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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 3RD DAY OF JULY, 1987 

Han' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice—Chairman 
Present 	 and 

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

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 40/1987 

Shri Raniappa, 
Bagalkot, 
Diet, Bijapur. 	.... 	Applicant 

(Shri B.G. Sridharn,Advocate) 

'I. 

The Divisional Engineer 
and another. 	.... 	Respondents 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following; 

ON I.A. NO—I - APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY. 

In I.A. No.1 filed under Section 5 of the Limitation 

Act, 1963, the aplicant has sought for condonation of 
of 236 days 

delay/in filing his Review Application in A.No.431/1986. 

2. 	Shri B.G. Sridharan, learned counsel for the 

applicant, contends that I.A.No.I be treated as made under 

Section 21 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985k  

(the Act) and the delay condoned and the review application 

allowed. 

3. 	We have carefully perused the pleas made by the 

applicant for condonation of delay. We are of the view 
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that the vague and general allegations made by the 

applicant do not constitute a sufficient ground for 

condoning the delay even if the application is main—

tamable under Section 21 of the Act. We, therefore, 

hold that - I.A.I is liable to be rejected. 

On a critical examination of the grounds urged, 

this Tribunal in its order had found that the claim of 

the applicant for rectification of his date of birth 
made 

was wholly unmerited. Every one of the grounds/by. the 

aplicant in his review application are really in the 

nature of an appeal and do not disclose a patent error 

to justify a review. 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold 

that I.A.—I and the review application áreliable to be 

rejected. We, therefore, reject I.A.I and the review 

aplication at the admission stage without notice to the 

respondents. 

Vice—Chairmari---- 
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REGISTERED 

CENTRIL , DrINISTRi,i IiE ThIEUNL 
81\NG\LORE BENCH 
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Commercial Complex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Banealore - 560 038 

Dated 

Review 	Application No, 	40 
 

in Application No. 431/86(T) 

W.P. No  

Ppplicant 

Shri Ramappa 	 V/s The Divisional Engineer, SC Railway 
To 	 Hubli and another ,  

1. Shri Raesppa 
s/a Lakkappa Appaiah Pujari 
ELR Khalaei (Retd) 
South Central Railway 
A].matti 
Basevana Bagewadi Taluk 
Bijapur District 

2, Shri B.G. Sridharan 
Advocate 
'Rem D.oth' 
24, Yamuna Bai Road 
Kumara Cot Layout, High Gr.unds 
Bangal.re - 560 001 

Sublect: SEJDIr'JC COPIES OF ORDER P1SSED BY THE BENCH IN REVIEW 

RPPLICITION NO. 	40/87 	- 

Please find enclosed hereuith the copy of the Order/MX 

assed by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 	 3-7-87 

r. 
Encl as above. 	 AS~ TION Q_U_~ 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANALORE 

DATED THIS THE 3RD DAY OF JULY, 1987 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuarny, Vice—Chairman 
Present 

 
and 

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

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 40/1987 

Shri Ramappa, 
Bayalkot, 
Dist. Bijapur. 	•.•. 	Applicant 

(Shri B.G. Sridharn,Advocate) 

V. 

The Divisional Enineer 
and another, 	.... 	1espondents 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following: 

OR D E R 

ON I.A. NO.—I - APPLICATION FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY. 

In I.A. No.1 filed under Section 5 of the Limitation 

Act, 1963, the aplicant has sought for condonation of 
of 236 days 

delay/in filing his Review Application in A.No.431/1986. 

2. 	Shri B.G. Sridharan, learned counsel for the 

applicant, contends that I.A.No.I be treated as made under 

Section 21 	of the Administrative Trib nals Act, 1985 

(the Act) and the delay condoned and the review application 

allowed. 

-•• 

3. 	We have carefully perused the pleas made by the 

applicant for condonation of delay. We are of the view 
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that the vague and general allegations made by the 

applicant do not constitute a sufficient ground for 

condoning the delay even if the application is main-

tainable under Section 21 of the Act. We, therefore, 

hold that, - I.A.I is liable to be rejected. 

On a critical examination of tne grounds urged, 

this Tribunal in its order had found that the claim of 

the applicant for rectification of his date of birth 
made 

was wholly unmerited. Every one of trie grounds/by the 

aplicant in his review application are really in the 

nature of an appeal and do not disclose a patent error 

to justify a review. 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold 

that I.A.—I and the review application are liable to be 

rejected. We, therefore, reject I.A.I and the review 

aplication at the admission stage without notice to the 

respondents. 
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