible in a Revieu. In this view also, the

main review application is liable to be rejected.,

6. In the light of our above discussion ue, reject
the I.A. No.1 and the Review Application at the stage of

admission, without notices to respondents.
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE 8TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1987

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 113/1987

Shri Abdul Gafoor,
Sorting Assistant,
Bangalore City RKMS,
Bangalore. Applicant

(shri M.R. Achar, Advocate)

Ve
1. K.P. Padmanabhan,
Superintendent (Serting),
RMS, Bangalore City RMS,
Bangalore.
2., B. Sadashiva Rao,

Senior Superintendent, RMS,
Bangalore Sorting Division,

Bangalore. Respondents.

This application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice-Chairman made the following:

ORDER

In this application made
Administrative Tribunals Act,
for a review of an order made
Triounal consisting one of us
‘Lénd Shri Ch. R.X. Rao, Membser

No.1716/86.
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days.
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under Section 22(3)(f) of the
19835, the applicant has sought
by a Division Bench of this
(shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

(J)) dismissing his Application

In making this application, there is a delay of 110

In I.A. No.1, the applicant has sopught for condoning
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3. Shri M.R. Achar, learned counsel for the applicant,
contends that every one of the facts and circumstances
stated in I.A. No.1 constitute a sufficient ground to
condone the delay and then review the order on the grounds

urged in the main application.

4, Je are of the view that everyone of the facts and
circumstances stated in I.A.No.1 do not constitute a
sufficient yround to condone the delay. We, therefore,
hold that I.A.No.1 is liable to be rejected, If that is
so, then tne main review application is also liable to be
rejected, without examining the merits. But we do not

propose to do so and proceed to examine the merits also.

5 WJe have perused the order of the Tribunal. ue
find that every one of tne grounds urged by the applicant
really asks us to re-gxamine the order as if we are &
court of aopeal and come to a different conclusion, which
is impermissible in a Revieue. In this view also, the

main revieu application is liable to be rejected.

6. In the light of our above discussion we, reject
the I.A. No.1 and the Review Application at the stage of

admission, without notices to respondents.
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