CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

0.A_NO_1624/99
New Delhi, this the 9th day -of May, 2890.

HON BLE MRS. LAKSHMI SWAMINATHAM, MEMBER (J)

1. Gian Chand, $/0 Late Duni Chand
Jhamt>, R0 H2 5 19, Faridabad
(Haryarna).

2. Sh. Daljeet Singh, sS/0 Shri
Gurkachan Singh, R/D L= /A,

Malviva MNagar, New Delhi -~ 17.

3. Sh. S.C.Malhotra, S/0 Late Sh.
K. L.Malhotra, R/D 28/T-111, PMT
Staff Colony, BTPS Badarpur, New
RDelhi — a4

4. Sh. Sultan Singh, $/0 Late Sh.
Dhian Singh, R/O G7/T~I11, PMT
Staff Colony, BTPS Badarpur, New
Delhi — 44

5. Sh. Radhey Lal, $/0 Late Sh. Male
Ram, R/Q B~196, Addl. Township,
BTP“, Radarpur, New Delhi - 44

£ Sh. Lal Chand, $/0 Late Sh. BRalak
Ram, RS0 Vill. o Alap,
P.O.EBharola, Teh. Palwal, Distt.
Faridabad, Haryvana.

7. Sh_ K.Satish Pal, S/0 Late Sh.

3. Thakur, R/0 K~20/F, Sheikh

Qar >N Phase- I1, New Delhi-17.

2. Km .. S.Chatterjee, 0O/0 Late Sh.
¥._.N.Chatterjee, R/ Flat No.63
Pt D6 Sector-~IV, Rorhini,

Delhi~&5%.
..... Applicants .
(By Advocate: Sh. J.C.Malik)

VYERSLIS

1. Linion of India through Secretary,
Central Water Commission, Ministry
of Water Resouwrces, Gowt . of
India, Sewa Bhawan, R_K_Puram, New
Delhi .

2. Union of India through Secretary,

Dett . of  Powsr, C.E_A_, %Hows
Bhawan, R.K_Puram, New Delhi.

.. .Respondents.

(By Advocate: Sh. D.S_Mahendru)
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ORDER (ORAL)
By Hon ble Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminatham, M (J)-
higs case havé praved for

t
b-l-&m)g‘/
pension for the period serveq:with the Central kWater and

Power Commission (CWPC), encashment of ®he leave and

gratuity eteo.

2. After hearing both the learned counsel for  the
parties for some time, I find that the applicants do not
appear to have made any representation or atleast no
égg;&égl of the same have been placed on record or  awen

referred to in the pleadings.

3. Sh. J.C.Malik, learned counsel for applicants
relies on the earlier order passed by the Triburnal in Smt.

Arun.. Mehta, & Rrs Ve Lnion of India & Ors | (04

2362/97), decided on 3.4.98 {(copy placed on record). Fe
claims that the applioants are similarly placed like the
applicants in the othetr 0A and hence they are also entitled

to pro-rata pension and other benefitse from the respondsnts

for the service rendered by them.

4. Sh. D.S_Mahendru, learned counsel for the
respondents has  submitted that  what was  due to  the
applicants have also been pald to them. He has also
submitted that the applicants have not stated clearly in
the OA that thew had earlier represented to the responcdents

te look inte thelir grievance and as to how they are

1

entitled for similar kenefits as referred to by them in
|
Smi. Arvn . HMehta & Ors..  oase (Supra). I have also  seen

the rejoinder filed by the applicants and I find force in



\
[3]

+the submissions made by Sh. D.S_Mahendru, learned counsel

for respondents that th

i1

claims of the applicants have not
been clearly spelt out either in thee O0A or in the
rejoinder. in any case, it is also not clear as to what
representation, 1if any, has heen made by the applicants to

the respondents.

=
H]

5. In the above facts and circumstances, the OA

disposed of with the following directions:—

i) The applicants may aubmit a self-contained

representation  to the respondents to consider their claims
with full supporting documerts for each of their claims;
ii) after receipt of the aforesaid

representations of the applicants, the respondents  shall

procead to take appropriate decision in the matter keepring

in view the relevant rules and case law and dispose of the

same by a reasoned and speaking order with intimation to
+he applicants.
No nrder as to oosts.
M )
(Mrs. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (J)

Jeunil/




