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Commercial Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar

Bangalore - 560 038 ,é
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ated + 2 SEP1988 |
APPLICATION NO, 950 Jes(F)
W.P. NO. / é wawﬁhw#q.
. il' _ . , N o ’
AQDlicaht(s) , 'Requndent(g)
< Smt P, Usha ~ . y/s - The Divisional Regienal Manager,
Y ' L ' S Southern Railuay, Mysore & another -
- To : . . :
A : . : 4, The Gesneral Manager
t P, Usha -
Railway Quarters No. 69/b ‘ z::ihgzgnRailday
 Loco Colony - R Madras - 600 003
Sputhern_ﬂailway 4 . ree - '
(Mysere =200 - 5. Shri K.V, Lakshmanachar
‘ S 1shtiaq Ahmed. . - Advocate - .
2 iﬁﬁiciiiq fentiag : No.-4, Sth Block .
" 46, Meenakshi Koil Street : Briand Square Police Quarters
Ba;galore - 560 051 Mysore Road

o Bangalore - 560 002
3. The Divisional Regional Manager
Southern Railuway

Mysore Division

Mysore

Z subject & SENDING COPIES OF ORDER -PASSED BY THE BENCH -

. Please flnd anclosed herewith the copy of ORDER/STRY SONDERGMODROER

passed by thlS Tribunal in the above said appllcatlon(s) on 26-8-88

\&A@&L; -
UTY REGISTRAR

Encl ¢ As above - o o : (JUDICIAF)
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‘v BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL - SL’/
N v BANGALORE BENCH:BANGALORE ‘\
DATED THIS THE TWENTYSIXTH DAY OF AUGUST, 1988
Present: Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S., Puttaswamy... Vice Chairman
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego .. Member (A)
APPLICATION NO.950/1988(F)

Smt, P, Usha

D/o. P, Sriramulu

Rly. Qrts. No,63/C

Loco Colony

Southern Railway ~

Mysore - 20, ~ : ‘ .. Applicant
< (Shri Syed Ishtiaq Ahmed, Advocate)

Vs,

1. Divisional Regional Manager
Southern Railway
Mysore.

2. General Manager
Southern Railway
0/0 General Manager

Park Town
Madras«3. .. Respondents

(Shri K.V, Lakshmanachar, Advocate)

This application having come up before
the Tribunal for hearing today, Hon'ble Vice Chairman

made the following:

ORDER

This is an applicatién made by the
applicant under Section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals
Act, 1985 (Act). In making this application, there is
a delay of 186 days. In I.A. No.I, the applicant has

e -,

sdughtfigr,cbhdohingifhe said delay, which is opposed
by the respondents,
2. In her affidavit, the applicant asserts

that she is poor, had an unemployed husband and had

delivered a baby, snd these factors either singly or

a-oo2/-




e

cumulatively justify the condonation of delay
of 186 days. '

3. Shri Syed Ishtiaq Ahmed, leafned
Counsel for the applicant contends that the
applicant had made out sufficient a cause for
condonation of delay and this Tribunal should
therefore condone the delay anq decide thé case

on merits.

4, Shri K,V, Lakshmanachar, learned
Counsel for the respondents contends that everyone
of the pleas, even if we hold them to be true and
correct, do not constitute a sufficient ground for

condonation of delay,

5. We have carefully read the affidavit
filed in support of I.A. No.I_for'condonation of
delay and considred everyone of the passionate

submissions made by Shri Syed Ishtiaqg Ahmed before us.

6. We are of the view that every one of

the facts stated by the applicant in her affidavit

' are extremely vague and general, We even doubt the

the .
correctness of/statements except the delivery of a
baby. Even if we accept every one of the pleas'then
also we are of the view, that they do not constitute

a sufficient ground for condonation of delay, ¢

7. When the applicant had not made a
sufficient cause for condonation of deléy, we have no
alternative but to reject I.A. No.I without examining

the case on merits.
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84 _ In the light of our above dlscussion,
we reject I.A. No.I and as consequence thereof»the
méin,application also., But, in the ciréumstanCes
of the case, we direct the parties to bear their

own costs.,
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE - TRIBUNAL

'BANGALORE BENCH
L K L R

Commer01al Complex (BDA)

Indiranagar
Bangalore -~ 560 038
" Dated CUAMaRA
| "' 43 JAN198S
Revrsw APPLICATION NO, . 95 / 88
IN nppLICATIBN no. sso/ea(r) ' -
Applieént(s) . Respondent (s
P, Usha . -V/s  The Divisional RegTonal ﬂanagef- Southern Railway,
Smt P, Usl » ‘ Mysore & anr - - -
To ; ' L :

1. Smt P, Usha

-~ C/o Shri 8. Veerabhadrappa
Advocate . .
No, 31, High Grqunds
Bangalore -.560 oot

© 2 Shri 8, Vearabhadrappa
L ARdvocate = -
No. 31, High Grounds
Bangalore - 560 001

“Subject 3 SENDING CDPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

. o .f Please find enclosed herewith the > copy of GRDER5556N/5“°933*N!“n3*v
- passed by this Tribunal in the -above salq/appllcatlon(x) 3-8

%/@f“zg‘ ;(}An,/ | - _— o
: , BN . ISTRAR ————
 Encl : As above , -~ (3upicIAL).
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
 DATED THIS THE 9TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1989
Hon'*ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice<Chairman.

.Present: and
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A)

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 95/1988

Smt. P, Usha,

W/o H. Lakshman Singh,
24 years, 5 ' :
Railway Quarters No.69/C

Loco Colony, < j
Southern Railuay, : ‘
NYBOI’B"’ZOQ eocoe . AppliCﬁnta )

(Shri{ B. Veerabhadrappa, Advocate)
Ve
1. The Divl, Reyional Manager,
‘Southern Railuay,
Mysore Division,
Myscre. -
2. The General Manager,
Southern Railways,

Park Touwn, :
Madras-3., } : cone Respondents.

This application héving come up for hearing to-day,

Uice—Ehairman,mada the following:

ORDER

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of
the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 (Act), the appli-

. — cant has sought for a revieu of an order made by a '
N\QTRA : .
“ﬁ.:tt:;;ﬁ‘vision Banch of this Tribunal consisting of one of us

O
e 2.

4 2”25 \\é§§stice K.5. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman) and Hon'ble
S o

~

i L.H.A. Reyo, Membsr (A), rejectiny her application
Ng/950/88., o

2. In making her application N0.950/88 there uas a ;

delay of 186 days. In [.A.No.I the applicant sgught for




condoning the said delay on the facts and circu@stanci}
ataéad in that application. On an oxamindtioﬁ of those
faéés and circumstances, this Tribunal expressing that
the} did not constituté a ﬁufflcieni gtoﬁnd fdr condohing
the delay rejected the same and consequently rejscted

‘the main application alsc.

3. In Revieu Application, the applicant héd produced
’a'mrdical certificate dated 15.7.1986 and delivery certi-

ficate (Annexure A and B), The applicant has urged that

these could not be produced earlier.

4, Shri B, Veerabadrappa, learned counsel for the

o applicant contends that the evidence produced now could

not be produced earlier by hise client and the same_coqéti-

tutes a sufficient yround for reviewing our order.

5. We are of the view that the evidence eh;ch has

now been produced could have as well be produced along

with l.A.Noc.l, de see no justification for the applicant
ndt;praducing this evidence along with I.A. No.l. On this

ground this application for review cannot be granted.

6. In I.A. No.I the applicant had pleaded her illpess

and delisvery and othesr factors. OUn an examination of

thqse facte and circumstances we held that they uere ex-

tre

mely vagus, general and even accepting all of them
also, they would not constitute a sufficient g:bund for

con@oning the inordinate delay of 186 days, ug‘are of the

vie

w that what we have expressed garliser eduaiiy;hblds gbod

in relying on the two certificates that are noﬂipf&dﬁéed.
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" 7. On any vieu, we see no justification to review
our order. ‘Ue,,tharafbré, rajsct this dpplicatioﬁ at

éhe‘admissﬁon atage itself uithoutjnoticas to the res-

pondents. C ‘ ‘
o IR o
LLosdl sl
' VICE=CHAIRMAN q\\\""l" JEMBER (A) !
bsv /frv. |
TRUE COPY

- é@u&gﬁms AR 3)

' : NAL >

"~ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
"BANGALORE




= RGP R

K A - |
1 ¢ ;
. LR
2 ' | )W&A
. - , . |
- o ) ¥
PR S ) ’ ) )
| -
-
@ / .

&

v




