IN THE GENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD

* * R ®

Allahaoaa : Latea this 93 day of July, 1997
Review Petition No, 50 of 1997
In
Uriginal Application No, 287 ot 1995

CORAM: =
Hon'ble Mr, S. las Qupta, A M,

1 Union of Inaia through the General Manager,
Northern Raiiway, Hegdquarters Oftice, New Lelhi,

2, The pivisional Manager, The pivisional Cttice,
Northern Railway, Lucknow,

(by Shri AK Gaur, Aavogate),
® o ® o o o+ o cApplicantS
Versus
Abdul Sayeed son of Late Hazi Abdul Majeea
Ex, Quara Graue 'A' Heaaquarters Pratapgarh,
N,R, R/o 142, Sewain Manali, Kotwall Sadar,
vistrict Allahaoaa,

e » o o o o oosBESpONIENTs

OR DER
By Hon'ple Mr, S, las Qéntﬂ. Al M,

Through this application, the respondents in
UA No, 287 or 1995 seek review of the juagement ana
oraer aated )3-2-1997 passed by the Single Memwer Bench
of this Tripunal aisposing of the application with

certain airections to the responaents; -

25 By the atoresaia order datea 13-2-1997 a

punch of applicgtions including OA No,287 ot 1995

were aisposed of, In all these applications, the
grievance of the applicants was that tor the purposes

of their pension ana other retiral penerits, only 55% ot
the running allowance was peing taken into reckﬁing
insteaa of 75% of such aliowgnce as was aamissiple to
them in terms of Rule 2544 ot Indign Raiiway Estaplishment

Coue (Voiume-Il), A pench ot the Tripunal relying upon
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the aecision ot the Full Bench in C,R, Rangauhamaiah's

case, uisposea of the applications with the directions

to the respondents to make payment of pension ana other
retiral pvenetits in accoraance with the airections contained
in C,R, Rangauhamaiah's case suwject to the same peing
regulated/aajusted in accoraance with the directions as may
pe given wy the Hon'pie Supreme Court in SLP No, 10373 ot
1990 against the aecision of Ernakulam Bench ot the Tripunal,
3. The responaents in the atoresaid punch of

app4ications prought out that in supsequent Speciali

Leave Petition rilea against the uecision in the czse of
Bismillah & Others Vs, UOL & Ors, the Hon'pble Supreme

Court had on 25-11-1994 stayea the operagtion of the

decision ot the Allahipau Bench ot the Tripunal ?
renaered on 28-1-1994 in OA No, 623 of 1990, Since, !
however, there was no submission that the decision of
the Full Bench in C,R, Rangadhamaih's case had also peen
stayed by the Honlb;e Supreme Court, the aforesaid

order disposing of the bunch of applications was

passed,

—

4; The responaents have now brought.out in their

review application that even before the aforesaid

judgement and order was passed, a SLP had been filed
against the judgement delivered by the Full Bench in
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C,d, Rangadhamaih's case and the said SLP was connected
with SLP NO, 10373 of 1990 preferred against the
judgement of the Erngkulz Bench of the Tribunal,
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It has also been brought out that the Hon'pble Stupreme
Court by an order dated 22-4-1994 had passed an interim
order staying the decision in C,R, Rangadhamaih's case,
The respondents have also annexed a copy of the

relevant orders of the Hon'ble Supreme Court,




‘the order which was passed on the basis of G,R,
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5, ° The Tribunal while disposing of the bunch of

-

: .3
applications including Oa No, qs?}of 1995 had assumed
that there is no stay order by the Hon'ble Supreme

Court against the Full Bench decision in R,C, Rangadhzmaih!/{
cag8e, as No such order was brought out to its notice,

Now that the matter has been brought to the notice,

Rangadhamaih's decision cannot be given effect to
until the SLP is decided, The order cannot be
reviewed at this stage since the Hon'ble Supreme

Court had not set gside the decision of the Full Bench
in C,R, Rangadhamaih's case, If that is eventually
done, the order dated 13-2-1997 will have to be recalled,
At this stage the review application is being disposed
of with 3 direction that the Tribunzl's order dated
13-2-1997 shall remgin stayed ufgtil further orders,
Either of the parties, on a final decision being

given by the Hon'pble Supreme Court in the SLP may

move an approprigte application either for recall

of the order dgted 13-2-1997 or to recall the order

of stay depending on the decision in the SLP,
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