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1. Smte No Badrakumary
LDC,Naval Armament Depot,
Alwaye

2¢ Smte Ke Pe Laila
3. Sri KeCe vasunni
4. Smte. Chandrika Ravindran
- 5+ Smte Pe. Premalatha Muraleedharan
Be Smte Ae. V. Sarojini
7+ Smte Q¢ Sumalatha
8+ Sri PeCe Varghese
9¢ Sri T« A, George
10¢ Sri VeKe Nandal;umar
11. Smte Mini Alias
12. Smte MePe Martha
13. Smte. S+ Indiramma
14, Smt. G, Nalini
150 Smo MQP. Indira
16. Sri V.B. Thomas
17. Smte S« Lathikakumari Amma
18. smt. Padmini Krishnan
19. Smte. Thankam Sethu
20¢ Smte eSS Kusumakumari
21, Smte Ve V., Nalini ’
22. Sri Pe3e Sanu ¢ Applicants

VSs.
1. The Union of India represented by
the Secretary.Mimistry of Defence
New Delhi .

2+ The Chief of the Naval stafi,
Naval Headquarters,New Delhi

3. The Flag officer Commanding in Chief
HQrs Southern Naval Command,

Cochin-4 ‘ Respondents
MCe M, Glrijavallabhan Advocate for applicahts
M« George Jbseph.ACGSC Advocate for respondents

“PHE" HGN 'B?tsE MR N DHARfmAN JUD IC IAL (MEFBER™ %
THE HON'BLE MR. Re. RANGARAJAN MMNBTmTWE mMBER
JUDGHENT

MR. N. DHARMADAN JUDRICIAL MEMBER

Twenty two applicants have joined together to file
this application under section 19 of the Aqministrative
Tribunals ' Act for getting thé benefit of the judgment of
this Tribunal in O0.A. 609/89 and connected cases and for a
declarationvthat they are also similaily situated like the ;
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in 0.A., 609/89 and other cases when the applicants jointly
approached the concerhéd authority, Annexure A3 order

was passed indicating that“thevrepresentatidn has been
examined and the bendfit of court judgment to non-petitioners
has been rejected by the Governménﬁ repeatedly.® Hence
applicants are not entitled to any benefits.On that ground
the contentions raised by the applicants weré notfaﬁgg%ggfbh'
However, they are examining the matter for takiég up the
case again with the é0vt.

20 “Léérned counsel for appiicants submitted that

the order has been passed without application'ofVmind and
they have no case that the_épplicantsvgre‘not similarly
situated_like_the applicants’in 0.A, 609/89. |

3.  Respondents have filed a reply in thch they have
not given satisfactory explanaﬁioano; . denying the
reliefs to the applicants and to sastain thevv;gws taken by
the rgspdndcnts iﬁ diSbééing_of;ihé;joint #épr@sentétion
of the apélicantsb They-have_stated that the decision of
the Tribunal is app;icéble only to the petitioners in that
case. - ’

4.  This Tribunal has repeatedly held that it is the
dauty of thé admihist:ative adﬁhority to“examine the
contentions specifically raised in original applications

where the applicants have claimed benefit of law laid down

by the Tribunal aﬁd they are bound to take a decision»ﬁoﬁfﬁ—

whether the persons are similarly situated like the applicantss
in the decision cited by them sé-as to grant1$imilar
benefits to them also. ‘Since such a decision has not been
taken,in this case, we are of the view that the application
can be allowed with appropriate directions. chordingly

we allow ﬁhe §pplication,and>direct-the respondents to o

extend. the benefit of the decision of this Tribumal in .~
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0.A. 609/89 andconnected cases to the applicants in the

instant caSe particularly when they have no ca8e that. the
applicants®' case is distinguishable. 'I'his shall be done
within a period of four months from the date of receipt of
‘a copy of tl'u.s judgment.

Se¢ There shall be no order as to coSts.

| | M;)\-q ' q}
(Re RANGARAJAN) + (Ne DHARMADAN )
ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER JUDICIAL MEMBER
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List of Annexures

1. 'Annexure A=3 3 [Impugned order dated 14.2.91
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