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Applicant |
Shri R. Kshetrapals V/e The Director of Postel Services
\ Karnateka & another
To
1. Shri R. Kehetrapala . 4, Ths Superintendent of Post Offices

Hassan Division

Retired Peostal Assistant Blieccouiis

Postal Coleny

Hassan , 5. Shri M. Vasudeva Rae

Addl Central Gevt. Stng Counsel
High Court Buildings
Bangalere - 560 00%

2. Shri M. Madhusudhan
Advocate
1074-1075, Banashankeri 1 Stege
Sresnivasenagar 11 Phase
“Bangalers - 560 0SO

3. The Directer of Postel Services
Karnateke Circle
Karnataka
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
DATED THIS THE 1ST DAY OF JuLyY, 1987

Hon' ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman

Present: and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)

APPLICATION NO. 129/1987
|

R.Kshetrapeala,

Retd. Postal Assistant,
Postal Colony,

HASSAN,

(shri M. Madhusudhan, Adﬂocate)

Ve

i
cecas Applicant.

1. Director of Postal Services,
Karnataka Circlse, |
Karnataka.

2. Superintendent of Post Dffices,
Hassan Division, ‘
Hassan.

(Shri M. Vasudeva Rac, CGSC)

This application havinyg come up for hearing on

I.A. No.1, Vice=Chairman made the following.

ORDER ON I.,A, 1 = APPLICAhIUN FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY.

In this application Pade under Section 21(3) of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 ('Act'), the applicant

has sought for condoning fhe delay of more than 1% years

(ﬁ¢: in presenting the original application under Section 19

r~:F the Act. Among others‘the anplicant has asserted that

he was not auare of the legal provisions and therefore

" the delay bs condoned. |

2. I.A. No.1 is opposed by the respondents.
\
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3% shri M. Raghavendrachar, learned counsel for the
applicant, condends that all the facts and circumstances
pleaded in I.A. No.1 constitute a sufficient ground to

condone the delay.

4, Shri M., Vasudsva Rao, learned Additional Central
Government Standing Counsel appearing for the respondents,
contends that all the facts and circumstances pleaded by
the applicant do not constitute a sufficient ground to

condone the delay.

S The one and the only ground pleaded by the applicant
is that hs was not aware of the legal provisions made to
Brremeee
redress his grisvances under the Act. UWe are of the vieu
that this statement hardly constitutes a ground, much
less a sufficient ground, to condone delay. Even otheruise,
everyone of the facts and circumstances stated by the
applicant, besides being vagyue and general, do not
constitute a sufficient ground to condone the inordinate
delay of more than 1% years., Uue see no merit in the
application. We therefore reject I.A. No.1. As a
consequence of this we reject Aoplication No. 129/87
without examining the merits. But in the circumstances

of the case, we direct the parties to bear their oun

costs.
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