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APPLICATION NO, . 92 /88(F)
WP, NO. | - o /
Applicant(s) S - : Respondent(s)
Shri Jenzkalleish o v/e The Bivieional Psrzonnel Officer, Southern Rly,
S : - Pysers & anether
To v : '

4. Tha Parnansnt way Inapector
‘ Seuthern Reilway
Rresiksre
Hassan Dtstrxct

1e _Shri.Janakolla;ap
" 8/o Shri Nanjundappa
-Jyothi Mallapur

T. Koedihalli Past
‘Arasikere Teluk

; S. Shri K.V, Lnkohnanachar
Nessanvoistrict~ ’

Reflway Advocate

No. 4, 5th Block L
Briand Square Police Quarters
Mysors Road

Bangalere ~ 560 002

. 2. Shri M, Medhusudan
- ‘Advocats
1074-1075, Banaahankc:i I Stage
Sreanivasanegar II Phase
" Bangalore ~ 560 050

‘3. The Divlainnal Porsonnel Offiaor
Seuthsrn Reilway
. Mysors Division
Fysere

- Subject ¢ SENDING COPIES OF _ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

N

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of oaoER/awawyzwmmmnﬂxmmma¥"
-passed by this Tribunal in the above said appllcatlon(s) on - 13-9-88
“
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‘v'gC3T | . BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE THIRTEENTH DAY OF'SEPTEMBEh ise8-

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

APPLICATION ND. 92/88(F)

Janakgllaiah,

Jyothi Mallapur,

T. Kodihalli Post,

Arasikere Taluk,

Hassan District, cee Applicant

(Shri M, Madhusudan ... Advocate)
Ve

The Divisional Personnel Officer,
Soythern Railway,

Mysore Oivision, Fysore.

The Permanent Way Inspector,
Southern Railway,

Arasikere. : ses Respondents

(Shri K.V. Lakshamanachar .. Advocate)

This application came up for hearing before this Tribunal °

today. Hon'ble Vice-Chairman made the followings

R D ER
In this application made under Ssction 19 of the Admini-
strative Tribunals Act, 1985 (the Act), the applicant has
challenged Order No.Y/P,407/V11/Ask/605 dated 28,4.1986 of
the Permanent Way Inspector (PUI) terminating his services

] from 29,1.1986,

2. 1In making this applicaticn thers is & delay of 274 days.
} In|IA No,1 filed under Section 21(3) of the Act ths applicant
has sought for condoning the said delay. IA No.,l as alsoc the

main applic~tion are opposed by the Respondents,

3. Shri f. Mzghusudan, lesarned counsel for the applicant,

contends that the facfs and circumstances stated in 1A No,l




R\

)

D

constitute a sufficient ground for condoning the delay of

274 days and annul the impugned order which is patently

illegal,

4, Shri K.Y, Lakshmanachar, learned counssel for the Res—

pondents_contsnds that every one of the vague p
by the applicant in IA Ng. 1 do not constitute

ground to condone the inordinate delay.

Se We have carefully read IA No.,l. Every one

facts stated in IA Ngc.l are as vauge as they co

6. In IA No.,l the applicant has not explained
delay from the time the period of limitation ha
as is required by law., UWe are of the vieu that
of the facts and circumstances stated in IA No,
constitute a sufficient ground for condoning th

On this view IA No,l is liable to be rejected.

[N
&

- liable to be rejected, then the main applica

to be rejected without examining the merits,

?. In the iight of our above discussion we rej
and consequently we also reject the main applic
in the circumstances of the case we darect the.

bear their own costse.
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) 2) ~ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWNAL
. : BANGALORE BENCH
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Commercial Complex (BDR)
Indiranagar .~
, Bangalore - 560 038 -
B _ : . - Dated 3 278 OCT 1988
REVIEY APPLICATION NO, 96 / 88
IN APPLICATION NO, 92/88(F
Tion wo. g2/es(r) /
Apblicant(s) Respondent(s)
Shri Janakallsish _ V/e The Divisionel Personnel Officer, Southsrn Rly,
To ' : ~Mysore Division, Mysore & anothsr

1. Shri Janekallaiah
"~ Jyothi Mallapur
T. Kodithalli Pest
Arasikere Taluk
"Hessan District

L

2, Shri M. Raghavendra Achar
~ Advecate .
1074~1075, Banashenkari I Stage
Sreenjvasanager| I1I Phase
Bangalore -~ 560|050

" Subject : | SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/SXAX/ENKERZMXSRRER
passed by this Tribunal in the above said application(x) on 17-10-88
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Encl : As above - (3UDICIAL)




CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1988

a-Chairman

-3 Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vic
Present|s and ‘

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

| REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 96/1988

Shri Jahakallaiah,

Jyothi Mallapur,

T. Kodihalli Post,

Arasikere Taluk,

Hassan District, eeee  Applicant.

(Shri Mj Raghavendrachar, Advocate)

Ve
1. The divisional Fersonnel Gfficer,

Southern Railuway, Mysore Division,
Mysore.

2. The Permanent Way Inspector,
Southern Railway,
| Arasiﬁere. cene Respondents.,

| Th#s application having come up for hearing to-day,

Vice-Chairman made the follouing:

ORDER

In'this application filed undsr Section 22(3)(f) of the.

Administfative Tribunals Rct, 1985 (the Act), the apolicant
- :zaa%gught for a revieuw of our order made on 13,.,9,.1933 rejecting
L .

ication N0.92/83 filed under Section 19 of the Act.

|
2.,&n making the original application, there was 3

of %74 days. In I.A. No.1, filed in that case, the

tions urged on I.A. No.1, we found that the app:: . ad not
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~made out a sufficient cause for condoning|the dslay. @®n
which ground we rejected that I.AR. and thf main appli-

cation.

3. Shri M, Raghavendrachar, learned.CDUnsel for the
applicant, contends that_the non-disposal| of the'rébre-
sentations made by his clienﬁ on the yround that the-
O.A.‘No.92/88(F).uas'pending could not be! produced by
the applicant at the time we made»our order and the same
‘justifies a revieuw undér Section 22(3)(F) of the Act

read with 0,47 R,1 CPC,

4. Uhen I.A. No.1 was considered and |[decided in open
court, the facts now stated, even 353uming them to be
correct, which uere all within the knowledge of.the appli-

did not consider them,
cant, were not brought to our notice aﬁd,therefcriijari&:
are of the view that this itself disentitles the applicant

K also _ _ .
to seek for a review., Ue are/of the vieu that sven if ths

applicant had brought the facts, now stated by him, when
we decided I.A. No.1 in 0.A. N0.92/88, then also our
judgment would not have been ahyuay different. On any vieu

we find no ground to review our earlier order. ?

S. In the light of our abbve discussion, we hold that
this application is liable to be rejected. Ue, therefore,
AR | ! ’ '

’,ﬂﬂ .iﬁ§§§§fject this application at the admission [stage without
) NS |

N %?@tices to the respondents.
2 |
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