
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HS'DERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABD. 

O.A.NO.286/91. 	
Date of judgment 

A.Rama Ra0 
	 Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India, 
rep. by its 
scientific AdviSQr to the 
Defence Minister and DGRD, 
New Delhi. 

The Director, 
Defence Electronics 
n0eorrh i.aboratorv (DLRL), -- - - - 	- 

a drayangutt8 Line5, 
Hyderabad-S. 	 •0 Respondents 

counsel for the Applicant 	Shri V.JgaYY8 Sarnia 

counsel for the Respondents 	Shri N.B'naskara Rao1 Addi. 

CORAM: 

Hon'bleShri J.Narasimba Murthy ; Mecber(Judl) 

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramafliafl : Methber(Admn) 

Judgment as per Hon'hle Shri R.Balasubr&maflian, 
vember(Admn) I 

This applicaon }.s been as-tQeR filed by Shri. 

A.ama Rao under ec:tic'i 19 of the Administrative Tnt 

Act, 1985 against tie ijuion of Iric3iia, represented by 

Scientific Advi.so' 4 n t'- Defence Minister and DGRD, 

New Delhi irir5 

2. 	At the time of appi Ication, the applicant C w 

ds a sci -n..;sCG,oile_c j the Defence-  Electronics Re 

Laboratory, H 1ymad. In this application, the ôpJ) 
I ___ 

— t 	
• _ 0 

Sv3 	LLOJIVWS c cTh-- rov isox  which comes in the way 



that the benefit of the judgment would be extended to himflO. 

by th5 rssponden-tS. on the contrary, vide their letter ,  

No.D.O.PARTI dated 24.4.90 the Administrative officer of the 

DLRL' stated that the applicant will be retiring on attainifl9 

the age of superaflhluatiofl on 31.3.91 afternoon. The applicant 

preferred a representation on 15.2.91 reestiflQ them to retire 

him at the age of 60 years 0 
revoking the judgment of the 

Bombay Bench. •vje, 
therefore, see no lapse on the part of the 

applicant. 

is stated above and falling in line with ttE 
I. 	In view of what 	

I 

judgment of the Bombay Bench, 
we quash the proviso at the end of 

para 1 of the 0ffice memorandum dated 24.12.85 which 
reads as: 

"provided they have been 
holding at the time of 
within the preceding 5 

promoted 
attaining 
years" 

to the grades 
the ae of SB 

they are 
years 

S. 	The application is thVs disposed 
of with no order as to 

costs. ) 

ate of judgemcnt_n2tli&jn 

.Qpy made ready 

rnc€.  
Date......................................t  

Court Officer 
Central Administrative Tribunal 

Hyderabaci Bench 
Hvclerabacj. 

I 

To Tne b'cientifiC Advisor to the Lefence Minister 
and DGRD, Union of India, 1;ew Delhi. 

The Director, 	fenCe Electronics Research La

ChandrayanagUttar 	

boratOrY(D% 

Lines, HyderabadS. 

3 • One Cony 
to Mr .v ;JEqayya Sarma, Advocate, 2nd FloOr, 

Pushpaniali COrruDlC), Kothi, Hyderabad. 

4. one copy to Mr.N.BhaS}tar RaO, ACdl.G5c.TiY0 

S. One coc'y to HOn'bie i.:y.c.::rasimh8 Murty, MemerU)0ATY0s 

c :are copy. 

pvm 



on a judgment dated 15.9.89 of the Bombay Bench of this 

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

of this T.ibunal held that the proviso : inc0rot 	in the 

order of 4.12.85 imposing a condition on Scientists in the 

Grades El, C and D was illegal and quashed the provision. 

it is poi)ited out by the respondents that they had gone 

in appeal against this decision of the Bombay Bench and the 

S.L.P.NO. 509/90/UOI Vs. O.P.Gupta is pending before the 

Hon'ble Supreme Court. They,therefore, plead that the 

relief sh, uld not be granted. Another :ground on which the / 

respondents oppose the prayer is that the application is 

time-barred. The order is dated 24.12185 and the applicant 

11 
knew fully well that not having secured a promotion after 

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

extension of age of retirement in terrtth of the order of 

24.12.85. It is pointed out by them that instead of 

agitatin a.za4est at that time he has chosen to do ttrt now. 

S. 	We shall now ta)e up the first pla of the respondents. 

No doubt the case is ;)endina before th Hon'ble Supreme 

Court bu as of now there is no order !.staying  the operation 

of the jddgrnerit of the Bon:.;y Bench, fre are in full agree-. 

ment witl the judcj:neit. of 	Bombay dench of this Tribunal. 

6. 	As eganis th-. c'o: c jection, the applicant must havE 

been aware of the f:L  th1 O\ case of ,a similarly placed 

person was pendIng before We Bombay Bench, The case was 

of 196. It L 	tJit he was awaiting the outcome 

of the c-seani 	---!' the case was finally disposed of 

T
I1%9'i .. kJUSL1fLd dn expecting 




