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" This Ciae and other cases in the batch involve. a émgm common
~gquestion of law for detérmination._ Hence submissions of the'learned
coungel rePresentlng respective arrllcants and the resrectlve
responcents in -the batch have been heard together. The fol;owiﬁg .

cQunsels argued on behalf of the appllCants:

. Messrs. K.S.R.Anjaneyulu, K.venkateswar Rao; _ _
T'.W.V.5,Murthy, F.B.Vijayakumar, Krishna Devan,
S.Ramakricshna kao, G, v, bea-Rao M P, Chancramoull,:
Krishna Mohan Rao, N.Raman, P. Jaya Rao,

V.kama kao and V-purga‘Rao.

On-behalf of the respondents.sri N.R. DevraJ, SI.CGSC. and
. Sri G.Parameswara Rao, &C for IA & AD addressed the arguments,

2, The list of cases in the batch is set out in the Schedule
gppenced to this judgment,




5. ant., b-Ankamma (nppllcant) is the vidow of late B,k

is clscrlmlnatroy and viol

] "‘2-.
3. .\The regpective arpllcantu are widows of Covt.employees
working under the re pective resmondents and whe died in hérness.
These widows are recéiving family pension. Most of  thep however
have been appointed i Govtlémrloyment in Varylno Posts on compa-—
ssionate grounds and hre working on regular pay Scales and some
were alreaoy in service. They are receiving cdearness relief on

their pay. Prior to their cangassionate appointment they were

. being paid dearness relief on the famlij Fension. On their

being arpointed to the Govt. S€rvice (on compassionate ground) the
responcents however st Pred Layment of cearness relief on the Family
pension applying Rule 55a(ii) of the CCS(Pensgion) kules treating
them as re;employed'penslonErs. This action is subject matter
of challenge in these EJchathDS

4, Individual fEcts in the‘instant O.4.(d.e, 306/94) :
may be illustratively-n ted in orcer to unﬂerstand .the precige nature

of the grievance, of the apvllcants.

anganna

" who was working as Telep one Operator and Jied in harness on

31—10-91 : Smt.m.‘nhamma drew family len51on at 1 w575/~ pam.
Wee,f. 1.11.91 ang woula have drawn the - uane @ m.375/~ fr om
1.11,98 vide the. .DE€Nsion |order dt.20.7. O2 énd‘aufhorisiation order

dt. August 1992 (annexures 2 and 3). She was being paid dearness
relief at the prescrlbed

ate on the ﬁension of;n.575/~ until
28.,11.92. she wasg appolnted to Group 'D' w.e.f. 28,4,92 on
compassionate: ground, Thtreupoa vide EPO No, TH&/KNL/23 issued
by the Brd respondent pavment of “dearness rellef on. the pensjion

Was stopped from 28.11 924  She' suamlttef a rcprﬂSentatlon on

942.94 but the same was reliected, Ihnce the 1ppllcant has flled

the 1nstant DA on 11. 3 94 She seeks a dlrectlon to the respondents

to restore the rearness reilef on the family p6n51on from -28,11.92

and pay the arraqrs.. The rincipal contentlon is that Rule 55a4(ii)
ﬂtlve of ‘Article 14 of " the Constitution

of India.

6. The respondents héve not flled counter. Hence the
facts may be taken as undlsgute

7. . Pacts in ohter Cas Jre similar,
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8 | The guestion that arises for consideration is as followsz~
Whether az widow of a Govt.employee who Gied in harness
is en itled to continue t get cdearness-icliz £ on the
amount of family pension after her compassionate appoint-

-

ment in Govt, Service 7

9. The agplicant draws SprOIt tC her contention that she is
entitled to get the dearness reliecf op the family pension notwithe
stanc;no her compassionate apoointment frOm'the decision of the
Ernskulam Bench of Zentral cministrative Tribunal in Smt.E Lanlckam
Vs.lrne Uogtmpstcr Tirur & Ors. reyorted in 1992(1} SLJ (car ss9
(Anﬁcxure 5) and followed by Hyde rabacd Bench in O.“.No. 1116/93

decicded on 13.9, 93( Smt.Neena Asthana) (unjeXUIL 6).

10, Thu legrned standing counsecls for the - rrshoncents however
submitted thﬂt the law laid down by the urnaku¢am sénch in Smt,
BE.Manicham is no longer gocd law in view of the d60151on of the
Hon'ble Su«reme Court in Union of Lngla & Qrs, Vs.G Vasugevan Pillai
and ors. 19$§ soc (Lus) P.396, which according to them Hrov1des
anewer to the guestion under COn31ooratlon ané consequentiy the d.A;
is llable to be dismissec, |

11. Before turning to the above submission I would. indicate
my owh view o, the point. In myx opinion the answer to the guestion

involveg woul ¢ rEquire the following aspects to bhe €Xamined, namely.

i) Whether family pension paid to the widow on the death
of her husband forwms art of the pension of the dccased
or whether it is recexved by way of an 1ndependent

right conferred uncer the Rules and has to be S0 treated,

ii} whether dearness IClle on family pension is 1ntegral

part of the family ~ension or is olrferent

1id) whether compassicnate appoint of the widow itas to be

~correlated to the serV1ce of the. @eceased Govt.Servgnt, and

iv) whether the expression reuemrloyed pensioner can apply
to a person in receipt of family rension so as to
attract clause (ii) of Rule 554 of the cCs. (penslon)
Rules, 1972 (as anendec)?
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2. The pIOVi%iOns un<er the rules material for L resent
LuUrsose may now belnoted, Pension is a retireme -t benefit. Rule 5
of the CCS(Pension) kules (Hersinaiter referred as Ruleg) provides
that a claim to pension or family.vénsion thall be regulated
by the provisions df the zaid rules where a Sovt.scervant retires(etc.)
or dies~from the daEe of currence of the event, Fulé'B(l) (o)
as amended. on D.2.9 h frovices that pension includes gratulty but does
not include dearnc:s L relief. Iearness relief ic defined in
Rule 3(1) (cc) to m%an relief as deifined in [ule 55A. The said Rule
55A was inseited onl9u2e9l anc defines dearuess relief as relief

against price rise as may be granted to the re€nsioners and family

pensionirs in the form of dearness relief at the rates and subject

to conditions ag a$ be specified by the Central Govelnmmnt
from time to tige. |

13, "Family pqnsion‘ is defined in Rule 3{(1)(f) to mean
Family Pension, 1964 adnissible under Rule 54 but does not inelude

dearness relief, que 54 provides for Family Peqsion, 1964.
nub kule 2 rnrovi ﬁes\Lor HJY“CDL of family pension o tht famlly
of the

.s€ rvant at the rrescribed rates. Under Rule

54(14) wife in the cbse of a malc Govt.servant is treated as 'family'.

lda. - T - O.MENEq14014/6186-ﬂstt(D) dated 2u.6.1987 (Appendix 2
to CCS(Fension) Rules) issued by the Govt.of India, Dept.of
Personnel and Training shows that compassicnate appointment may be
mace of a son or dau‘htEr or near relatise of a Govt. servant who
dies in harness lEGV}nj his-~family in immediate need of assistance,

when there is no otkﬁ earning nﬁmoer in the familyl

15. The above noted provisions under the rules show that the
benefits of family pqnsion pay;ble'and the compassionate appointment
.given to a widow of 3 Govt. serxrvant flow from the service of the
deceascd Govt, servant and its benefit is innhcred by his widow or

other dependent familly members. During the 1ife time of the Govt.

servant the¢re could any fight to the same in favour of his

family members. These are not ecarned by virtus of any incependent

right créated by law.l Thesme therefore have to be correlated with
the 'Pension' to which the Govt.servant becare entitled. These
cannot be availed ‘“mhcrs the pension. The coject behind providing
for family pension an& compassionate appeintment is the same namely,

.

to rclisve the famllylor a dcceased Govt.servant from the great
distress suffered by it as the solt bread earner has died angd there
s no so urc of inco$e tor live Lhood immediate iy available.

Thest sre welfare mea%urés introduced Dy the state.
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In the instant case(and wn similar situations) the applicant
lwidow has hee paié family pensi? as also she h 3 been given an
employment on compassionate grounc., Obviously that was to grovide
her imme diatc means for livelihood. To that =xlent even the‘
resnoncdents have not deprived heir of the famiij'pension after compa—-
ssicnate employmEnt was given., ‘

16. - The bosition es regaxzds Jdearncss relicf has to be und:rstood
in the céntéxt of the =zbove considerations. The entitlement to |
recéive. cearness relief is not ho be Eqﬁated with the right te
r@c@ivé £he pension family pension. The definitign bf_famiby
‘pension under rule 3 (1) (£) therefore cdoes not include dearness
reiief as part of family pension. It was on the recommendation

of the IVth Central Pay Commission that by 0.M ct.6.4.1974

the relief had been made available to ClassII, IIT & IV employees.
The rccommendation was aimed at protecting the pension from crosion
on account of g OSSlbl& increases in the cost of llVlng in futurc.

- For that purpose &A1l India working Class Consumer Price Incex is
followeH. - That is also reflected from Rule 553 which refers to it

as relief ageinst price rise.

17, When with the self same object of removing immediate
distress of tie family, compassiowstc aprointment Ls given to the
widow the clenLnt of corrosion in the value of thg rupee an ' the
price rlse are La}un care  of by rayment -of dearness rellef pald
on the pay. That is further supplemented by the amount of famlly
pension which the widow continues to receive. The two benefits
are not to be taken as additiocnal sources of income by way of
bounties conferred unfelatei to the cbject for which these are given,
'With the appointment in sorv1ce the element of cistress stunds‘
e¢moved and with the payment of dearness relief on pay the corrosion
in value of meoney and irice rise are taken care of., Thé'cléim of
the widows‘like applicant as sought woulc 1mply that her pay on her
;app01ntmeqt on a reégular pay scale shoula be read as basnc pay
p]us amount of famlly pension and on this total amount dearness
rélief should be given, That clearly would not be aupportable if
on¢ has regard to the basic object fcr'which these welfare measuyres
have been introduced. The appointment on compassionate ground
Itself is by way of a concession as it is macde availasble but of
turn under special %ules and not under the regular recruitment rules
anc in given cases after giving relaxation to wicows in cducational

qualification (Sec para 4(cd) of G, -, dated 30.6.8"),
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i8. Rule 5 of Pension Rules regulates ciaims £0 réngion and
family rension in
Rule 7(2)} la,s docw

|
¥
3
Supe rannuation or %

coordance with provisions of the said rule s,
that a Covt.servaut who having retire@ on
=tiring pension shall net be entitled to a

Séparat: pension o gratuityv for the‘geriod of his re-=ciployment,

materisl is in following torms:

"(ii) -If alpensioner 15 re-employe @ uncder +he Central
~ Govtihe shall not e €ligible to draw dearncss
reiicf on pension/family pension during the

perigd of such employment,® .

This Lrovision was ihserted on 9.2.91 was already noted and itnis
pertinent to note that simultancously Rule 3(£) was substituted
to txclude dearncss relief from definition of family pension.

When it is realised that dearncss rolicf was provide d with a viey

to off set price rise Consistently with the cbicct of providing
family pension to = whdow (family) in distress ang that is otherwise
taken care of by providing her a wgular source bf livelihood by
giving her employment |together with dearness. relicf on pay the
limjitation plaocee by Qule 55a(3%3) aprcars logical and'reasonabl&.

- The challenge to its Vialidity thercfore cannot succeed. It is not
possibie_to s.c how 5iScrimihatori treatomont con arise or violation
of article 14 can be spelt out, A re-employed Govt.servant would
stand on rar with‘bthu% Govt.servants and no question of differential
treatment  can arise. Similarly, 4 pPErson appointed in service
would no longer be simillar to an unre-employed pensioner. It is
arguecd on behalf of the| applicants by the learnecd counsels that
family pension is not gLantad S the family of +he Ceceased Govt,
se¢rvant solely as a welfare measure byt a;so in consideration of

service réndered by the Govt.servant during the peirod which he was

in service and relief on pension being an adjunct of pension,
rule 554(i1) ought to be| construcd as unrcasonsble ang violative of

article 14, .Thig argument ignores difference between un-reasonable-~

»”

ness of a provision and where a provision results in Giscrimination.

‘Both these grounds howevgr <0 not arisec as discussed above.

19, What however i3 arqued by the learnce counsels and
which has great substancel is that Lule 55. (i1) speaks only of a
pensione r who himself is‘re~enploycd anc & widow not being the

Same pirson who is re—emplloyed the provision dees not apply
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21, In Meena ﬁbraménian (Mrs.) & Ors. Vs.Union of Inaig
and ors. of th: MNadras Bench of C&T.(1992) 20 ;7c 584, sitdlar
view as taken by the winakulan Btuéh'has ofen taken, It is helq
that dearncss reljor cannot he tréatcd as-ﬁifferen+ from rénsion,
It has also been hels
(1) and (11) of fule-

that ch@fa is 1ncon<15tcpcy between glauses
S4 ond in view of the v uriose of the Yelief
i.e. of of f-setting +he e:Orlng vaiue of ruree pa vreventing fall

‘in real value of Sensicn ond-to restore rension to itg orlglnal

valuse clause(ii) of kule 555 introduces uncee. t:tuulonnl

discrimination and threfore is ¥nvalid, To ma >y ming the pOSlthD

of an em-loyed widow: And a widow who is not i loyed makes all the

difference anpd whereag in the latter instance deprival of dearness

cl unconstltutlonal but in the forw&r instana> -

r___,‘)___a_4

@___f

relief wouldrbeﬂbad Ba

it may nOt'DECESSaril be so, ThL.QEClSlOD Furthe r Says thuss

If the Governement does not. want to extend two bencfitg

to widows o Govt.servant, it is Cpento them either not

__—bh—

to givécomijblonate smployment to the spouses getting

a.family pension or to provide that family. pensioen
will be Susprended durlnﬁ the pericd of compassionate

,jemployment. Ut once pension is allowed to be arawn,
—Qearness relief shoulcd be raid alongwith i, otherwise

~thire will be only =~ part‘payntnt of pension in real terms

225 With regpect, "amily‘pehéion anc dearness relicf belng

two separate Se€gments - bne being prowerﬁy available as a5 right

and the other being a beEflt oonferrco 10 adiition to that right
and when that benefis is tr“nsformoa in the relief granted on _

. the ray received on empl vrent there-is room %o “take the view that.
dearncss relief‘may e validly suspended. (nce again the pOSitiOn;h
would differ where the wicow is employed and where she is not :_A
'Thc first: cnthory may be) possible to be trcated differently, K
Norbover when the observa lons 1ley that 1t is open to the
Govtecither to ﬂcny can{%T51onate gppOlntﬁknt Or to suspend the

family pension itself Adur ng the IErIOQ of emkloywnnt it is not

easy to uncerstand as to hy the Covernment ‘could not ‘suspend

only the dearness relicf eaving in tact the family. ‘pénsioneven

after providing employment] And dcﬁrncss relicf on the Fave’

It would not therefore appear that Rule 554(11) is unreasonable for

-~

anconstitutional,

.
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" to the widow and thercfore there 15 no bar arlslng unde r chg .Rules

against payment of dearnecss rellef on Fandily pcnsion which she ds
otherwise entitled to receive uncer the rlovant provisions

in the rules and thtI@fOI@ﬁth@ rogironde nts are not right in =zpplying
the s=2id rule to the applicant widows. At the first blush the
argument appears attractive but it cannot be sustained on

deeper scrutiny.

It is true that the ?ensiOn Iules Jo not definc fPension‘
as inclusive of 'family pension'. Likewise Fule 55.(ii) speaks
only of a & 'pensioner' who is reéemuloyed-and docs not contain

the words 'a pensioner' or 'a family pensioncr! so as to include
family‘pen31oner under the iimitation contained therein, That is
why thc concepts of family pension anc compassionate aﬁr01ntment
have to be understood in the contéxt of the ObJ ct in providing
them anc upon ananalysis of the samc¢ it must follow that in as much
as thgse benefits/concessions arc integral rart of service rend ered
by the pensioner namely the deccasec 1 Govt.servant and would not
arisz incependently the re of the ex;r&ssion 'Pensioncr! occuring

in the rule must be giveén an exypanded meaning s© as to include
within its ambit a. 'family pcnsioncr'. With this position the
limitation contained in Rule 55a4(ii) woulcd be at{racteé'énd'the
conclusion ig inevitablce that the Applicant/s has/have nce iight

to claim dearness rclief on family pension furing the period of

her/their re —ferﬁg.loyme nt,

20. In the decision-in Smt.E:sManickam (supra) of the Ernakulam
Bench of CaT. It has been hel? that family pension cannot be
consicered as an ex=gratia payment or 2 bounty aha it is a property
earned by the receipient and its CLperal either in part or in
whole without oberv1ng the Cue [rocess 1f law has to be struck
down as unre zsonable and unJest. This vicw imrlies that dearness
relief on pension has to be treated as rart of family pension which
in turn is property and therefore Rule 55A(ii) is unreasonable

anc unentorceable, I have indicated my own view upron the scheme
envisaged by the rules which is not in confbrmity with this view
nor I can ignore the difference-between ceprivation of a right and
mere SUSanSiOU of the right (assumlng it is a right) on reasonable
grounds for a certain duration namely MRl Oy nc (which in the .

context amounts to rc —emzloynment of the pensioncr).



e

< - | . B

28, . - Similar vicw a3 taken in the above dccisions has been
'taken in Mrs."'sha Sharma.vs.Union of India by th¢ Jripur Beneh of
CAhT. 1294(2) CAT.P.101. It has been held that there is no rrovision

for withdrawing the relicf which hes alren”y been grinted under the

rules and it will be = casc not of Ccarness rclief but of withdrawal

of 2 relicf already grented fram the future “ate i.c., from the’
date of ole0ynLn of the wifc =and that is not . ermissible under

the rulcs.

Following the dicisions of Macras 3nd_Ernokulam'BencBes, &R
this Bench Iﬂygerab:ﬂ Zench) have earlier'alloweé some Gas including
Q.A.No.-1116/93'(Smt°,Neén3 Zsthana) which was decided on
13.9.92 (supra). * K

24. ":- The learned counscls for tht 3 ilicants heavily rely

'

on the above notce cecisions. ill these decisions. are rendered

by larger @QnCnES (Givision benches). and have tzken a consistent
view, tence juﬁicin prdpriety demands that I should - follow them
particularly the Lrev1ous d901slons of this Bénch whlch wlth resPect
are blno¢ng unon me .  However, cven so I am ynable to grant relief
to. the drrllcants in these O.As having regard to the Fécision of

the Hon'ble Suprems Court in G.Vasudevan Pillai's case {supra)

as that is blng+ng Upsnonn notiitliocandiag the szarlier deeisions -
of the Tribunal. '

25. ' The‘learﬁad Sggnﬁing Counsels drew mv attention to
the ctcision of the sombay Funch of the fribunal -in Smt.Sunnabi
Vs. Union of Indis & /nr.1995(30 Gif.p.519 whirein nficr noticing
the cases rendered by different benchis of the Yribuncl including
those reftrreé To h€rein WOCVL it was held that the 0.4 was liable
to be dismissed following the cac151on of the uubrcnm Court in

G. Vasuceven Pillai's case. It has also been note ¢ that alghoogh
the Suireme Court has not in terms overruied the drcision in
Mecnaz Sub:amanian'sfcase it dmpliecdly stands overruled. I am
inclinc@ to adopt .the same courss in the instant applicétions_
26, - In G.Vasudevan Pillai's case (1995 scc (L&S) 396)

the Hon'ble™ 3 Supremc Court was Gealing with the guestion:

whether denial of Cearness Rellef'on family ension
on employment of derendants like widows of the
e€xX-serviceman is justffjed or not?
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alongwith the questigns

Whether the decision of the Union of 1n'ia not to
allow DEardess Relief (DR) on iension to the ox-
servicemen [on their re-employment in a civil post

is in zccondnnce with the law or not?
|

Their Lordships have held that the «wnial of IR on pension/family
pension in cases of those ex-scrvicemen who got re-employmcnt or

whosc Jependants got tmployment is legal and just. The learned

counsels for the prlicants submitted ‘that the cdecision having
been rendered in respfct of ex-serviccmen it may not be applied

to civilians as are.cpnoerned in the prresent cases.

27 . It is not ﬁOLSiblG tC agrec. Biscussion in paras 2, 3
and 4 cf the Juﬂqmant|ls of guneral application and takes in its
SWC@F civilians and inceed the position of :x-servicemen is
discussed in subsequeht raras de-hors cleuse (ii) of kule 555,
However no opinion has been ekpiesseﬁ on the roint whether DR is;
is not = rart of yension and whether pension being a2 right available
to a retired emplOy@eland DR being a y2rt of pension, right to
réce ive the same could not have been infringed merely bscause the
incumbecnt sought,remegmloymeht to taks care of the hardship which
he might have otherwise faced after retirement. Bven so-

it has becen observed ds follows;

‘”'“éwen if Dearness’ [elief e an integral part of nension,,
we o not finle “ny lggal 1nhloltlon in c;sallong the
siae in;éases of those kcnglunura whno ct themselVes
reLemyloyéd After retirement. In our view this catogory
of rensioners| can rightfully be tre ated Jlﬂfcrently from
these whoe do pot gut ru—emtloyec and in the case of

the re-emploved | .cnsioners it would be rermissible in

law to deny HR on w&nsion in as mﬁch'as the salary-td
be paid to them on ru~tm-ldyemcnt'tak&s carc of crosion
in the value Lf the money because of rise in prices,
which lay at the back of frant of DR, - as they get

IXar ne'ss Kllo&ancb on their pay which allowancc is -

not uvﬂllﬁble|t0 thOSL whe do not got ro-employed,”

(za J:;.B) . - ' '
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Para 10 of the judement deals with c€nial of Dearncss Lelief
on family pension on employment i deyendants like widows

of the ex-servicemen. In thzt conncction it is held as followss:

-~ “This d¢cision has to be sustainéd'in vizsw of what
has xen stated above regarding cdeniesl of DLik on pension
on re-employment in zs much as the official documents
referred on that roint also mention apout cenial of ER
‘on fqmily-gcnsion on employment. The rat;onale of this
deéisionis getting of Le arness Lliowance by the éﬁpgndants
‘on their gay;_which is dr=wn following employment,
becauge of which C<arness Relief on ‘family pension can

justly'be'éenieﬁ,‘as has been done."

28. It is pertinent to note that in the context of DR on

family pension their Lordships have used the expression 'employment’
and not 're-epploymnt'. There is therefore no room left to take
the view that since. compassionate consicderations merely preceée

~the employment.of a dependant but once apﬁointmént is made it -
stands on same ¥kk footing as of regular aépointmsnt:ané'may not

e co;rﬁlated Wiﬁh the pehsion of thexﬂcceased in the hands of

the widow in the shape of family pégéion or that in'tbat‘sense shw
is not 're-empleyed' pensioner and thorefore LR on. family pension
cannot be suSpénded on employrent being given to the Ge;endént or
during its currency. S '
29. The learned counsel§ for the apilicants submitted that
'still discriminction arises by srplication of clause {(4ii) éf kule
55, Thby argus that where a2 ﬁependant.oth&r than wicow such as’
son/caughter of the deccased Govt.servant is appointed on compa-
ssionate ground vhile hé‘gets‘Ibnpncss allowance on hié ray vet
'thé wicdow éoatinues to get Dearncss I&licf on famiif pension and
thus 2 widow who is employed on compassionate ground isrtreated ’
unreaéonébly,when the Ikarness relief is sus ended during her
employmant and that amountg to discrimination and therefore

clzuse (ii) of kule 554 cannot be applied to such widows violating
zrticle 14 of the Constitution. The re appears gréat force in

this argument. The anomaly would arpear to result in discrimiQ
naticn. However, with resrect, it is not open to me to act on
this prémise having regarc to whal has been held by the Supreme

Court (in G.Vasudevan Pill=zi's casc).
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30. The lesrncd %oungcls next submi ter that the vires of the
provisions contained fn hule 55i(ii) were not sub-‘cct matter of
decision in G.Vasudeven Pillai's case -nd as in the instant applica-
tion (0...N0.306/94) thesc azre challenged it is open to the Tribunal
to strike down the 53#6 L rovisicns as keing <iscriminatory,
unreasonable and violttive of artiecle 14 of the Constitution. T do
nct ~gree, The cbra%w iong in the judgment {of the Supreme Court)
as alrcady notel sue ¢£t_th. validity of the provisions -nd therefore

it is noct oren to takel & Jifferent view.

31. Thus as the %ﬂttgrs stand ot thls stegd I hold that having
regard to the fecision of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in G;Vasudevan
Pillai's case the Q.Aslare l}?ble to be dismissed. That is more
s0 because tht decisiohs of this Bench in 0...N0o.1116/93
" Annexure 6) (referred %arlier alse) and Oui.. 1117793 have been stayed
by the fon'ble Supreme| Court in S.L.P.{(Civil) Nos. 8455-56 of 1994
by ordexr dated 11.7:19 4;. Similarly Supreme Court has been pleased
to grant stay in 3LP (tiVil) No.10927/94 preferred agairnst the
decision of this Bcnchkdt.21,2.l994 in OL Ho.177/24 and to issue

notice by‘orﬁer‘dt.l§-4~96 in followling termss

|
Issus notice éor final cisposal on the SLP requiring
the ro 5lonkun% TO show cuuse vy the matter be not
deeided in ~eqordance with the decision of this-
court in Unicd of Tndisn Vs.ZVisudevan Pillai”

1

ng spainst sore more Jzeisions of this Bench

=5

SLPs arc nlso reng

L
as well =s othcr Bonchils. That shows that thc question is treated

as concluded by the “ccision in Union of * neit Vs.G.Vasucevan Pillai.

[

i

32. While Jism ssi%
|

]

that some points a

0

p the ~upliczticong it may not be overlooked

]

i
gqueal by the learnid counsel for the respective
C

r C
applicants may be open be canvasscd in the pending Special Leave
pPetitions 1n tho Su;remﬁ Court. Hence in the event of the Hon'ble .
Supreme Court eing ;leased to také a view which may lcave it .open
to grantrrelief as rﬂng by the applicants and the applicants may
not be put to leaGVant?ge by dismissal of the O.s, I proposc to
give them liberty to seék review of this order. No useful urp ose

howcver will be served By merely keejing these Chs pending,

33. Fence following~orier is passeds

1



