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. The ground urged for this prayer s that

applicant was  promoted to  the post of Flectrician AFY  whe

retives at the age of 60 vears and is covered by Ariicle At
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promotion to the post of Senior Chargeman, thg retﬁreﬁent age
of the applicant has been reduced gs he has been reﬁired at the
age of B8 years. Me claims that the Senior Chargemen are
covered by the Industrial Disputes Act and he falls within the
definition of Workmen under thathct‘ The applicant has relied
upon the judgement of this Tribunal in Balveer Singh Verma Vs.

Union of India for this claim.

3. When the matter came up for final hearing today,
the Tearned counsel for the respondents submitted that there is
an order of the Supreme Couri dated 3.9.1990 wherein the notice
was issued to the respondents in respect of the judgement of
this Tribunal in 0.48s 5640/88,753/88 and 1702/88 against which
applications the @ppeais have been filed before the Supreme
Courfﬁ tfter directing issue of notice fo the fespondentsy the
Supreme Court d{rected\ that the operation of the impugned
judgement shall remain staved. The 0.A. 753/88 is a case
filed by Shri Balbir Singh Verm% as can be seen from the order
dated 1011201990 whﬁcﬁ is relied upon by the applicant in this

0.4.

4, The Tearned counsel for the respondents suggests
that the judgements of the. Tribunal holding that  Seniar
Chargemen could be retired only at the age of 60 had bheen
stayed by the Supreme Court and as the final deciszion had to be
rendefed in those appeals, 5t will be proper to dispose of this
0.4, with 2 direction that whatever judgement is rendered by
the Supreme Court in those appeals will be made applicable by
the respondents to the case of the applicant also even though
he had not filed any appeal in this regard before the Supreme

Court. MWe are of the wisw that this is the only manner in
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which the present  application  can be  dispossd  of 0 ardo

accordinnly we dispose of this 0.4, with a dircction to  th

P

respandents that whatever judgement 1s delivered by the Suproa
Court in rthe appeals arising out of SLP Nos. 8520-31/19¢0 o
respect ¢f O.As  640/88, 753788 and 1709/85  would be wmzie
applicable to  the precent applicant even though he was not
hetare Lhe Suprewe Courl.

party Lo any appeal

The 0.4. iz dizposaed of accordingly.
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