CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
- CHANDIGARH BENCH
| CHANDIGARH
~ 0.A. No 060/00985/2014 Decided on: 05.11.2014

‘Coram: Hon’ble Mr. Sanjeev Kaushik, Member J)
Hon’ble Mr. Uday Kumar Varma, Member (A)

MES No. 369629 Darshan Singh, Electrician HS I

1.
2. MES No. 369641 Nachatter Singh, Electrician I
3. MES No. 373568 Hukam Singh, Electrician HS II
4. MES No. 369910 Balwinder Singh, Electrician HS I
5. MES No. 369915 Tej Singh, Electrician S '
. 6. MES No0.369624 Ram Kumar, Electrician ' _ mww,,% A
7. MES No. 315751 Harwinder Singh Mate Electrician ' P,
8. MES No. 371758 Gollu Singh, Mate Electrician
9. MES No. 371953 Gurmail Singh, Electrician HS II
10. MES NO. 370841 Ranjit Singh, Electrician HS 1
11. MES No. 369631 Inderijit, Electrician HS T
12. ~ MES NO. 369913 Somal Kumar, Electrician HS I
13. MES No. 371007 Ajit Singh, Electrician
14, MES No. 375444 Raj Kumar, Mate Electrician
15, MES No. 370202 Kulwant Singh, Electrician HS .
16. MES No. 370859 Ajaib Singh, Electrician
17. MES No. 371952 Hardev Singh, Electrician HS II
18. - MES No. 369590 Tek Bahadur, electrician .
19. MES No. 371983 Lakhvir Singh, ‘Electrician HS II
.20.. . MES No. 373564 Paramjeet Singh, Mate
21. -~ MES No. 369914 Major Singh, Mate
22, MES No. 369645 Des Raj, Electrician SK
23, MES No. 371882 Nirmal Singh, Mate Electrician
24, MES NO. 313004 Lal Chand, Electrician HS II
25, MES No. 373560 Kundu Singh, Mate Electrician
26. MES No. 370204 Phallu Singh, Electrician HS IL
27. MES No. 371759 Gurtej Singh, Mate Electrician -

All C/o Garrison Engineer (S) Bathinda.

e Applicants
Versus '

1. Union of India through Secretary, Ministry of Defence, CGO

Complex, New Delhi,
2. The Engineer in Chief, Army HQ, New Delhi.
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3. The Chief Engineer, South Western Command, Jaipur.

4. Commander Works Engineer, Bathinda.

5. Garrison Engineer (S) Bathinda. L
.....Respondents

Present:  Mr. Shailendra Sharma,counsel for the applicants /\
Order (Oral L

By Hon’ble Mr. Sanjeev Kaushik, Member(J)

<.

1. Learned counsel for the abplic’ants submifs that the controversy
, hefein has élready been put to rest by var'i'qus judicial
prénouncements by this Court as:well és by a learned Co-ordinate
Bench of this T;ribunal».A He further submits that this vCourt has
recently decided an identical O.A. (NO. 060/00839/2014 titled
‘Lachman Singh & Others Vs. U.0.1. & Others) on 22.09.2014
and the bresent O.A. may be disposed of in the same terms.
- 2, For the order wé propose fo pass in this c.ase, there is ho need to
o issue notice to the respondents as non-issuance of notice, wiil not
prejudice, in an;y manner, the interests of the respondents as they
are duty bound to extend the relevant benefits to the identically'
situated employees.

3. After going through the pleadings and finding that the question of
law ‘involved herein has already been answered by this Court, we
dispose of the O.A., with a direction to the respohden’cs to
consider the éése of the applicants in the Iig"ht of decisioﬁ

rendered in the case of Lachman Singh & Others (supra). If they
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'are found similarly situated like the applicants m the aforesaid
~case, the rel’_‘evant benefits may be granted to them othérwise a
reasoned and speaking order be ‘pa'assed stating therein the
distinction between the two cases. 'f'he lorder so passed be
communicated to the apblicants. The relevant pa;;,‘as c;f the order

; datedA22.09.2014 passed in the case of Lachman: Singh & 'O't'he"rs.

By

(supra) are reproduced hereunder for reference. | /

“2. In support of the claim, learned counsel for thg
applicants submits that a similar contreversy has been
considered and put to rest by the Jodhpur Bench ofﬂ;
the Tribunal in the case of Ram Kumar Vs. U.0.I. &
Others (O.A. No. 34/2008) decided on 05.11.2009
(Annexure A-1). That order was reviewed vide order
dated 09.04.2010(Annexure A-2) declaring the
applicants therein entitled for the arrears based on the
actual pay arrived at, in pursuance of the .allowance of
the O.A. On the basis thereof, this Tribunal has also
allowed a similar claim in the case of Harbans Lal &
Others _Vs. U.0.I. & Others (0.A. NO.
1269/PB/2013) dated 13.01.2014 (Annexure A-6). He
contends that despite the relevant benefits having
already been given to the similarly situated persons,
the applicants herein have not been extended the
same. :

XXXXXXXX

4. In view of the factual position aforementioned
that the controversy has already been set at rest by a
Court of Law and similarly situated persons have been
granted the similar benefits, we find no reason as to
why the respondents are not extending the relevant
benefits to the other similarly circumstanced
employees and forcing them to approach the Court of
Law to get the same benefits. Once a question of law
has been settled by the Court of Law, it-becomes the
duty of the Administrative Authorities to take a

‘t‘
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conscious decision to extend the relevant benefits to
the similarly situated persons, to avoid unnecessary
litigation. . S

5« In view- of the above, the respondents are
directed to consider the claim of the applicants herein
for grant of the relevant benefits and if they are found
similarly situated, as the applicants in the cases
aforementioned, the same shall be extended to them
in terms of orders (Annexures A-1, A-2 and A-6).

6. Let this exercise be completed within a period of

4. Disposed of ac':cor'dingly.. :

three months from the date of receipt of a copy of the
order. It is expected from the respondents that they
will consider the other eligible similarly situated
persons, who have not -approached the Court for
redressal of their grievances, for the grant of relevant
benefits.” '

(UDAYXUMAR VARMA) (SANJEEV KAUSHIK)
MEMBER (A) : MEMBER (J)

PLACE: Chandigarh
Dated: 05.11.2014
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" _CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
~ CHANDIGARH BENCH
CHANDIGARH

O.A. N6;060/0098$/2014 DeC|ded on: 05.11.2014

Coram: "Hon'ble Mr Sanjeev Kaushlk Member (J)
Hon’ble Mr Uday Kumar Varma, Member (A)

2. A
N
1

1. MES NO‘ 369629 Darshan Singh, EIectncuan HS I
2. MES No. 369641 Nachatter Singh,.Electrician I
3. MES No. 373568 Hukam Singh, Electrician HS II
4. MES No. 369910 Balwinder Singh, Electrician HS I
5.. MES No. 369915 Tej Singh, Electrician
6. MES No0.369624 Ram Kumar, Electrician
7. MES No. 315751 Harwinder Singh Mate Electrician
8. MES No. 371758/ Gollu Singh, Mate Electrician
i MES NO. 371953_‘Gurmall Singh, Electrician HS II
- 10. MES NO. 370841 Ranjit Singh, Electrician HS I
2 MES No. 369631 Inderjit, Electrician HS T
12. MES NO. 369913 Somal Kumar, Electrician HS I
13. MES No. 371007 Ajit Singh, Electrician
14, MES No. 375444 Raj Kumar, Mate Electrician
15, MES No. 370202 Kulwant Singh, Electrician HS
16. MES No. 370859 Ajaib Singh, Electrician’
17 MES No. 371952 Hardev Singh, Electrician HS II
18. - MES No. 369590 Tek Bahadur,electrician
19. MES No. 371983 Lakhvir Singh, Electrician HS II
20.. MES No. 373564 Paramjeet Singh, Mate
5 MES No. 369914 Major Singh, Mate
22, MES No. 369645 Des Raj, Electrician SK
23, MES No. 371882 Nirmal Singh, Mate Electrician
24, MES NO. 313004 Lal Chand, Electrician HS II
25, MES No. 373560 Kundu Singh, Mate Electrician
26. MES No. 370204 Phallu Singh, Electrician HS-IL
27. MES No. 371759 Gurtej Singh, Mate Electrician

All C/o Garrison Engiineer (S) Bathinda.
'_ R Applicants
Versus

1. Union of India through Secretary, Mlmstry of Defence CGO
Complex, New Delhi.
2. The Engineer in Ch|efl Army HQ, New Delhi.
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3. The Chief Engineer, South Western Command, Jaipur.
4. Commander Works Engineer, Bathinda.
5. Garrison Engineer (S) Bathinda. B
I A A .....Respondents

Present: - Mr. Sha.:ilendra Sharma,counsel for the applicants

: Ord_er'(OraI)

By Hon’ble Mr. Sar{jeev Kaushik, Member(J) |

1. Learned counéél' for the applicants submits that the controversy

“herein has already been put to rest by various judicial

' ] ' '
pronouncements by this Court as well as by a learned Co-ordinate
| .

Bench of this ‘jTribunaI.' He further submits that this Court has

recently decide’fi an identical 0.A. (NO. 060/00839/2014 titled
Lachman Singh & Others Vs. U.0.1. & Others) on 22.09.2014
and the presenf'q O.A. may be disposed of in the same terms.

2. For the order wie propose to pass in this case, there is.no need to
issue notice to 'the respondents as non-issuance of notice, will not

' préjudice, in an:\E/ manner, the interests of the respondents as they
2 il

|
are duty bound to extend the relevant benefits to the identically

situated employees.
: ) :

3. After going thrdhgh the pleadings and finding that the question of
law involved he’riein has‘already been answered by this Court, we

dispose of the_@O.A., with a direction to the réspohdents to

il

consider the ca"Se of the applicants in the light of decision

~rendered in thefcase of Lachman Singh & Others (supra). If they
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',.ar'e, fo'und'sim;i‘la_'rly situated like _thve applicants in the aforesaid

case, the relevant benefits may be granted to them otherwise a

'rees-o_ned and Z‘rspeaking order be 'passed stating therein the

- distinction betv((een the two cases. The order so passed be
: -l | }

communicated to the applicants. The relevant paras of the order
: dated 22 09. 2014 passed in the case of Lachman Smgh & Others

il
(supra) are reproduced hereunder for reference.
ol

“2. In support of the claim, learned counsel for the
appllcants submits that a similar controversy has been
consudered and put to rest by the Jodhpur Bench of
the Tnbunal in the case of Ram Kumar Vs. U.O0.1I. &
Others (O.A. No. 34/2008) decided on 05.11.2009
(Annexure A-1). That order was reviewed vide order
dated 09.04.2010(Annexure A-2) declaring the
applicants therein entitled for the arrears based on the
actual pay arrived at, in pursuance of the allowance of
the O.A. On the basis thereof, this Tribunal has also
allowed a similar claim in the case of Harbans Lal &
‘Others Vs. U.O.I. & Others (0.A. NO.
1269/PB/2013) dated 13.01.2014 (Annexure A-6). He
contends that despite the relevant benefits having
aIready been given to the similarly situated persons,
the appllcants hereln have not been extended the
same. |

XXXXXXXX

4, In view of the factual position aforementioned
that the controversy has already been set at rest by a
Court of Law and similarly situated persons have been
granted the similar benefits, we find no reason as to
why the respondents are not extending the relevant
benefits to the other similarly circumstanced
“employees and forcing them to approach the Court of
~ Law to get the same benefits. Once.a question of law
has been settled by the Court of Law, it becomes the
‘duty of the Administrative Authorities to take a

\ '////]ﬂ
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.w

conscuous decusmn to extend the relevant benefits to

the! srmularly sutuated persons, to avoid unnecessary
hUgann :

} i
\

_ _5. ,, In view: of the above, the respondents are

dlrected to consider the claim of the applicants herein

- for grant of the relevant benefits and if they are found

snmllarly situated, as the applicants in the cases
aforementloned the same shall be extended to them
in tel‘*ms of orders (Annexures A-1, A-2 and A-6).

6. " Let this exercise be ,completed within a period of

threé months from the date.of receipt of a copy of the
order. It is expected from the respondents that they

- will [consider the other eligible similarly situated
’ persons, who have not approached the Court for

redressal of their grievances, for the grant of relevant
benet‘fts

i

g, Disposed of accoirldingly.

. \
(UDA\?Q(UMAR VARMA) (sANJEEV KAUSHIK)
MEMBER (A)

\

mw
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'PLACE: Chandigarh ;;L
Dated: 05.11.2014

. | MEMBER (J)



