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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

Regn.No. 0A-3 32/S6 Date of decision: 14.8»1992

Shri Krishan Avtar .... Applicant

'J gr sus

Union of India and .... RGspondsnts
01 h 01" s

For the Applicant .... . Shri Umssh Hisra, Advocate

For t he Raspond ant s .... Shri N. S. Plehta, Sr.Advocate

CORAH:

The Hon'ble Mr.P.K. Kartha, Vice Chairman(J)

The Hon'ble Mr.B.N. Dhoundiyal, Administrative Member

1. Vfliether Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the Judgment?

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not?^

JUDGMENT

(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Shri P,K. Kartha, Vice Chairman(J))

The short point for consideration is uhethsr the

impugn ed. ord er of rotirement dated 28.4, 1983 passed by

the r asoond ant s dir acting t hp.'t the applic-Tnt uill stand

retired from G ou arn m-'int service u. e.f. 3n,4, 1983 on

complgtion of 58 years of nge, is legal gpd v/alid,

2. 'J e have gone through the records of the c.?. se and

have heard the learned counsel for both the oarties. The
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applicant has uorksd as Section Holder in the Government

of India Press, rUnto Road, Neu Delhi. On 10. 11. 1982, the

respondents issued a Hemo. to him intimating that he

uould attain the age of 60 years on 23. 1 2, 1983 and he

uould retire from Gouarnment seruice on 31. 1 2. 1983,

according to the latest orders of the Gov/ernment of

India.

3. The respondents have annexed to their counter-

affidavit letter dated 27, 1 1. 1 979 ' st at ing that the

Ga\/ernment have accepted the recommendations of the

Categorisation Committee for the categorisation of

Government of India Press workers and that the recommenda

tions would take effect from 1. 1 . 1979, One of the

recommendations was the categorisation of the post of

Section Holder as "Supervisory". On 8,4. 1 983, the

respondents issued an O.PI, to the effect that the matter

was re-examined and decided that the r.eduction of age of

suoerannustion from 60 to 58 years would affect both

the existing and the future incumbents and that it was

not necessary to give notices to the affected officials

under Chapter II A of the Industrial Disputes Act, The

impugned order was passed by t ha'r e spend ent s thereafter.

4. The applicant had worked upto the age of 59 years

and four months. Had ha been told that the age of retire

ment had been reduced from 60 years to 58 years, it was
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argued that he could haua availed of about 250 days'

leav/e which'uas to his credit. Ue are not imoressed

by this contention.. The applicant continued in sar-./ice

after he had crossed the age of 58 years, eu en though

the Gouernment had accepted the recommendation of the

Categorisation Committae te reduce the age sf retiramant

of Section Holders from 60 to 58 years in January, 1979,

5. In K, Nagaraj and Others 1/s. State of A.P..,

1985 (lj see 23, the Supreme Court has upheld the^ right

of the Government to reduce the age of retirement from

\

58 to 55 years in public interest. The question of

giving a shou-cause notice to the government servants

in such cases, does not arisBo

5, In the light of the above, u e see no merit in the

present apolication and'the same is dismissed. There

uill be no order' as to costs.

(B.No Dhoundiyal) (P.K. Kartha)
Administrative Tlember ' 1/ice-Chair man (Hud 1. )


