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O.A. [^...1980/1989 QATE OF DECISJDN :

SHRI JAI BHAGWAiM SHARMA 8. ANR, .^^PL JDArxirS

VS.

UNIDN OF 8. ORS-, ' . . .RESPOlxDENrS

. CORAi'vl

HOiM'BLE SHRI J.P. SHARfM, I'/iE.ViSER {j)

FOR THE APPLICANTS ...SHRI U.S. 3 ISHT

FOR THE RESPOs^Ei'^S .. .fv®S.,RAJ KU^/lARI CHOPRA

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be--
allowed to see the Judgement? ^ .

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

JUD.-GSiVlE iNfT

(delivered by HON'BLE SHRI J .P. SHARMA," ivE®£R (j)

The applicants in this case, emoloyees in Jv£S,

Rajokari, being defence civilians have assailed the orders

of the respondents of not granting them ration allowance

which has been allov^ed to defence civilians, who were

posted during, operation 'Red Alert' of 25 Wing Air force •

station, Rajokari. The applicants have claimed the relief ^

-that they be paid ration allowance -^.8.10 per day

from January, 1987 to June, 1987. They also prayed that a

direction be issued that,they are entitled to ration allowance
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for the duration .of operation 'Blue Star' and ' wooQ Rose

as paid to other defence civilians including other iv£S

civilian employees-.

2. The facts of the case are that the applicants are

employed in Military Engineer Service- (fCS) units which

are attached to 'Army, Navy and Air Force stations for

performance of maintenance tasks and maintenance of

essential services. In abnormal situations, they are

called upon to shoulder responsibilities especially of

maintenance of essential seryices round the clock. During,

operations due to exigencies of service, the applicants are

given facilities such as ration allovvance "to compensate

rigorous and arduous nature of duties they have" to perform'

during that period. It is further stated that during

operation 'Red Alert', the respondents sanctiored ration

allowance- to defence civilians of - 25 V'/ing Airforce Station,

Rajokari, but the applicants have been discriminated and

they have not been given the ration allowance -for the

period from January, 1987 to June, 1987 viie.n the ..stay

operation was in force. It is further stated that in the

past too, the applicants were denied ration allowance for

operation Blue Star and Vfood Rose. The case of the
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applicants only hinges on the grounc* that they are

intimately involved in .maintenance, tasks of 25 Wing Air

Force station during the operation 'Red Mert' as the

other defence civilians employed by the Air Force station

and denial to them is discriminatory.

3. The respondents contested the application and

stated that the ration allowance to defence civilians

of Air Force units v^ere paid under the orders of Ministry

of Defence, Air Headquarters dt. 21.12.1987 . The

applicants are employed in J"C3 units and ' are functioning

under Engineer-in-Chief Branch hurray Headquarters, New D.elhi

and orders/instructions issued by Engineer-in-Chief' s Branch,

Array Headquarters are o.nly applicable to A-ES civilian

personnel. The orders/instructions issued by Air He;adquarters

cannot be made applicable to IvfcS civilian personnel.

It is further stated that no ration money has been, paid to

teS civilian personnel during operation 'Red Mert' vorkirg

in the.JvfcS units. It isfurther stated that ivES civilian

personnel who viere actually deployed in operation

Blue Star and Wood Rose based on deployment certificate

issued by Area Commander or Sub .'̂ re a Commander v.ere paid

morey in lieu of free ration or ration allowance instead.
I

deploy,«nt for the ;,es units located In Delhi area
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ordered during operation Blue Star and ufeod Rose and hence

no ration money was paid to ivtS divilian personnel working

in Delhi. The orders for payment of ration money issued

by '"^ir Headquarters cannot be m.ade applicable to McS,

personnel.

4. I have heard the learned counsel- for the parties

at length and have gone through the record of the case.

The respondents have taken the stand that the ordeis issued

by nir Headquarters •are not. applicable to personnel

and the le arned counsel could not show that any order

has been issued by Engineer-in-Chief' s Branch, Army

Headquarter, New Delhi for payment of ration m.oney.

Thus the applicants cannot claim any benefit of the order

issued by Air Force Headquarters dt.21.12.1987 . Further

the respondents h ,-ve clearly stated in para 5(ii) of the

counter that no ration money has been paid to VuS civilian

personnel since no deployment orders v^ere issued to '/£S

uni-cs located in Delhi. The applicants in the rejoinder

stated that the A/hS civilians were •deployed for supply and

maintenance of essential services to the Air Force officers/

person^iel during the operation 'Red Alert' . Thus at earlier

occasion also, ouring the operation Blue Star and Wood Rose,
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there was no deployment of JV£3 units located in Delhi
I ^

area and so they were riot paid to iVES civilian personnel

working in Delhi, though it was ordered to be paid to

so,me other units of ME,S, vho were deployed and deployment

Gsrtificates w&re issued to them by staff authorities.

The applicants in this case have not filed any deployme rrt

certificate of Area Commander or Sub P^e a Commander.

In the event of this, the applicants cannot also allege

any discrimination because those wtio v.ere governed by

Air Headquarters' orders v.ere paid ration allowance, though

VTOrking on the civilian side.

5. The respondents have filed the letter dt. 13 .7.1989

of the Garrison Engineer, AF Palam, Delhi -where it is

clearly stated that the name of the units formations located

in Delhi area were not deployed and only those located in

Punjab, Chandigarh and certain places of Rajasthan vjere

deployed in, the operation Blue Star and Wood Rose. The "

applicants couIq not show as to how they are entitled to

ration money v/he n actually they not deployed in"those

operations.. Regarding the operation 'Red Alert' civilians

01 Air Force have been paid ration money on the authority

of Government of India, Ministry of Defonce. Air He adquartar's

letter dt.21.12.1987, but it is .not applicable to the ,.ES.

• • • 6 • • «



-6. [3

The respondents have also filed the letter dt .21.12.1987
issued by Air Hoadcuartars ..hioh only covers those oases
of the units of Air Foroe civilians deployed in the

' operation. The respondents have, also filea xhe lei^xer

of Ministry of Defence dt .26 .12.1985 .here it Is clearly

v.Titten that the orders for Issue of ration in case of

civilian defence employees deployed in operation Blue Star
and Vtod Rose «uld not apply to static units and fon^ations
like military farms. HtS, regarding officers, training

centres and establishment, iCC Directorates and units.

The learned counsel for the applicants during the course

of the arguments filed the copy of the order dt .15.12.1987
issued by Ministry of Defence wherein this order of

December, 1985 was revievfid and it was ordered that ration

„„ney allowance be also paid to defence olvilians of

static units and formations, who were actually deployed

in Qonnection with operation Blue Star and operation ftfaod Hose.

Thus since the units of Delhi were rot deployed In operation

•Blue Star' and operation ' V^Dod Rose', so there arises no

question of payment of any ration money to them. Similarly

the resDondents have stated clearly in para 5(ii) of the

counter that no deployment orders were issued to-

ivES units located at telhi.
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6'. In view of the above discussion, there is no force

in this application and the same is devoid of raerit and

is dismissed leaving the parties to bear their own costs.

(J.P. SH/a/.lA' ^•u

MS'BER (j)


