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Ral Mulkiind Gupta
12/5. Railway Colonv

Dava Basti. Delhi--35 .. Apnlicant
{By Dr. K. E. Moses. Advocate)

Union of India, through

1. General Manager
Horthern Railway. Barodszs House
Mew Delhi '

N

Divigiona!l Raitlway Manager
Northern Railway
Cheleford Koad

Mew Delhi o Res

iR Shry R.L. Dhawan,

Advocate)d
ORDER
Hon "ble Shri S P, Biswas

The appnlicant is before us .in a fourth round of
litigation séeking similar reliefs claimed by him

orlier

Annlicant ., who retired from service on 31.12.93

’

as Shunting Master, earlier had filed an QA
Mo  405/95  seel ing regularisation of the aquarter
No. 1875 Railway Colony. Davabasti in the name of
hiz sen on latter’'s compassicnate appointment
That ©0& was dismissed by an order dated 1.12 @5

similar relief. which was disposed of on 2.11.Q8
with a direction to the respondents to examine
applicant = case i the tight of rules and

instructions on the  subiect. He " preferred CF
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Mo B0/99 which was dismissed by an order dated
nting !iﬁerty to him to file fresh OA |f

He is. thus, bhefore wus with the

assailing Annexure A-8 order dated

1371
3 Respon
reply etat

which he has been asked to vacate the
within 15 davs from the date of

of that order issued under PPE Act

ing that the applicant was allowed 1o

vacate That a notice was issued to the
on  15.11.94. Through - an inspection
office bearers of Railway Unions. the

found the applicant was in unauthorised

in that quarter in the manner thzat hie

san  was running a shop and =also had allegedly
construted three jhuggies ocutside {he guarter which
were sub-let to outsiders for monetary benefits

Evictioﬁ orocesdings égainst the applicant were
started bhefore the Estates Officer/DRM Office.
Morthern Ratlway The case of the applicant was
congidered by the cdompetent authority and applicant
wasl informed accordingl!y on 8.12.98 rejecting his
reqﬁest for regularlsét!on of the quarter in the

name of his
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4, We find that the applicant has reiterated —all

the aforesaid averments made by him in his earlier

[¢)]

OAs/CP  which were considered by this Tribunal

bhefore giving ite orders as stated above. The plea
of the learned counse! for the applicant that a
favourable order was passed by the respondents in

of  Chandigarh Admn. & Anr. V. Jagjit Singh &

Anyr . etc. JT 1995 (1) 445 decided by the apex

court. wherein it was held as under-

“The mere fact that th
authority has passed a par
in  the case of another per
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5. In view of the detail
we  find the present 0A is devoid of meritse. We

accordingly dismise the same. There shal!i he no

order to coste.
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(R &—HTawas ) (T .. Bhat)
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