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APPLICATION No, 292/87(F) 	CO1MERCIAL COMPLEX,(BDA) -- 	
INDIRANAGAR, 

(WP.No, 	 BANGALORE-560 038. 

DATED: 	MAY 'HoE 

APPLICANT_ 	J3 	 RESPONDENTS 

TO SMt.Iviehar Narayanan 	
Secretary, 1'lin. of Defence, N.D. 

Smt.Mehar Narayanan, 
LDC, Ar Station, 
Jalahafli, 
Bangalore. 

Shri.K.S.Ramamurthy, 
Advocate, No.146, 
Sth Crosss, Gandhinagar, 
Bangalore— 560 009. 

TPe Secretary, 
mir. of 
NeDe1hj—t 

The Ar tLficer, 
Comrnanhg_jn_chjef, HQ Training Cotpand, 
Indian Air Force, 
Hebba \ 
Ban9a1ore5, 

TheAir 0ffer Comn,8ncjing, 
Air Foree Staon, 
J1ahalli, Bana1ore 

SUBJECT: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE 
BENCH IN APPLICATION NO.292/87 

S...  

Please find enclosed herewith the cbpy of the Order 

,passed by this Tribunal in the above said Appllcatl0n on 

29-4-87 . 

ENCL: As above 5  
< 	-UDICIAL) 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: BANGALORE 

DATED THIS 29TH DAY OF APRIL, 1987. 

PRESENT: 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice K.S.Puttaswamy, 	 .. Vice-Chairman. 
And: 

Hon'ble itr.L.H.A.Rego, 	 .. i\ember(A). 

APPLICATION NULiBER 292 OF 1987. 

Smt. rehar r!arayanan 
VI/o K.K.Ilarayanan, 
Lower Division Clerk, 
AF Station Jalahalli, 
flangalore. 

	

	 .. Applicant. 
(By Sri K.S.Ramamurthy, Advocate) 

V. 
The Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi-I. 
The Air Officer 
Commanding-in-Chief,HQ Training Command, 
Indian Air Force, Hebbal, 
Bangalore-S-. 
The Air Officer Commanding, 
Air Force Station, J alahalli, 
Bangalore. 	 -- 	 .. Respondents. 

This application Corning on for hearing this day, Vice-Chairman 
made the following: 

This is an application made by the applicant under Section 

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 ('the Act'). 

2. On 20-5-19r33, the applicant joined service as a Lower Division 

Clerk ('LDC') at INS Venduruthy,Cochin as a casual employee basis 

in which capacity she continued to serve till 15-5-1964. When she 

was found surplus in that establishment on 15-5-1964, she was adjusted 

or appointed at the Air Force Station, Jalahalli ('AFS') from that 

time, where she is working eversince then. She claims that she was 

regularly transferred from INS Venduruthy to AFS and therefore 

she was entitled to count her previous service from 20-5-1963 to 

15-5-1964, which was rejected on 30-8-1973 (Annexure-C) and is reitera-

ted on 3-3-1986 (Annexure-A). In this application made on 29-4-1L7, 



I 
the aunlicant has chal1aned these orders and has sauht for ad irec- 

tion to 	treat her arevious service 	fro --I2 	to 25-5-l7T- as 

continuous service for aurmese of seniority. 

. flhri T.:T.'. a. airthy,learned counsel for th 	nyplicallt, con- 

tends that vrhen his client had been transferred to Or orcc fltatjon, 

j aluhalli, her previous service rendered at 1177  Veaduruthy, Tochin, 

frow 2f--I223 to 25-5-l4 was hound to be reckoned for purposes 

of seniority and the su. e cannot be denied in law, justice and equity. 

' fter her transfer to or fresh ap)oint eat at A7 arhicLver 

that be, on vi'ich we express no opinion, the applicant clai:ed to 

treat her service at U bT 1ienduruthy, Tochin fro. 22-5-127 	to 

254-l24ss continuous for purpose of seniority - rhich was rejected 

by the Air 	eadquarturs, 	e u beliu as early as on 342-1272 and 

12-74279(: naeaure-T). Jndauiitcd by the earlier rejections, the appli-

cant aain represented, which has again hen rejected by the Air 

hT-.-. h-. -. on 	i- 

be bava earlier noticed that the first rejection was 

by the authority us curly as on 	-2-127') 	the same is hein:2 

reiterated 	on 	the 	inter. ittent 	reoresentations 	that 	are 	nade 	y  the 

applicant. 	The 	later 	orders 	nade 	in 1272 	and 	122'), 'rich 	do not 

in any way Ljrove the case of the apolicaiit, 	were not imdein any 

le')al 	proceedins 	to 	save 	the 	period of 	Ii 	utation, or 	1piore the 

period of delay also. That eter:es froi L this is that the watter 

adainst the eniicant was concluded as early as c-i ')- -lfl7. If that 

is so, this mqnlication is clearly barred by ti a and cannot be eater-

tainer by us as enjoined by Pection 21 of the Act. Tven if this apyli-

cation is not carred by tune, then also this is not a fit case in which 

we should interfere in respect of an order ade as early as on 

''n this view, this application is liable to be rejected with-

out exan!iuinn the ierits. 


