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IN IHE CB'!fRAL AJl\UNisTRATivE TRI~AL •. ALLAHABAD 

.. * * * 
Allahao~a : Uatea this 2.3 aay of July, 1997 

Review Petition No. 50 of 1997 

In 

Original Application No.287 ot 1995 

CQMM;-

Hoo•ble Mr· s. uas qapta, A.M. 

l. 

2. 

Union of lnaia through the General Manager, 
Northern Railway, HeEIClquarters Oftice, New J..8lhi. 

The Divisional Manager, The Divisionai Ottice, 
Northem Railway, Lucknow. 

( ~ Shri AK Gaur, />ll vooa te) • ' 

• • • • • • • • Applicants 

versus 

Abdul Sayeea sal of Lat e Hazi Abdul Majeea 
Ex. G.iara Graue •A' Heaaquarters Pratapgarh, 
N. tl. R/ o 142, sewain Manai, Kotwali SaOar, 
uistrict Allahaoaa. 

• • • • • •••• Responaents 

O R U ER 

w Hon• p.1.e Mr, s. !Jas (}ipta, A. M, 

- Through this application, the responaents in 

DA t~ o. 2i31 or 1995 seek review of the juagement ana 

oraer aatea 13-2-1997 passea t1f the sing.Le Memver Bench 

of this Tricunal aisposing of the application with 

certain airections to the responaents. 

2. Bf the atoresaia oraer aatea 13-2-1997 a 

ounch of applications incluaing DA No.201 ot 1995 

were aisposea of. In all these applicatiOCls, the 

grievance ot the applicants was that tor the purposes 

of their pensiOCl ana other retiral uenetits, only 55% ot 

the running allowance was ceing taken into recJcDning 

insteaa of 75% of such a.LJ.OWance as was aamissible to 

them in terms of Rule 2544 ot Inaian Railway EstacJ.ishment 

CQ.le ( V0.1Um'9-ll). A cench ot the Tricuna.L reJ.y ing upon 
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the aecision ot the Fu!! Hench in ~.a. Rangacihamaiah•s 
. 

case, uisposea of the applications with the directions 

to the responaents to make payment of pension ana other 

retiraJ. uenetits in accoraance with the airections conta'ined 

inc.a. Rangauhamaiah•s case suuject to the same oeing 

regu!atea/aajustea in accoraance with the airections as may 

oe given J.J/ the Hon• c.1.e sup re me C curt in 51.P N 0.103 73 or 

19<;0 against the aecision Of Ernaku.1.am Bench ot the Triounal. 

3, The responaents in the at ore said bUnch of 

app•ications urought out that in sucsequent Specia.1. 

Leave Petitial ti.1.ea against the uecision in the case of 

Bismiliah . & Others Vs. UOI & Drs, the Hon•o!e Supreme 

Court had on 25-11-1994 stayea the op~ration of the 

decision ot the AJ.J.ahaoau ~nch ot the TrioonaJ. 

renaereu on 28-1-1994 in OA No. 623 of 19~. since, 

however, there was no submission that the decision of 

the Full Bench in C.R. Rangadhamaih•s case had also oeen 

stayed by the Hon• b~e supreme Court, the aforesaid 

order disposing of the bunch of applicatials was 

passed. 

4; The respalOents have now brought . out in their 

review applicatial that even before the aforesaid 

judgement and order was passed, a SLP had been filed 

against the judgement delivered by the Full Bench in 

c.n. Rangadhamaih•s case and the said SLP was connected 

with SLP N0, 10373 of 1900 pref erred against the 

judgement of the Ernakula aench of the Tribunal. 

It has also been brought out that the Hon•ble supreme 

Court bf an order dated 22-4-1994 had passed an interim 

order staying the decisial in C.R. Rangadhamaih•s case. 

Ihe respondents have also annexed a copy of the 

relevant oraers of the Hon•ble suprease Court • 
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5. ~ • The Tribunal while disposing Of the b.lnch Of 
' 9L 

applicatiats including~ No.•t1•0f 1995 had assumed 

that there is no stay order t7f the Hon• ble supreme 

Court against the Full sench decisiat in R.c. Rangadhamaih• 

caae, as no such oraer was brought out to its notice. 

Now that the matter has been brought to the notice, 

·the order which was passed on the basis Of e.R. 
Rangadhamaih•s decisiat 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 aside 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 a directial that the Trib.lnal•s order dated 

13-2-1997 shall remain stayed uotil further orders. 

Either of the parties, on a final decision being 

given by the Hon• ble supreme Court in the SLP may 

move an appropriate applicaticn either for recall 

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

of stay depending on the decision in the SLP. 

le · 
Member (A) 

' r&tbe/ 
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