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ORDER (DRAL)

Lr Jose P. Verghese, V()

on the basis of  the statemsnt macks by b
counsel for the applicant that in a similar case

SLF has been filed in the Hon ble Suprens et




. "

!’v agalnst the‘judg@ment clacteac S e P of (T
Ernakulam Bernch of the Tribunal in DA T510/91  and
1t was stated that the Suprems Court had directed
that all the Benches of the Tribunal shall antiany
the hearing of similar matters till the decision
in SLP is taken. & copy of the the ordse of the
Supreme Court is rot on file. This case has beer
adjourned on the basis of the said sbatenesnt,
Since the matter has been pending since 1991, we
take 1t that the stay of the Mearing was only o

mean that the granting or rejection of the relisf

sought: by the applicant cannot be done until — the
Supreme Court decides the case. It is rot kKnown
what is the order of the Suprems Court arnd whe s b
the SLP referred in this order is filed, allowed
or dismissed ., I the circumstances, we pass e

faol lowing orders~

(1) The applicant shall be civer all

the reliefs as  sought in this applicationn in o

. the similar matter pending in the SUprems  Court
which iz stated to be pending, iz allowsd anc  if

the same applies to the facts and circumstances of

this case.

(2) The applicant is at liberty to
bring the fact of the decision of the S sk
court to the notice of the respondents and in case
the relief is not given to the applicant according
to the said decision the applicant is at L ik
to revive this Qi b Filing a Miscsllaresows

% ot

Application for the pPUrpose.  Since it is/uncommon

—




e

that the applicant may  reot ke always  in  the
kiowledge of whehter the SLP filed in the SLgeresne
Court is disposed of in the connected mattera, but
the respondents  herein being common both in  tik
present case as well as the case pending in the
Suprems Court, should assume the responsikility of
informing the applicant as and when the sald cases
arg finalised and the liability would ke on T
competent authority and the disciplinary authority
to intimate the applicant in due course tthe  fact
of the decision whether it iz in his favour or

found that the decizion of b

o
v

not.  In case it
Supreme Court is in his favour and the appropriate
authority has not  intimated the applicant, tix
applicant: will pe entitled to the loss which

might have caused due to thie el ay .

With the above obssrvatiorns anc
directions, the 08 is disposed of. No order as to

costs .,

i

(K. ™ Ehukumar ) (Dr Jose P Veirghese )
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