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IN TUd CHMTNAL AD.VilrGST.IrtTr/^

iriilH::ip.^L BuICH

Nd.^ D£LHI

0^-^. No.1280/91

l^v/ jelhi, dated the 5th May, 1995

Hon'ble 3hri .V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (j)
Hoii'ble ohri K.Muthukumar, Member (rt)

i. dh. shupal Singh S/o Shri disal Singh
ouM 509- nrmy Base .Vorkshop, agra Cantt.

2' Sh.Madhu Sudan Shattacharya
son of Shri s .0 . Bhattachary^,
oCM 509...rmy Base .;orkshoH, ..gra Cantt.

3. Sh .Mohan Lai s/o Sh.Bishamber Lai
505-.nrmy Base u'orkshop,Delhi Cantt.

4. Sh.Dwarka Njath s/o Mangal Sain
'--hargeman,5Q5-.'Army Base "'orkshop,Delhi Cantt,

5. oh.Girdhari Lai s/o Sh.Tek Chand-
JCM 505, „rmy Base Workshop, Delhi Cantt.

(None for the applicants )
• '-tPi^l leant s

1. Union of I ndia, through
Director, B.M.S. M.S.Os Branch
'-^rmy H eauquarters, BHQ p.c.
I^vv Delhi.

«°-kshop.

3. The Commandant,
565-Hrmy Base ./orkshop,

^ Delhi Cantt. ..1

(By rtdvocate Sh.M.K. Gupta )
lie spo ndents

0 H D £ R (OilrtL)

/Hop. ble .chri .̂V .Hariciasan, Vice Chairman (j) J

ihe applicants v/ho v;ere Charaemen and
senior Chargemep in different Units" of the ^^my Base
iVorkshop are oi-,.r rT.^ly aggrleveS by the fac Lthat
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they ^11 „;ere ^ the age of 58 years, .ccording
to.them, they were ^^rotirecl at the age of 60 years.
Relying upon the decision of the Tribunal in cr. 753/88.
1709/1989 and 0^640/1988, they h.ye prayed that the
respondents may be directed to allow the applicants to
continue in service till the age of 60 years.

2. Respondents have resisted this application. They
contend that the Chargemen and Senior Chargemen are not
entitled to continue in service till the age of 60 years
^nd their age of Superannuation is 58 years. They further
contend that against the operative part of the said
juugment ao.L.P. was filed before the Hon'ble Supreme
court Vide .8529.31 of 1990 ( rt copy of the interim
relief of the ^pex Court has been ame*Gd c,f

uwc-ii dnnexecl at .-^nnexure a-ii

to the reply stateriient) ,

3. when this case v.as caiied out, none appeared for the

aPPli ant,Sfohri wi.K.Guptci, nouhael for the responuents argued
thdt an identx.al question came for cQnsi..eratron oefore the

Tribunal in O.-n NO.25C6/90 and 0.w22C3/90 and chat those cases

Were disposed of with a dire tion to the fespoadents that

whate^/er judgment is delivered by the oupreme .curt in the

d.LP bearing No.8529-31 of 1990 «ould be rnoue aa^licabie to
to the appii ants thei-in. ohri wi.a.Gupta this case

may also be cisposed of j,n the same manner, ^ftor perusal of

the material on records, we are|convinc0d that this'o.^. should

aiso oe drspo.ed of or^Jdrt^.basis of OM.-.npn.^
f 'r%f ^ ny 1ha pQg '-.p-.c-

t he o «L .P ,
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In the result, the appiiudtiun is dispos-ci of with a

dire,L.ion to the respc^denrs to retyre the applicants at the

age of 60 years if i^ xs held by their Loraships of Hon'ble
, . ^ 0"Isupreme ^ourt in olP 0529-3i of 1990 ana then grant them all ^ s

consequential menatary uenefits flov^ing thereon. If the Supreme

court sets-aside rhe judgment of the C/tf than nn r

fiuitj-tled to_co;-iL,inue in vxark urnn the afT-j nf ii,r y.n-irr ^

the applicants shall not be entitled to any relief. There will

be no order as to costs.

(K.i'.iuthukumar) (n. .v naridasan )
Member {A) Vice Chairman (A)
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