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CENTRAL ADNINI 'TRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANG kLORE 

1J 	 DATED THIS THE I TH DAY OF JULY, 1 987 

Hon' hie Shri Jus ice K.S. Puttaswamy, ViceChairman 
Present: 	 and 

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

RVIEW APPLICATION NO. 90/1 

Shri J. Francis, 
Work—mate, Office of the 
Executive Engineer, 
Dn. Scheme, Southern Railw,  
Bangalore City. 

(Shri K. Sridhar, Advocate) 

V. 

I .The Divisional Personnel Officer, 
Dn. Office, Southern Railway, 
Bangalore City. 

2.The Chief Personnel Offic r, 
Head. Quarters Office, 
Southern Railway, 
Madras-3. 

Applicant 

3.The Sr. Divisional Engineer, 
Southern Railway, 
i3angalore City. 	- 	...... 	Respondents. 

This application havig come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the follwing: 

ORDER 

In this Review Applica1ion made u;nder Section 22(3)(f) 

of the Administrative Tribuals Act, the applicant has sought 

for a review of an order ma1e by a Division Bench of this 

Trihuna] consistin of one Of us ("Shri L.H.A. Rego Nei.br (A) 

and Hon'ble Shri Oh. ReLlakrishna Rac, Member (J) dismissing 

his epplication No.18/44/86. In that application, the applicant 

had challenged his reversioi from the post of 1orks Neistry to 



the post of Caretaker. On a detailed examination of all 

the ccntentionr ur;ed by the applicant, the 3ench hd 

rejected every one of tem. 3ut shri K. Sridhar, learned 

counsel for the e.pplicat contends that every one of them 

were erroneous and justfies a review. 

We find that in nakin, this Review Application there 

is a delay of 30 days. On this short round itself this 

application is liable t he rejected. lut we do not propose 

to do so, and proceed tc examine the case on merits. 

Shri ridhar, is really asking us to re—examine 'the 

order as if we are a cort of appeal. In a review this 

Tribunal cannot reexamirfe its order as a court of appeal 

and come to a different conclusion. On any view this 

Review Application is liable tobe rejected. We, therefore, 

reject this Review Application at the admission stage, 

without notice to the Rspondents. 

Vice—Chir{,? 	Member (A)! 	(7 

bsv/Nrv. 



REGISTERED 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRiEUL 

BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial COn6p1eX(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 

Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated : 

Rvjw Application No. ,.9O/87_ 	J86( ) 

In Application No. 1844/86(F) 

-- - 

Applicant 

ZJ.Francis 	V/s. Divi. Personnel Officer, S.Rly., B'lors & ore. 

To 

1, Sri.3.Francis, 
Werk—ast., 
Of fics of the Executive Enine.r, 
On. Sohems, 

Seuthsrn Railways, 
Bangalore City. 

2. Sri.K.Srihar, Mvocate, 
No.369  'Vgdevi', 

	

Shankarepark, 	 - 	- 
B'l.rs- 4, 

Sublectg SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN 

Review 	APPLICATION NO. 	90/87 

,-4 	Please find enclosed herewith the copy of the 

by this Tribunal in the above said Application on 	10-7-87 

End 	t as above. 	 S ECtIjN—OPFIC ER 
(JuDICIAL) 

Ba 1 u'* 
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CE1TRAL ADflINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BANG ALORE 
DATED THIS TRE lm'11 nY flP flhTV IQP7 ---- ----- ---. - 	'-.'---, .._,'-. 1 

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswarny, ViceChairman 
Present: 	 and 

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

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 90/1987 

Shri J. Francis, 
Work—mate, Office of the 
Executive Engineer, 
Dn. Scheme, Southern Railways, 
Bana1ore City. 	 000*0 

(Shri K. Sridhar, Advocate) 

V. 

I .The Divisional Personnel Officer, 
Dn. Office, Southern Railway, 
Bangalore City. 

2.The Chief Personnel Officer, 
Head Quarters Office, 
Southern Railway, 
Madras-3. 	 I..— 

Applicant 

3.The Sr. Divisional Engineer, 
Southern Railway, 
Bangalore City. 	...... 	Responcents. 

This application having come up for hearing to—day, 

Vice—Chairman made the following: 
/f?( 
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ORDER 

In this Review Application made under Section 22(3)(f) 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act, the applicant has sought 

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

Tribunal consistin; of one of us (Shri L.H.A. Rego N hr (A) 

and Hon'ble Shri Ch. Remakrishna Rac, Member (J) dismissing 

his application No.1844/86. In that application, the applicant 

had challenged his reversion from the post of Works Neistry to 
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ti,ei post of Caretaker. On a detailed e:arintion of all 

the contentions urged by the applicant, the 3ench hd 

rejected every one of them. But shri K. Eridhar, learned 

counsel for the applicant contends that every one of them 

were erroneous and justifies a review. 

We find that in making this Review Application there 

is a delay of 30 days. On this short rçund itself this 

application is liable to be rejected. But we do not propose 

to do so, and proceed to examine the case on merits. 

Shri ridhar, is really asking us to re—examine -the 

- 	order as if we are a court of appeal. In a review this 

Tribunal cannot reexamine its order as a court of appeal 

and come to a different conclusion. On any view this 

Review Application is liable tobe rejected. We, therefore, 

reject this Review Application at the admission stage, 

withoutnotice to the Respondents. 

& - 
-Chairman rember5J 

bsv/Mrv. 
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