
REG ISTERED 

CENTRAL ADIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercial Complex(BDA) 
Indiranagar 
Bangalore - 560 038 

Dated s •' 
	JUN 1Q88 

APPLICATION NOS. 	311 4. 312 	 /88(F) 

W.P. NO.  

applicant 	 pondent 	 I 	/ 
r. K. Ghandrasekhar & another 	V/s The Joint Secy (Adrnri), (SIR, 

To 	 New Jelhi 8 another 

Dr K. Chandrasekhar 
No. 637, 11 Main Road 
HAL II Stage, Indiranagar 
Bangalore 560 038 

Shrj M. Gundu Rae 
N. 2253 (Upstairs) 
Mill Corner, South End Road 
Seshadripurarn 
Bangalore - 560 020 

The Joint Secretary(Adrnn) 
Council of Scientific and 
Industrial Research ((SIR) 
Rafi Marg 
New Delhi - 110 011 

40 The Djret,r 
National Aeronautical Laboratory 
Kedihalli 
Bangalore -'560 017 

Shri M. Narayanaswarny 
Advocate 
844 (Upstairs) 
Vth Block, Rajajinagar 
Bangalore - 560 010 

Shrj H. $ulairnan Sajt 
Advocate 
No. 521, Infantry Road 
Bangalore - 560 001 

Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH. 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 

passed by this Tribunal in the above said application on 	 -__ 

End :. As above 
	 dJ 	(JuDIcIAL) 



CENTRAL ADFINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

B AN A L OR E 

DATED THIS THE 3RD DAY OF JUNE, 1988 

Hon'ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttasuamy,Vice-Chairman 
Present 	 and 

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

APPLICATION. NOS. 311 & 312/1988 

Dr. K. Char,drasekhar, 
3/0 K. Krishna Shastry, 
aged 62 years, 
No.637, lltn Main Road, 
1.A.L. llstage, Indiranagar, 
Bangalore-38. 

Shri M. Uundu Rao, 
s/c Ilaliari Rac, 
aged 62 years, 
No.2253, Upstairs, 
Mill Corner, South End Road, 
Seshadriourain, Banyalore. 

(Shri M. NarayanaswarflY, Advocate) 

'I. 

The Joint Secretary (Admn.), 
Council of Scientif'ic and 
Industrial Research, 
Anusandar Bhavan, 
Rafi Mary, New Delhi. 

Applicant in 
A.No. .311/88 

Applicant in 
066 	

A.No. 312/88. 

The Director, 
National AeronaitiCal Laboratory, 
Kodihally, Banalore. 	 ... 	espondents. 

sait 
(Shri HeSjlairnan' Advocate) 

These applications having come up for hearing 

to-day, Vice-Chairman made the following: 

OR D ER 

These are apliCati0flS made by the applicant 

under Seption 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

1985 ('the Act'). In making these applications,eVefl 

according to the applicants themselves there is a 

delay of 5 monthS. In I.A.No.1 , filed under Section 

21 (3) of the Act, tne applicants have sought for 

condoning the said delay. 
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The apiicants, who are Science uradjates having 

started their career in one or the other capacity in thp 

National Aeronajticai. Laboratory (NiL) which is one of 

tne Institutes under the control of the Council of 

Scientific and IndustrLa]. Research (CSIR) mde various 

advances in their career and have retired from service 

on 1.6.1984 and 1.5.1984 respectively. 

Before the applicants retired from service, the 

competent authority made an order on 24.11.1982 

(Annexure—C)in their favour providing them to work in 

the 'Technical Section' of NAL, which for various rea-

Sons that are not necessary to notice, was not implemented 

and they did not actually work in the Techrical Section 

till they retired from service. Lon. after, their retire-

ments the apolicants reoresented to the authorities for 

considering their cases for retrospective promotions in 

tne Technical Section and for extending them all such 

consequential and monetary benefits to which they are 

entitled in law. On 25.5.1936, the CSIR hd rejected 

their claims in.tuo seperate,but identical orders made 

ajainst them. On the basis of those orders, the appli— 

--- 	cants claim that there is a delay of 5 monhs and in 

_cçT A. No.1 , they pray for condoniny the same. 

• 	 Shri M. Narayanasuamy, learned Counel for the 

,-' ap,licants contends that the facts and circumstances 
S 

"~~)AVGIII~~stated in [.P. No.1 constitute a sufficient jround For 

condoniny the delay in makinj the appl5ications under 

the Act. 
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C 
- 	5. 	ShrL H. Sulemari Sait, learned Counsel for the res- 

pondents, refuting the contention of Shri Narayanasuarny, 

contends that the facts and circumstances pleaded by the 

applicants do not constitute a sufficient ground for con-

doning the delay which is more than 5 months. 

On the basis of the order made on 24.11.1982 in 

tneir favour, the aooljcants' claim that their cases 

should have been assessed for purposes for promotion in 

1983 under bye-law 71(b) of the Bye-laws. Assuming this 

to be correct, then it follows from the same that the 

rievance or the cause of action of the applicants really 

arose in 1983, and without any doubt,well before they 

retired from service on 1.6,1934 and 1.5.1984. When so 

computed, as it should be then the delay in filing these 

applications is more than a year and is not 5 months as 

stated in l.A. No.1. 

On receiot of the adverse orders dated 25,5.1936 

one of the applicants got issued a leal notice. We need 

hardly say that notice which was wholly unnecessary, can-

not constitute a sufficient ground for condoning the delay 

of 5 months also. On what we have held earlier that there 

is a delay of more than 1 year, the applicants have not 

out any around for condoning the delay at all. On 

\f f  
( 	

111 view, I.A. No.1 is liable to be rejected. 

y 

k 	 - 

We are also of the view that everyone of the facts 

* 	 d circumstances stated in I.A. No.1 , do not constitute 

a 	sufficient ground to condone the delay of _'5 months 

according to the applicants themselves or the longer delay 

of more than 1 year noticed by us. 	 - 
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On any view, I.A. No.1 is liable tO .e rejected. 

If that is so, then the question of examining the merits 

does not arise. We, therefore, decline to examine the 

merits. 

In the lijht of our above diecussioJ, we reject 

I.Pi.No.1 and as a consequence of the same, we also reject 

Application Nos. 311 and 312 of 1983 with no order as to 

costs. 	
- 	 JJ 

sck 
• 

VICE—CHI%IRI'IAN 	 MEMBER (A) 

r 
; 	 dmsiMrJ. 
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