
AL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWAL 
BANCALORE BENCH 

REGISTERED 

Commercial Complex (8DM) 
Iridiranagar 
Bangalore — 560 038 

Dated :26 SEP1988 

APPLICATION NO. 92 	 _/e(r) 
w.P. 	r0.  

*ppliaant(sj 
Respondent(s) 

Shriienskall,iah • V/s The Divisional Personnel Of ricer, Southern R1.y, 
Pysors & another To 

1 . 	Shri 	anakalleiah 4. 	The Pertaanent Way Inepactir 

S/c Shri Narijumdappa 
3yothi Mallapur 

Aresikars 

To KQdThalli Past 
Arasikar. Teluk 
Hassan District. 5. 	Shri K.V. Lekeheanachar 

Railway Advocate 
2. 	Shri M. Redhusuan No, 49  5th Block 

Advocate BI,iand Square Police Quarters 

10?4..1O?S 	8anea , srksri I Stage Rysore Road 
,, 5 	002 560 

&1vw1ya La rIIO 

Bengelore — 560 050 

3, The Divisional Parsone1 Officer 
Southern Railway 
Rysor. Division 
yssre 

Subject : 

Please find 

passed by this Tribur 

End : As above 

ENDING COPIES OF ORDER PA5SD BY THE BENCH 

enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER,4P/2r9cxW 

1 in the above said application(s) an 	13-9so - 

- 	
UTY REGISTRAR 

(J)c__ 	(JUDICIAL) 



BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANOMLORE 

DATED THIS THE THIRTEENTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 1988 

Present: Hon'ble Justice Shri K.S. Putteswamy 	... Vice-Chairman 

Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego 	 •., 	I1ember (A) 

APPLICATION NO. 92/88(F) 

Jaiak811aiah, 
Jyrthi Mallapur, 
T. Kodihalli Post, 
Arasikere Taluk, 
Hassan District. 	 .,. 	Applicant 

(Shri M. Madhusudan ... Advocate) 

V. 

Th Divisional Personnel Officer, 
Sotijthern Railway, 
flysore Division, Mysore. 

The Permanent Way Inspector, 
S'odithern Railway, 
Arasikere. 	 •1• Respondents 

(Shri K.V. Lakshamanachar •. Advocate) 

This application came up for hearing before this Tribunal 

today. Hon'ble Vice-Chairman made the following: 

ORD ER 

In this aeplication made under Section 19 of the Admini-

strative Tribunals Act, 1985 (the Act), the applicant has 

challenged Order No.Y/P.407/VII/Ask/605 dated 28.6.1986 of 

th Permanent Way Inspector (Pul) terminating his services 

RAT 	 from 29.1.1986. 

\\ 2. 	In making this applicaticn there is a delay of 274 days. 

In IA No.1 filed under Section 21(3) of the Act the applicant 

) 	has souQht for condoning the said delay. IA No.1 as also the 

main appIic- tion are opposed by the Respondents. 

3. 	Shri i  fcdhusudan, learned counsel for the applicant, 

cortends that the facts and circumstances stated in IA 4o.1 
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constitute a sufficient ground for condoning thE delay of 

274 days and annul the impugned order which is ç at ant ly 

illegal. 

Shri K.\I, Lakshmanachar, learned counsel foi the Res—

pondents contends that every one of the vague p eas made 

by the applicant in IA No. 1 do not constitute a sufficient 

ground to condone the inordinate delay. 

We have carefully read IA No.1. Every one of the 

facts stated in IA Nc.l are as vauge as they coi ild be. 

6. 	In IA No.1 the applicant has not explained every day's 

delay from the time the period of limitation had expired 

as is required by law. We are of the view that every one 

of the facts and cirOumstances stated in IA No.1 do not 

constitute a sufficient ground for condoning the delay. 

On this view IA No.1 is liable to be rejected. If IA No.1 

iE liable to be rejected, then the main application is liable 

to be rejected without examining the merits. 

V. In the light of our above discussion we reject IA No.1 

and consequently we also reject the main application. But 

in the circumstances of the case we direct the parties to 

bear their own costs. 

'j ICE C R1R 11A N 
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:NTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIB1JAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

REGISTERED 

Commercial Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated * 2 8 0 CT 1988 

REVICW 	APpLICATION NO. 96 	
/88 

IN APPLICATION NO. 	92/88(r) 
W.P. 

Appiican(j Respondent() 

Shri 	anaka11ejah V/s The Divisional Personnel Orficar, Southern Aly, 
To Nysore Divisiofl, I'lyeore & another 

1. 	Shri lanakallaiah 
3yothi Mal1apur 
T. Kodihallj Post 
Arasilare Taluk 
Hasean District 

2, 	Shri N. Reghavendre Achar 
Advocate 
1074-1075, Banashenkari I Stage 
Sreenivasanager II Phase. 
Bangalore - 560050 

Subject :. SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PAS5EO BY THE BENCH 

Please fin d enclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/M/*ggxRggg 

passed by this Tribu nal in the above said application(*) on 	17-10-88 

SECTOrt.IR 

End : As above 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

B A N A L ORE 

DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1988 

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy, Vice-Chairman 
Present:I 	 and T 	Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 96/1988 

Shri Ja%akallaiah, 
Jyothi Mallapur, 
1. Kodihaili Post, 
Arasikere Taluk, 
Hassar, Oistrict. 	 ..... 	

Applicant. 

(Shri IVL Raghavendrachar, Advocate) 

ve 

The Divisional rersonnel Officer, 
Southern Railway, Mysore Dlvjsl0r,, 
Mysore. 

The Permanent Way Inspector, 
Southern Railway, 
Arasjkere. 	 •..• 	Respondents. 

This application having come up for hearing to-day, 

Vice-Chairman made the following: 

ORDER 

Inthjs application filed under Section 22(3)(f) of the. 

Admjnjstative Tribunals Act, 1985 (the Act), the apilicant 

" 	scught for a review of our order made on 13.9.1993 rejecting L-\ 
i's\'Appljcatjcn No.92/83 filed under Section 19 of the Act. 

\2.HIfl making the original application, there was a \Q 

of 274 days. In I.A. No.1 , filed in that case, the 
' 

'aplicant sought for condonation of that delay, which was 

opposed b' the respondents. On an examination of the Conten- 

	

tions urged on l.A. No.1, we found that the app 	ad not 
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made out a sufficient cause for condoning. the delay. •n 
which ground we rejected that I.A. and th main appli-
cation. 

3,. Shri 11. Raghavendrachar, learned Cbunsal for the 

applicant, contends that the non—disposal of the repre—

sentations made by his client on the 9rouhd  that the 

D.A. No.92/88(F) was pending could not be produced by 

the applicant, at the time we made our ord r and the same 

justifies a review under Section 22(3)(f) of the Act 

read with 0.47 R.1 CPC. 

When I.A. No.1 was considered and decided in open 

court, the facts now stated, even assumi' g them to be 

correct, which were all within the knowle1 de of.the appli- 
4 did not con'ider them.1, 

cant, were not brouht to our'notice ardjtherefore.. 

are of the view that this itself dientitles the applicant 

Aalso 
to seek for a review. we areL9  the vie that even if the 

applicant had brought the facts, now stated by him, when 

we decided I.A. No.1 in O.A. No.92/88 9  then also our 

judgment would not have been anyway different. On any view 

we find no ground to review our earlier order. 

In the light of our above discussion, we hold that 

this application is liable to be rejected. We, therefore, 

\reiect this application at the admission 
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tices to the respondents. 

TRUE COPY 

Sctt.. 
VICCK ECHAIRMAN 

stage without 

I 

sal- 
MEMBER 


