' : i
IN THZ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL | s
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI

0%+ No.1280/9L

New Delhi, dated the 5th May, 1995

Hon'ble Shri Al.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (3)
Hon'ble Shri K.Muthukumar, Member (A) 4

1, 5h. Bhupal Singh S/0 Shri Risal Singh
SCM 509~ Army Base Jorkshop, Agra Cantt.
2. Sh.Madhy Sudan Bhattacharya '
son of Shri R.S, Bhattacharya, o
SCM 509-Army Base Workshop, Agra Cantt.,
3. Sh.Mohan Lal s/o Sh.Bishamber Lal .
SCM 505-army Base Workshop,Jelhi Cantt. i

s 4. Sh.Dwarka Nath s/o Mangal Sain
Chargeman,505-Army Base Workshop,Delhi Cantt.

5. Sh.Girdhari Lal s/o Sh.Tek Chand- ,
=CM 505, Army gase Workshop, Delhi cCantt,

< ‘ i Applicants

(None for the applicants ) -

vs.

L. Union of I ndia, through
: Director, Z.M.E., M.S.0s Branch
Army H eadquarters,_DHQ P.O.

Q@w Delhi,

~

- 2. T he Commandant,-505-mrmy Base ljorkshop,
. : - = DelhiCantt, "l

. e ek T 3y The Commandant, ’ o - :
: el 505~Army Base Workshop,
o= Pelhi Cantt.

«e. ReSpondents

b

ORDER {0RAL)
[ Hon'ble shri a.V.Hafidagan, Vice Chairman,LJ) o
The applicants who were Chargemen and
Senior Chargemen  in different Units of the Army Base

Workshop are Cewegerical ly agorieved by the facl that




-

they all were retired at the age of 58 years, According
e ds |

they were Qll retired at the age of 60 ysars,

Relying upon the decision of the

to.thgm,

Tribunal in Oa 753/88,

1709/1989 and 0a-640/1988, they have prayed that the

respondents may be directed to allow the dapplicants to

continue in service till the age of 60 years,

2. Respondents have resisted this application. They’

- cOntend that the Chargemen and Senlor Chargemen are not

entitled to continue in service till the age of 60 years

;nd their age of Superannuation is 58 years. They fyurther

contend that agaihst the operative pPart of the said

judgment a 5.,L.p. was filed befcre the Hon'Ble Supreme

\
Court vide No.8529.31 of 1990 ( a copy of the interipm

relief of the Apex Court has been amexed at Aannexure R-1]

to the reply Statement),

B when this cE@se was called out, none appearcd for the

aPPlicants.shri M.K.Gupta, ‘counsel for the respondents argued
that an identi.al question came for consideration before the

Tribunal in Os No.2506/90 and 0a-2208/90 and. that those coses
were disposed of with a direction to the respondents tﬁat

whatever judgment is delivered by the oupreme Court in the

5 .LP bearing No.8529-31 of 1990 would be made applicable to

Shefp o (Sd

Lo ihe appli-ants therzin. 3hri M.i.Cupte presspgs-thal this caese

|
may also be disposed of $n the same manner, After perusal of

the material on records, we aréconv1ncod that thls O.n. shah

also be dispo:ed of o e pasis of the

o 3 M_rnqqonapnf S




¢

o

i In the result, the application is dispos:d of with a

direction to the spondents (o retire the applicants at the g
Wr{e"\ﬁ/ i‘umﬁa&e@ vy Ah 'éawyk"

age of 60 years if it is held by their Lordships of Hon'ble Ciiin
supreme Court in SLP 8529-31 of 1990 and then grant them all i

consequential menetaery oenefits flowing thereon. If the Supreme

Court seis-aside the judgment of the CAT then they axe ol

itled to continue in ‘ ; amd g

the spplicants shall not be entitled to any relief, There will

be no order as to costs. A
M :
(K.Muthukumar) (A . .Heridasan ) ;
Member (&) Vice Chairman (A)




