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AT HYDERABAD.

Q4.

0.A.N0.286/91. ~ Date of Jﬁdgment ‘AN

A,.Rama Rao .. Applicant

Vs.

1. Union of India,
rep. by its
scientific Advisor to the
pefence Minister and DGRD,

New De]-hi-

2, The Director,
Defence Electronics
Research Laboratory (DLRL),
Chandrayangutta Lines,
Hyderabad-5. .

Respondents
F
!
|
Counsel for the Applicant 2 shri V.JPgayya Sarma

!
counsel for the Respondents : Shri N.Bhaskara Rao,

' addl.c

CORAM:

Hon'ble Shri J.Narasimha Murthy s Memﬁer(Judl)

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian Meﬂber(Admn)

{ Judgment as per Hon'hle Shri R.Balasubramanian,
member (Admn) | i

i

This applicaiion has been has-beern filed by shri.
‘

* R ‘
A.Rama Rao under section 19 of the Administrative Trib

Act, 1985 against the Union of Indila, represented by i

- + ' - a2 . 4 .- [ ‘-
Sc1ent;f1c rdvient 4o tve Defence Minister and DGRD,
New Delhi &nd mmeV@Yl |

2. At the time of appllcation, the applicant &26wor

ez a Scientiok (¥eie-C i the Defence Electronics Res

il

Laboratory, Hy :r-bad., In this application, the app

) o ; ) . .
wav% oA "A""‘"S 0\1 Twnse- yu-nvlso)(whlch comes in the way
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. by_xhe—;GGQOndents. On the contrary, vide their letter

' para 1 of the office memorandum dated 24.12.85 which reads as:

-4- o gl
“yo

C
‘that the benefit of the judgment would be extended to himﬂg@@o. 1

i
) [
1

No.D.O.PART-I dated 24.4.90 the Agministrative officer of the

‘DLRL stated that the applicant will be rétiring on attaining

the age of superannuvation on 31,3.91 afternoon. The applicant %
|

preferred 3 representation on 15.2.91 requesting them to retire

‘him at the age of 60 yearsg:evoking the judgment of the \
, gombay Bench. We, therefore, see no lapse On the part of the 1
- gpplicantys i
|

| l

7. In view of what is stated above and falling in line with tre |

judgment of the Bombay Bench, Wwe guash the proviso at the end of

nprovided they have been promoted tO the yrades they are
nolding at the time of attaining the age of 58 years

-

within the preceding 5 years" . ﬁ
t

e. The application is thils disposed of with no orcer 3s to

costs.
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i Date ... T
Jate of ]udgemeﬁtm.g’l..l.g?..‘...(k‘.. : © . Courtafﬁcer -------------
» f ta ™ [y
‘ “opy made ready on?ﬂ(h.{ﬁ/ - Tentral Administrative Tribuna : /
[ ’ . ) . . ' . HYderabad Bench - . . .

Hvderabad, : \
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To
1., Tne decientific acvisor to the efence Minister
and DGRD, Union of India, lew Delhi.

5. The Director, Defence Electronics Research Laboratory ( DLRL)
Chandrayanaguttar Lines, Hyderabad-5.

3, Cne copy O Mr.vooBgayye Sarma, Advocate, 2nd Floor,
pushpanjalil complex, Kothi, Hyde;abad.

4, One copy to Mr .N.Bhaskar RaC, AcQ@l .CGSC.CAT . HyG.

5, One cony to Hon'ble v L Liimrasimha Murty; Membe r (Y CAT. Y C

ﬁ//éffﬁne s 8I€ COpY.
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on a judg#ent dated 15.9.89 of the Bom@ay Bench of this

Tribunal in T.A.No.521/86 before them. | The Bombay Bench

]
1

of this Tfibunal held that the proviso jincorporated in the

order of 24.12.85 imposing a condition on Scientists in the

Grades B, |C and D was illegal and quashed the provision.

It is pOiLted out by the respondents tﬁat they had gone

in appeal|against this decision of the |Bombay Bench and the

- 1
=

S.L.P.No;6509/90/U0I4%s. 0.P.Gupta is pending before the
Hon'ble Supreme Court, They,thereforé,iplead that the
relief should npt be granted. Anotheréground on whicb‘the
respondents oppose the prayer is that éhe application is

time-barred. The order is dated 24,12.85 and the applicant

knew fully well that not having secured a promotion after

. P
the age of 53 years he would not get the benefit of

extension| of age of retirement in termé of the order of
: !
24,12.85.| It is pointed out by them that instead of
s . . 4o
agitating agaimst at that time he has chosen to do ¥aat now.
5. We shall now take up the first pika of the respondents.

-~

No doubt |the case is pending before the Hon'ble Supreme

. | . .
Court but as of now there is: no order staying the operation

+ -~ - * ‘ > .
of the judgment of the Bowimy Bench. ,ﬁe are in full agree-
[

-ment with the judgment of ii,» Bombay ﬁ!ench of this Tribunal,

6. As

By

regards the cecond « Bjection, jthe applicant must have

been aware of tre feoi theld o case of la similarly placed
i :

. i
person wgs pending before (i Bombay Bench, The case was
‘ !

f9)

X
)

S ] It W M&\MY&P\.‘;\ Lzt he was awalting the outcome
.

of the case and wi—n the case was finally disposed of

e %erwfuﬂ |C10551, \‘Q-mdﬂ]&jx‘h@ustified Jdin expecting
j ceessd






