
IN JHE CENTRAL ADMINiSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
• 	 ERNAKU LAM• BENCH 

0. A. Nd., 	320 	of 	1993. 

DATE OF DECISION_2 3-2-1993 

Mr KR Vijayarajan & 4 otheAppjj ca nt (s) 

Mr G Sukumara Meflofl 	 Advocate for the Applicant (s) 

• Versus  

U0I represented by SacrataryR espon dent ( s) 

11/0 Finance, New Delhi & 4 others 

Mr Ilohamed Navaz, ACGSC 	Advocat for 'the Respohdent(s) 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr.AV HARIDASAN, 3UDICIAL MIEMBER 

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

• 2. To 	be 	referred to. the 	Re'porter 	or 	not? 

 Whether their 	Lordships wish 	to see the fair cppy of the Judgement? 

 To 	be circulated 	to 	all 	Benches 	of the Tribunal ? /\.A 

JUDGEMENT 

Heard the counsel on either side. 

26' 	M.P-359/93 for joint application is afloued. 

	

36 	The grievance of the applicants, ax-Serviceman re-employed 

under the second respondent is that inspite of the fact that the 

Larger Bench of the Tribunal had in decision reported in 1990(12. 

ATC, 514 declared that when poflsion is ignored either whole or 

inpart the relief thereon should not'be suspended or withheld 

during the currency of re-employment, the 'respondents 'are coiti- 

nuing to i'ithhold the relief on the ignorabie part of their 

Military Pension. Therefore they have filed'this application 
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praying that the respondents may. be  directed to pay them the 

relief including adhoc relief on the igno bla part of their.  
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pension and to refund to them whatever amount/withheld hitherto•. 

The applicants got re-employed under the second respondent on 

various dates. They are not being paid the 'relief on pension 

	

S 	 $ 

for quite some time. But now the applicanthave filed this 

application on the ground that the respondents should haveon 

the basis of the ruling of Larger Bench relied an by them given 
• 	 * 

the relief on the ignorá.ble part of their pensron. .sueater 
16 'S 

the judgemeat tasyender8d by the Larger BOh of the Tribunal, 

theiiarrts have not made any representation to thesecond 

Or  
respondentfto any other authority claiming the benefit of the 
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cafltáined 
/ 	 S  

• 	above declaratj.n/Tthe,4tidgement under citation. If the 

• 	applicants are identically situated as 	 thppli- 

canes in 	 citation and if they are entitled 

to the benefit flowing out of the judgement, the applicants 

should have brought the mater before the rspondents claiming 
I 

the extension of. the benefits and they dUght  have 
1 

approacthis Tribunal only in case the respondents refuse3 to 

extend to them the benefit orx:'1x*Ltàk&any decision. In 

these circumstances., I am of the viaw that the application is 

premature. Therefore the application is rejected under Section 

19(3) of the A.1.Act. However, this will not preclude the appli-

cents from seeking extension of the benefits sought by them in 

this application by making appropriate representation to the 

competent authority. There is no order as to costs. 

( AV HAR DASAN •)' 
JUDICIAL 1EI1BER 

• 	 23-2-1993 
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