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IN THE CENI'P.AL 1-U)f-:liNIS'l.'RATIVE TRI:aT..TN.\1., JAIPTJP.. I:EUCH, 
J A I P tJ R .. 

R .A .. 1-!o .41/95 • Date of order: 28.7 .1995 • 
(OA 217/93) 

UniCJn ·=•f India & others : Applicants 

vs. 
s.mt. Uma Sharma • Respondent • • 

Mr. u .D . .Shar rna • For the review pet it ioner • 
Mr. Sure:ndra Singh • For the C•rig·inal applicant • 

(non-petitioner). 

CORAM: 

Hon 'ble lll:". 0 .P .Sharma. l•l::mb=r (Adminis:trat ive ") 
·Hvn'ble Nr. Rattan Prakash, l~mter (Judicial) 

0 R D E R 

( PER HOH 'BlE l•ffi..-0 ,.p .-SH.;.:JUvTA, l1EHBER (AD1'1INI31'RAT I\E ) 

This ;s a revie,:1 applicat ic;n filed b~z tbe. official 

respondent.s .in respect .:,f the .9rder dated 11.2.1994 

pasS?ed by ·th~s bene}) of_ thi: Tribunal in OA 1-!•:>.217 /93 

snt.. uma Shankar. vs • Union . of India and oi:he rs. a::,~ the 

afc•resaid ,.::>rder t.he .Tribunal v1hil.: disp:.sino;r of the 

_original applic;;..t.h'm had held that the :~.n:.licant \'1ho 

was in receipt of f.~mily ~;ension and l:;.s.s :.lso employed 

as an me in th.:: office of oe~;,J.ty Director 

Gener3.1, Geologico.! Survey of India, \~est.ern P.~gion, 

Jaipur \'7as entitled to receive dearness relief on 

family pension. In the revie\"1 application filed on 

24.3 .1995, the official respondents stated that 

the Hon 'ble Supreme Cotirt had since delivered their 

judg1rent in the case of Union of India and. others 

vs. G .vasudevan Pillay and others on 8.12 .1994 
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to the effe-ct that dearness relief is not. admissible 

to persons in receipt of family pensic·n \'Jho are 

emplcyed with the Government. Since copy of the 

Judgment of Hun 'ble Suprerr~ coutt \<Yas received 

recently, the review application had been filed in 

March 1995. 

2. Durin9 the argur.ents the learned counsel for 

the official respond.ents stated that in the case 

of this very applicant, they had filed an SLP before 

the Hon 'ble Supreme court and n~' the judgment of 

Hon 'ble supreme court dated 23 .3 .1995 has become 

.available • The Hon 'ble Supre-me court have in their 

judgroont set-aside the order of the Tr:l.bunal. Therefc·re, 

in any case the order of the Tribunal stands set-aside. 

The rev1e\'::- application has therefore become infructuous. 

A copy of the order of the Hon 'ble Supre~.re court 

presented ~, the learned counsel for the official 

re sporrlent s has teen tal-:en on record. 

3. The review application stands disposed of 

accordingly. 

4. The N1" for stay of the operation of the order 

dated 11.2 .199.f. has als·.:> now beccHre infructuous in 

vie\'! of the position expl.~ined ab-.::>vE·. It therefore 

stands disposed of accordingly. g 
aety~- _,' 

(Rattan Prakash) · ( o .. J? .S ~ ) 
Member (J) Memter (A) 


