
CtNTR1L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 
19 , * p 

Commercial Ccmplex(BD) 
Indiranagar 
rangalore - 560 038 

Dated 
i2 1 APR 1989 

REVIEW 	øt TrTrr,ti NO () 	 20 	
/ 89 IN APPLICATWN N. 1008/80 7 

W.NO (s)  

pplivarit ( 	 Respondent (*) 
The Regional Provident Fund 	V/s Shri H.A. Krishna murthy 
Commissioner, Bangalore 

To 

1. The Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
'Bhavishyanidhi Bhavan' 
No. 8, Rajaram Mohan Roy Road 
Bangalore - 560 025 

20  Shrj P1, Vasudeva Rao 
Central Govt. Stng Counsel 
High Court Building 
Bangalore 560 001 

'Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BYHE B4cj 

Please find enclosed herewith a,copy 

passed by tbis Tribunai in theabove saidtappljcation(s) on 	17-4...89 

kY TREG'ISTRAR 
cl S As nbotie 
	

(JuDIcmL) 



/ CENTRAL ADMIr4ZSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF APRIL, 1989 

Present : 

Hon'ble Shri. Z)ustice K.S.Puttaswamy ... Vice Chairman 

HOfl'bli:Shri P.Srinivasan 	 ... Member(A) 

REVIEW 	NO. 2011989 

The Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, 
8, Raja Rammohan Roy Road, 
BANGALORE-560025. 	 ... Applicant 

vs 	 (Shri f.Vasudeva Rao,Advocate) 

Shri H.A.Krietra Murthy, 
Chikkappaiah Carden, 
Nagasettyhalli, 
BANGALORE240 	 ... Respondent 

This application having come up for hearing 

today, Hon'ble Shri P.Srinivasan, Plember(A), made the fol1owing 

ORDER 

By this application, the respondents in application 

No.1008/88 want us to review our order dated 17-8-1988 die—

posinc of,thet application. Shri M.Vasudeva Rao, counsel 

appearing for the said respondents, has been heard. 

2. 	As already mentioned, the order sought to be 

reviewed was passed on 17-8-1988 and despatched to the 

parties on 25-8-1988. The present application was filed 

on 31-3-1989. It should have been filed within 30 days from 

the date at the order i.e. on or before 16-9-1988. It is 

thus delayed by over six months. The said respondents 

have filed an application for condonation of delay. The 

groundetated in this application for the delay is that 

the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, who was the 

respondent.in  the original application had to consult his 

superior officers before filing the .review application. 
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We find no merit in this ground for delay. 	The 

respondents very well knew that a review application 

had to be filed within 30 day's from the date of order 

and should have arranged their official procedure so 

as to complete it by the expi'ry of that date. Plerely 

because their administrative procedures take a long 

time, it cannot be said that they were juetified in 

filing this review application as much as six months late. 

3. 	While the application deserves to be rejected 

as barred by limitation, we have also looked into the 

merits, and have heard Shri Uasudeva Rao thereon. Our 

order which is sought to be reviewed is a detailed one 

and our conclusion has been supported by a long line of 

reasoning. It was also dictated in open court in the 

presence of all parties. We, therefore, find no merit 

') 
( 	 ) 

> 	
in the application for review. 

•• 	) '.j 
4. 	In the result, the application is dismissed 

' 	-' 	 in limin. 

I 

VICE CHAIRF'AN 	I 	 IflLMBER(A) ' 	I.  

TRUE COPY 

il 	 i2 

Ri 
EPUTV REGITM (JF)! 

CENTRAL ADM)1ISTRATIVE TRiaLJNAL. 
BANGA]LOE 



D. No. qq ZLVIVA7 
'90~)SUPJEMF, COURT OF INDIA 

NEW DELHI 

Dated  f1, 	\Fm; 
The Additi±- gistrar, 
suprem,e6ire of India 

To 
Th Fgistrar 

C4aJ dcnJ2f'e- /4ui,o) 
i PETITIOT FOR SPECIAL LAVE To AP AL(CIVIL) NO  

Tetition under Article 1*36. of the constitution of India, 
for Special Leave to APpeal to the SupremeCourt from the 
JUd 	fldOder dated 	/7... ,-. 4Q of the High Cou-rt 

n1/ 	' ; 7 1hyiw/ QI- III 	, LiJi. 	AL 	 '7 7 -" -- 

: 

	

`7j 	29C'741 	F&4.,...Petitioner 

	

nia?t. e 	erSus 

jr, 
	

, 	 RespondentL 
I am toinform you that the Petjon 

 

above-mentjored 
for Special Leave to Appeal to this Court was/w 	filed on 

behalf of the Petition?r above-nzmed from the Judgment/Order 

of the 	 9di; ntr"e *7mf1 / 1 1jiJta e 

noted above and that the same was/wqxa, dismissed/dip f 	' 

-. 	 by thi s Court on the 	/7M day 
of 	 198. 

strfli 

( 
....... 

Yours faithfully, 

for ADDITIlNAil REGI$TPAR 

4. 

ns/19. 4.89/ivA 
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