- " 'REGISTERED

I\ . . '
CENTRAL ADNINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL _
. . BANGALORE BENCH
vJ : * XK AKX * R
Commercial Complex (BDA)
Indiranagar
Bangalore - 560 038 _
Dated 3 - 2 AUG1988
APPLICATION NO, . 728 ke
W.P. NO, o ‘ /
Applicant(s) : o .Resgondentgs) '
Shri R. Ramamirtham V/s The Secretary, M/o Urban Dava10pmant(CFwD),
T New Dslhi & 2 Ors :
o : |
1. sh ' . 4., The Diractor General (Works)
' ggj§4aa?2:1§::z: Central Public Works Department (CPMD)
) , N .. v
Infantry Road | ::rmg:1£2a28?10 o1 .
Bangalors =~ 560 001 ‘ ‘ - w U8, _
5, The Superintending Enginser
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL AOMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE

DATED THIS THE 27th DAY OF JUNE, 1988

Present 3 Hon'ble Sri Justice K.S.Puttaswamy Vice-Chairmsn

APPLICATION No. 724/88(F)

R .Ramamirtham,

23/24, 1st Floor,

Infantry Road, :

Bangalore = 1. eos Applicant

( Sri S.R.Jois X Advacate )

1. The Union of India by
its Secretary, Ministry
of Urban Development(CPWD)
Nirman Bhavan!,
New Delhi.

2, The Director Genaral(Works)
CPUD 'Nirman Bhavant,
New Delhi - 1,
3. The Superintending Enginser,
Bangalore Central Circls,
cPUD, 55/35, Il main, ,
Vyalikaval, Bangalors = 3, oo Respondents

( 3ri m.vasudeva Rag ese Advocate )

This application has come up before the

r— Tribunal today, Hon'ble Sri Justice K.S.Puttaswamy,

Vice=Chairman made ths follouing 3
OROER

This is an application made by the applicant

Under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 198S,

A -

2, The applicant who joined service as &
Section Officer, was later promoted as an Assistant -

Engineer, and then as Executive ﬁnginaef(&ﬁ) on an ad hoc
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basis. He claims that on his promotion as &n EElon en

ad hoc basis, he was entitled for the salary of that

post and its denial, while he was in sarvice, was
- |

impermissible. _ |

_ ‘ _ |
3. in their reply, the respondents hqve

rosisted the claim of the applicent, |
!

4, Shri G.V.Lokesh, learned counsel #ot the

applicent, contends that the facts and circumstédnces of

this case and ths questions of law that ariss f?r deter=
mination are concluded by the rulings of this Tribunal

!
in S.,CHANDRASEKHAR AND FOUR OTHERS vs, SECRETARY,

MINISTRY OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT, C.P.W.D., NEW DELHI AND
| .
OTHERS (A.Nos. 848 to 852 of 1988, and 996 to 1001 o

1987) decided on 4.1,1988, and T.A.N0.362/85 decided
: |

by the Principal Bench, which had also besn uphﬁld
a

|

l

Se Shri M.vasudeva Rdo, learned Addl, CGSC,

by the Supreme Court.

appearing for the respondents, refuting the contention
of Shri Lokesh, contends that this application was

berred by time. In the very nature of things, kt is -
I
‘necessary to examine this preliminary objection of! % .

2
k3

Shir Reo first,

‘ |
The claim of the applicant is foqnded on

order made by the Govarnment on 28,3.1988, which had
i .
accepted the principls enunciated by this Bencq in

CHANDRASEKHAR's cass and had extended the same[to others,
' : |
If that is so, then this application mads on 24,5.,1988

is in time., I see no merit in this contention!of
' - !

..is/-

| 3 2o
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Shri Reo &nd I reject the same.

Te vAn ﬁxaaination of the facts and circumstapcés
of this cass, shows that it is similer to CHANDRASEKHAR's
case, which followsd the ruling of the Princip;1 Bench
in V.D.PIPLANI v. UNION OF INDIA (ATR 1387(1) CAT 253).

~ Shri Rao does not dispute that PIPLANI's case has also
been affirmed by the Supreme Court. If that is so, then
the fespondqnts cannot deny tha‘benefit of the order made
byAthle Tribunal which had also been accapted by govern-
ment in its order dated 28,.3.1988. Ffor the very reasons
stated in those casss, the claim of the applicant calls
for acceptance. |

4

8. . In the light of my sbove discussion, 1
allow this application and direct tha respondents to
extend the very benefite extended by this Tribgnallin
CHANORASEKHAR'e casa, with all such expsdition as is
possible in the circumstances ef the case, and in eny

— event, within & period of three months from the date of

roeceipt of this order., But in the circumstances of

this case;'I direct the partiss to bear their own coste.

9e ' Application ellowad.
o 1
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