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Central Adminisrative Tribunal
r 1n c i i:i a 1 Be n c h Ne w De 1 h i

0„A„No,. 1076/2002
w 11 f'l

iD A No . 1079/2002

0„A„No..721/2002>'

llon'ble 3hri Shanker Raju, Member (J)

Thursday^ this the 6th day of June,, 2002

Q.,.A.±

Nagender Kumar-

s/o 3h„ Ram Milan
<;:/o Shrl Rci.ju
Mj. j. i 1: a r y f- a i' in S1:a f f Qu a r t e r s
Military Farm No,. II
Meerut Cantt,.

MeerLit,. - Applicant

(By Advocate;: Shri 3„K., i3upta, proxy of Shri B,.S„ Gupta)

Vs.,

1., Union of India through
Secretary

Ministry of- Defence
Sou til iBlock

Nevj Delhi,. ' ' .

2 „ De i:; u t y Di i" e c t o i~ Ge n e r a 1
Military Farms

QMQ Branch,, West Block-1II
R„K„pi..!ram

New Del. hi,,

3. 0ff 3.cers Incharge
Mili'tai-y Far-ms
Mawana Road

Meerut Cantt,.

Mecnit. Respondents- ;

(By Advocate: Shri A K., Bhardwaj )

Raj esl'i

s/o Sl'iri Hans Raj Yadav
c/o Sl'iri Go|;-'i Chand
Gaii No..3, Kasampur
P „ 0 „ Kan karki'iera

Meerut Cantt,.,,

Meerut.. Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri S„K-..Gupta„ proxy of Shri B-S-Qupta)

Vs,.

1., Union of India through
Secretary

Ministry of Defence , • '
South Bloch; '

New Delhi„
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2., Deputy Director Qereral
Mi.litai-y Farms
QMG Branch„ West Block-Ill
R„K„Purani

New Delhi,. ;

3., Director

F i- i e s vja ]. P r o j e c t
Dir-ectoi-ate of Frieswal Project
Gii-ass Fa I' m Road

Meei'-Lit Cantt,.

MeerutRespondents

(B y Ad Vo c a t e : Shri AK „ Bh a r d wa :j )

0,.A,J^.721Z2S02.l

Nagender Pal
s/o 3hi., Sukh Pal

r/o Village Shobhapur
P0 .. F a z a 1 !:• u rD i s t r i c t
Meerut Cantt,,

Me;e i-li t „ Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri 3.K„Gupta, proxy of Shri B.S„Qupta)

Vs,.

1Ui"li.on of India t:hrougI'l
Secretary
Mi n i s t r y o f De f e n c e
South Block

New Delhi.

2.. Deputy Director General
Mi 1itary Farms

QMQ Br-anch, West B1 ock-III
R„K,. Puram

New Da. I. hi.,

3:. Adc;{i i:ional Di r ector/Of f icei—in-~Charge
Mi J. i t a r y F a r m, Ma wa n .a Ro a c!
MeerLit Cantt,,

il s; e i"' Li t., e s p o n d e n t s

CBy Advocate;. Shri A-K-Bhardwaj)

O...R„D..E_.R„LQ.raLl

By S I'l a n ke i~ Ra j u „ M(J ) r;

As both the counsel said that the claims made

in aJ. 1 the aforesaid OAs involves an identical facts

and law,, the same ai^e being disposed of by this common

order..

hie a r-d b o t h t he counsel-
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3,. Although ho reply is filed, learned

counsel for respondei'its seeks tiiTie„ .As I find that

ti'ie claj.m coivtaii'ied in • this OAs is squarely cover red

by tl'ie deci.sion of the Apex Court in Union of India &

01 i-iei-s Vs .. Mohan Pa1 „ etc „ 2002 (4') Sca 1e 216,,

wherein it has been observed that the DoPT Scheme of

J..993 :i. s n o t an on go i n g on e. Adm i 11ed 1, y „ ' applicants „

in all the aforesaid OAs.^ are engaged with the

i-espori den ts af 'te r t he cu t off date i e „ 1 _9 .. 1993 ,,

they are not entitled for ,the benefit of that Scheme.

•^1.. In so far as it he relief of re-engagement

in preference to their juniors^ outsiders and freshers

^ concerned, in the interest of justice, the OA is
disposed of after considering the rival contentions of

botl'i the parties, by directing the respondent's to

consider the engagement of. the applicants in

•preference to their juniors, outsiders and freshers,,

on avai.Labi 1 ity of work, subject to verification ^of

the applicants'' earlier engagementh

(Shanker Raju)
Member(J)
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