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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL [>
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR ‘

ORDER SHEET

ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL

28.12.2011

OA NO. 663/2011

Mr. P.N. Jatti with Mr. B.K. Jatti, Counsel for applicant.
None present for Caveater.

Heard learned counsel for the applicant.

The OA is disposed of by a separate order.

(Anil Kumar)
Member (A)
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IN THE CENTRAL ADI\T‘IINISTRATIVE‘TRIBUNAL,
JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.

Jaipur, the 28" day of Decc mber 2011

HON’BLE MR.ANIL KUMAR, ADMINISITRATIVE MEMBER

1.

- Bharatpur.

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. 662/2011

Sunil Kunmar Yadav son of Shri Banwari Lal Yadav by
caste Yadav, aged labout 34 vyears, resident of
32/256, Near Roshan Cycle, Kumeher Gats,
Bharatpur. Presently! working as Casual Lubour,
Group 'D’ in the -office of Income Tax Officz2,

'Appli'ca 1t

. (By Advocates :Mr. P.N. Jatti and Mr. B.i.. Jatti)

Versus

l.4d

1. Union of India through the Secr tary to the
Government of| India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Revenue, New Délhi.

- 2. Chief Commissjoner of Income Tax, NCR
Building, Statue Circle, Jaipur.
3. Income Tax Office, Moti-Doongri, Alwar.
‘ ' . Respondenté
(By Advocates ; ------------ )

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No. 663/2011

Leelam Chand son of Tulsa Ram by caste Maghwal,
aged about 24 years, House No. 95, Yasoda Path,
Shyam Nagar, Jaipur. Presently working as Czsual
Labour Group ‘D’ in the office of Commissioner of

Income Tax, New Central Revenue Building, Statue
Circle, faipur.

.. Applicant

(By Advocates :Mr. P.N. Jatti and Mr. B.K. Jatti)

Versus

1. Union of India through the Secretary to .he

. Government of India, Ministryghof Finance,
Department of Revenue, New Delhi.

2. Chief Commissioner of .Income Tax, NCR

Building, Statue Circle, Jaipur. '

... Responde 1ts‘

A Jo Joomse

(By Caveator : None )
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gEN ORDER (ORAL)
)
: The apove two Original Applications involving the
‘ . . .-
L similar qu-stion of law and facts are being decided by this
¥ ‘ . ' < |
BEE common order. The brief facts of one of the cases i.e. the
P '
f 0 case of Sunil Kumar Yadav (OA-N0.662/2011) is taken as «
e leading ca:e
SR o | ¥
| 2. Hear! learned: counsel for the applicant. ‘He :
l - ~ submitted that similar controversy has been decided by
! this Bench in;OA Nos. 607 & others of 201 vide order
| ‘ ' S
| dated 09.12.2011. This Tribunal in the said OAs has
i passed the ‘ollowinz order:-
- ' Y
ﬁ}f ‘A’l  the above Original Agr.ication: :
BRI V inv.  -i:g the <imilar question of law a;
L facts sre being decided by thi=z commor.
” 7?} : order. The brief facts of one of ‘he casec
fi o ‘ i.e. Lhe case . of Ravi Sonava (OA  No.
P ' 607/2011) is takén as a leading cass. L4/
' 2. This is the-second round of it a.tion.
Earlier ths applicants have pref- vr- {1 their
separate Criginal Applications L. f e this
Tribunal, and this' Bench of =:he ~*pbunal
vide its order dated 15.11.201° has .. 2cted
the respondents to consider ard de d-: the
representation dated 20.09.201. by [ sing a
reasoned and speaking orc:’-r e to
communicate the same to the app: icant. .
- .
3. - In vi w of the crder Fe sed v this -
Bench of ti:=e Tribunal,ﬁthe res: onas: s have -
decided tt= s3id representa- ion f  the ;%
applicants vide ordar date 22,1 11 :
(Annex. A/, Aggrieved anc disse ad
with the order dated «3.11.2012, the pr- - nt
‘." - Original Applications have beer. pr-fer: b
| the applicantsi
4, 4. T have heard Shri P.N. Jatti, lsarned
,P ? _ counsel appearing for the applicants, as
bk well as learned counsel Shri R.:. M=<hur,
T : ' appearing as - ‘Caveator’ on Eeha £ ¢ the
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respondents, after providing the copy ‘f the

Original Appl1catlon~. o
5. _Upon careful perusal of the im“ugned
order cated 29.11.2011 (Annex. A/l , w thout

erpressing any opinicn c¢n merit, I am .f the

wiew that ' the representation of* the
applicants dated 20.03.2011 has not been . =
decided by the responder~ s  in tru  cand

Jatter spirit as directed vide ¢ iér dated

15.11.2011, and further the observati:nas of
the Hon’ble . Supreme 'Court 'has not been
censiders i as the aprlizants faled t give
the details and reference of the ase. ~

6. “During the course of the argume: ., it

has come out that the policy has been  rared

in pursuance to the direction issued 1| . ."he
Hon’ bl= Supreme Cour: in the cas.a.y of
Surinder Singh and Ors. vs. Union of Ip«ia

~reported in (AIR 1286 SC 564). Be t?at‘n;

it mav, —while deciding the represen:at:
dated 20.09.2011, the respondents ha e’ t
consider the. ratio decided by the H.n"F]
Apex Court im the case of Qurlndar- qlnnh,@
Crs. +ws. Un: n of India (sipraj).. B

7. Conseq - ntly, the =~ respondents = ‘are
directed to :iecide thc"repvfaentpflon ¢ £’ the

applicants dated 20.09.2013 afresh in wiew .fm\

cf ths ratic .decided. by the Hon’ble Supreme
Ceourt in the case cfr Surinder :Singh and Ors.

vs. Unijion cf Ipdia {sup:a) and shall pass a
reasoned and speaking c:der. It 15 expect »d

from,_ the respondents =:o- decide -the s:i:d
representation of the __appllcantc o is
indicated in the earlier - -.erder’ da’ :d
15.11.2011 " expeditiously but in any cass 1
later than a period. of one month frem o
date ol passing of this ,order, e
communic .ze the decisions sc taken or t >
said repfesentation to the applicants.

2. I'n Case; any prﬂjud_;lal order acair st
the interest of the applizants are pass=d.by
the. respondents; the apy..cants will Lé' at
liberty to redress .their grievances b ivay
of filing = the substantive’ Origikal
Application(s). o -
9. With these observations and direct iors,
the Original Applications are ‘,qlspcrfdyn"f
with nc order 'as to ccsts. A

¥V

The present OA has been filéd by tﬁ_-é" -;prIiCant'"‘beiing o
aggrieved by the order passed by”th‘e_ réSpOndéhit'}s’ii at

Annexure A/1. In view of this T‘ribun.al |n 0A nOs.A560?}7I %

A

a



representatlon of the appllcants

: f|Ie substantlve OA

~-aré disposed with ho order.as to cost

ER—Y

. others of 2011, the respondents are_directedtodecide the

repfesentation o_f__the a_pplicant_dated_ 20:..09.__,2,01'1 afresh:in
view Ot ratio dedided hby’th:e‘:'Hon-’ble-'."SU'p'renﬁ"e Court in 'the
case of Surmder Slngh and Others vs Unlon of Indla o I | ".'

reported in AIR 1986 SC 564 and pass a reasoned and

s'p'eakgng‘ order. ItvIS expected from the respondents to

dec1de the representatron of the appllcant expedltlously

but |n any case not Iater than a. perrod of one month from
'

| the date of - recelpt of thrs order and communlcate the. .

*.'d’eci'siOni SO taken;to %fth applucants o"n".'the sard

e i'f-'

In case any preJud|CIa| order |s passved by _Athe
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dents agarnst tre appllcant he wull be at hberty to

8,

if so adwsed
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