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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBLIgAL 
3 	 BANGALORE BENCH 

Comrnerc.iaI Complex (BOA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

S 	 Dateds 	19 SEP1988. 
APPLICATION NO. 	 1207 	 Je8(r) 
W.P. NO. 

• 	puiOant(s) 	
pondent(sj 

Shri M. Mani 	 V/s 	The Administrative Oft'icer, 15R0 St?llite 
Centre, Bangalore & 12 Ors 

1. Shri M. Mai 
Stenographer 

rsonne1 & General Administration 
ISRO Satellite Centre 
Airport Road 
Bangalore - 560 017 

• 2. Shri. U. Pbn. duranga Naik 
Advocate 
No. 7 (Upstairs) 
4th Cross. Srirampuram 
Bangaicre - 560 021 

S . 

	

S. 	• 	Subject : $NDINC COPIES UF• 	PASD BV THE BE NPH 

• • 	•. • 	Please find onclosed herewith the copy of 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application(s) on 	7-9-88 - 

• 	 . 

' 	
PUTYREGISTRAR 

Encl 	As above 	 • 	(JUDICIAL) 
gc_. 



In the Central Administrative 
Tribunal Barigalore Bench, 

.1 	 Bangalore 

ORDER SHEET 

Application No...........
7..9Y ....... ........ ..

of 1988(F) 

Applicant 

Shri M. Mani 

Advocate for Applicant 

U. Panduranga Naik 

Date I 	 Office Notes 

Respondent 

V/s 	 The Administrative D?ficer, ISRO 
Satellite centxa, Banaalore & 12 Ors 

Advocate for Respondent 

Orders of Tribunal 

I 
KSPVCILK*R 

ORDERS ON I.. No.1 

TRUE COPY 

Fopu~T'Y RE(3ISTRAH (JT)L) 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI9UNAL / J 
BANGALORE 

In filing this application 
there is a delay of 599 days , In 
I.A. I filed today' the epplicant: 
*88 sought for condonton of 
said delay. 

Sri. V.P. Naik, learned 
counsel for the applicant, 
passionately pleaded that the 
facts and circumstances stated In 
l.A. 1 constitutes a sufficient 
ground for condoning the4ay 
and the same be done end7Tded 
on merits. 

We have carefully read the 
application. The only merit of 
I.A. I is its e*eme vagueness. 
In I.A. I, the applicant has not 
explained evry days delay after 
the period of limitation as 
required by law and has not set 
out any valid circumstance as 

4ftsqutred,(b to hold that therø iso.  
sufficient cause. In this view 
14A;;~lis liable to be rejected. 

.A. I is rejected the 
main application is also liable 
to be rejected. We, therefore, 
reject l.A. I as well as the 
main application without 
notice to the respondents. 

(K;.Putteswa 
tlice Chairman 

(L.H.A. Ragof 
Pember (A) 


