o PaSSEd by this Trlbunal in the above said application(g) on
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G T B ) Commerc1al Complex (BDA)
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' ' : : : Bangalore ~ 560 038

‘Dated 1 JA N 1980

- o - A’pb'Li-CAT'IoN' NO., o ‘ ‘
{ TrTLILATION WO o __/88(F)
: ~ e : /
Applicant
. (é) o . Respondent(s)
Shri M.N., Ramanna © V/s The General Menager, Southern Railuay, Madras

. To ‘ . o & 3 Ors

' ,5. The Divisional Personnel Officer -
Southern Railway
Mysocre Division
Mysore - 570 001

Shri M.N. Ramanna
. No, 1918, 20th Cross
VI Block, Jayanagar
Bangalore - 560 011

6, Ths Chief, Engineer (Construction)

. _2. Shri K.N. Chandrashekher Southern Railway

- Advocate -
No. 18, Millers Road
35/1, Ist Main Road
Gandhinagar Bsngalore =~ 560 046

Bangalore - 560 009 7. Shri K.V, Lakshmanachar

Railway Rdvocate

No. 4, S5th Block

Briand Square Police Quarters
Mysore Road : o ‘
Bangalore = 560 002

3, The Gansral fManagsr
Southern Railway
(Headquarters)

Park Town
Madras .- 600 003
4., The Divisional Railway Manager
* Southern Railway :
Mysore Division :
Mysore - 570 001 ' A ."Q

/Zae.uwu( H«iwﬁ

\\\ \\gﬁ

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSEDABY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed. herewith the copy of DRDER/&RkX/ZN*ER!NXBKHERx
3-1-89

.

Y REGISTRAR :
Encl Rs above _ : : U\u (JUDICIAL) : 7

- s
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
' BANGALORE

OATED THIS THE 3RD DAY OF JANUARY, 1989

Hon'ble Shri Justxce KeSe Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman
Prasaent:

and
Hon'ble Shri P, Srinivasan, Member (a)

APPLICATION NO, 811/1938

Shri M.N. Ramanna,
Aged 57 years,
S/o Late Shri Narayanappa,

- Senior Clerk, 0/o the Chief-

Engineer (Construction)
Southern Railway, No.18,
Millers Road, Bangalora. ‘esses Applicant.

(Shri K.N. Chandrashekher, Advocate)

® Ve

1. The General Manager,
Southern Railuay, AN
(Headquarters), :
Madras,

2, Divl, Railway Managser,
Southern Railway,
Mysore Division,
Mysore.

3., Divl, Personnel Officer,
Southern Railuay,
Mysore Division,
Mysore.

4, Chief Enginesr (Constructlon),
Sauthern Railuay,

No.18, Millers Road,
Bangalore-&ﬁ. " eseee  Respondents.

(Shri K& . Lakshmanachar, Advocate)

This application having come up for hearxng to-~day,
e-Chairman made the following: '

ORDER



o
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14“ 5.5.1930, jolned service on 2, 3.1963 as

\ ' .

2. Shn M.N. Ramanna, thb applicant before - us, ‘n \

a Junlor Clerkv

',ﬁn the Statistical Branch of the Southern Railuay Head

'QGa:ters»Hadras.
| f'gouther;-ﬂéiluay, Madras ('uM') by his off
273 dated 18.8.1964 (Annexure-A) transferr
ﬁo the»Construction Branch, Bangalore on t
éonﬁition3>set out in the said order. On
éoépatent Officer of the Southern Railuay,
applicant in the Statistical Branch uith e

«9.1975, He was promoted as a Senior Cle

1.
#tructlon Branch with effact from 12.,6.,1975
oepacxty he continued .to sarve till 31,5

#ay he has retired from service on attaini

3. Uhénlthé applicant was in service,
Railuay Managsr, Mysors Division, Mysore (
Lemoraﬁdum No.Y/P.612/N1I/Clerks/d.BrNol,
kAnnexure-G) communicated to the applicant
in pursuance of lstter No.P(S)535/XV/INol
'%f the Chief Personnel foicer; Southern R
(CPD) that his lien had been shifted to Wo
composite Mysore Division and on that basi
:-Lehiority also in his Divisioh;, On receip
;andum, the applicaht made morae than one f
;Hich did not yield any result, As late a
the applicant has filed this application ¢
order dated 15.4.1986 of the DRH’(Annexure
|

>§rounds.

4. In I. Aoﬁo.l filad under Sectlon 2
_ tha applicant has sought for condonxng the

’days in makxng this application.

On his own request, the Gsnaral Nanagpr,

ce order No.
sd the;applicant

he terhs and -

'30.9.1975 the

confirmed the
Ffect from

rk in the con-
5 in which
11988 on which

ng Quperannuétion.

the Divisional
YDRM') by his

2 dated 15.4.1986
the fact that
oV daéed 22,9.,1982
ailuay, Madras,
tks Branch of

s regﬁlated his

t of this memo-
apresadtation

8 on ?7,5.1988_
haLléagihgfthe :

-G) om:diverse

1(3) of the Act,
delay of 407




5. In their reply, the respondenta have opposed

v#ﬁﬁ‘I:>7 I.A. No.I as also the claim of the applicant on meritaz

6o Shri K«N. Chandra Shekhef, learned counsel for
" the appl%cant, contends that every one of the facts and
circ#mstances stated in I.A.No.I constitute a sufficient
ground for condoning the delay and condoning the deiéy,
'we must annul the order dated 15.4.1986 and direct the
retention of the lien of the applicant at Madras and

regulate all other conditions of service in particular

the ﬁromotions on that and that basis only.,

7. Shri Ko&V. Lakshmanachar, learned counsel for the
respondents, contends that the facts and’circumstances
stated in I.A.No.I do not donstituta a sufficient ground
for éondoning the delay and that even otherwise thers
were no grounds to intaerfere with the dgcisionvbf the

DRM and the CPO at this stage.

:87 In the affidavit accompanying [.A.Na.I, the appli-
cant claims that he made more than one rep;qqéntation and
~those facts constituteasufficient ground ?or‘céndoniﬁg
the delay of 407 days. He has also relied on another
memorandum dated 21.3.1987 as enabling him to challengs
the impugned oraéélffgﬁﬂfhat date or as affording him a
ground for condoning the delay. uWe are of the vieuw that

every one of these facts either cumulatively or ssparately

do not constitute a sufficient ground for condoning the
ll_ay of 407 days in making this application. If that
z i 380. I.A.No.I is liable to be rejected and this appli-
\ S | o

1S 53" ‘cation dismissed without examining the merits. But, out
,'o \t@ . J // .

/6f dererence to the slaborate arguments made by Shri
Chandra Shekher, we propose to consider the merits of

the case alsc,
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9. e will even assume that theta is Sohe';fragn-'v

larity or illegality in the order made by |the DRM gr by

;the CPO on 22,9.82, But, those ;rregularitiee on.tllef

 (has physically retlred from service from 31 oSe 1988.

ﬁgalities will not have any effect on tha applicant'uho

Ua are of the view that the claim of the a plicant for

?atagé at all.

tha* this applxcation is liable to be dismissed,

«;'“Hhstances of the cases, we direct the parties to bear

Lo :

DEPUTY RE‘G!‘)TRAR (JDL, -Z—K\—‘
CEMTRALADM&H;T’A%V;TR@UN
BANGALO:&E

o sak oosdl-
vxce.cm\mmm&\ \ - MEMBER (A)/\ -

_lretention of his lien at Madras on the fadts and_pircum-
stances is wholly misconceived and has no purpo;é to
jsarVe.‘ On any view 6f the matter, this is not a fit

case in which our interference is called for at this -

10. In the light of our above discussion, we hold
e,

therefore, dismiss this application. But, in the circum-‘

o



