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IN THE CENTRZL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIZUNAL, JuIFUE £EMNCH,
JAIPUR.,

R.A .HO.41/95 : : Date of orders 28.7.1995
(oA 217/93)

Union of India & Cthers Applicants

Vs .
Smt . Uma Sharma s Respondent .

For the review pet itioner

For the criginal applicant
(non-petitioner),

Mr.U.D.Sharma
Mr. Surendra singh

[ ]

CCRAM:

Hon'ble Mr. O,P.Sharma, Merber (administrative)
‘Hon'ble Mr. Rattan Prakash, lerker (Judicial)

Q R D E R

( PER HCIH'BIE MFR.O.,P .SH;&MA, MEMPER (Ammqlsfpm & )
This is & review aﬁplicatiéh filed“bf the.cfficial
resp.onde.m:s in respect of the order dated 11.2.1994
passed by this bench of the 'I;ribunal in OA MD.217 /93
snt . Uma Shankar Vs. Union of ind;ia and ¢thers. By the
aforesaid order the Tribunal whﬂe dizporsing Of the
coriginal application had he ld_;r:hat the =.n,1:r1:yvlica‘nt who
was in receipt of family ,;;ensic;n and s.fias 1leso employed
as an LDC in the ¢ffice of Deputy Director
Generz=l, Geological Survey of Inidia, Western PR=gion,
Jaipur was entitled to irece ive dearness relief on
family pension. In the review application filed on
24 .3 4199, the official respondents stated that
the Hon'ble Supreme Cobrt had since delivered their
judgment in the case of Union of India and others

Vs. G.Vasudevan Pillay and others on 8.12.199%4
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to the effect that dearness relief is not admissible
to persons in receipt of family pensicn who are
employed with the Government . Since copy of the
Jjudgmrent of Hon'ble Supreme Court was received
recéntly, the review application had been filed in
March 1995. |

2. During thes arguments the learned counssl for
the official respondents stated that in the case
of this very applicant, they had filed an SLP before

the Hon'ble 3upreme Court and now the judgment of

" Hon'ble Supreme Court dated 23.3.1995 has become

available. The Hon'ble Supreme Court have in their
juidgment set~-aside the order of the Tribunal. Therefcre,
in any case the order of the Tribunal stands set-aside.
The reviéw application has therefore become infructuocus.
A copy of the ordei: of the Hon'ble Supreme Court
presented by the learned counsel for the official

respondents has been taken on record.

3. The review application stands disposed of

accordingly.

4. T'he r& for stay of the operation of the order
dated 11.2.1994 has als> now become infructuous in
view of the position explained above. Tt therefore
stands disposed of accordingly.
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