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JUDGEMENT

{Delivared by Hon'ble Mr, I.P.
Gupta, A=-dministrative Member)

In this application under Section 19 of the Admini=~

strative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant served in the

. National Discipline Scheme as a Sarvice Instructor from

1st Navember, 1954 to 25th September, 1976, During the perid,

the applicant served at different places. He warked also as

PiT.1. (NFC) Senior Grade II.

2 The applicant has requested that the respondents

be directed %o

grant him pension as he has completed tuenty

years of service and is entitled to pensionary benefits.

3. The learnsd counsel for the applicant dreu nur

attenticon to the orders of tha

! C i
Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

case of Bal Kishah Malik Vs, Union SF India (Annexurs At

wherein the Hon

"ble Supreme Court ordered that "as the

0021..



. he
t pensioner has completed twenty years ssrvice,/is entitled to
\

L1}
‘e

pensionary benefits., It is, thersfore, directed that he shall
be grantesd pension®,
4, The applicant has made several representations to the
. appropriate authorities but no orders regqgarding pension has beun
passed yst,
9. - It is seen from Annexure B-1 that the applicant has
been granted gratuity vide Ofder dated 10—10-1990;
Be The learned counsel for the applicant argued that
service was pensionable and in case of similar employees under
the National Discipline Scheme, psrsoans have been granted psnsian
by the Government.
Te As regards the delay in filing the petition, the
léarned counsel for the applicant has submitted an application
for condonation of delay and arqued that pension was = cantinui@}
ight and the question of limitation did not arise.
8. This is a fit case for condanation of delay under
Section 21(3) of the Administrative Tribunalg Act, for advancing
1' substantial justic%:J%g;ﬁE;s inherited by the employees. This
ewhepe matter is also uell-settled in law. Attention in this connéctian
/it was is invited to the case of Ismail Khan Vs, State of Rajasthan & Ors.y
observed that 2. The respondents have not filed any counter in this
pensionary rights

given to the casa though‘sufficient time was granted. The right to file
pensionsrs are

fundamental Gounter was, therefore, fotfeited,
rights and are _
arising out of 10, In the conspectus aof the abave view in the matter in

smployment and

its condition this particwlar case; we direct the respondents to allow pension
axm vhith is.

to be fulfilledto the applicant in case employeas under National Disciplins
(SLR 1986(9) . .

678). Scheme are entitled to pension and in case the applicant fas
completed mare than twenty years of service as brought out in

the applicatian.
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