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IN THE CENTRAL ADHINISTR ATIU E TRI BUN AL
principal bench

new DELHI

0« A. No, 1433/97

Neu Delhi this ths 13th day of August. 1997.
Hon'bls Sn.t.Lakshmi Suaisinathan. Wsmbet (3)
Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahooja, Mamber (A)

Shri Reoti Raman Sharma
s/o Shri Chhuttan Pal R^iiyov|ra?fbir^ath\^rr"a/pS?(iUanfr Div^si
fssmnS1uh1h??^=L3'"u RusiEagi.
0/133,Near Dagdish
Raj Nagar-II.Palam Colony,N/Delhi
(By AdN^ocate Sh,G,S©Beqrar )

Uso

Nsu Delbi,

2. Divisional Patsonal Offioer. Northern-  Railuaya.Bikaner(RaO.) Ra^pa.^ ants

o o o
Applicant

n R D E R(0RAL1

(Hon'ble Smt© Lakahrai Suaminathan, Member (3)
Heard,

2. Applicant is aggriauad by the order dated
9.5,95 issued by the respondents in uhich it has been
stated that the respondents have bo^er^d his appUca-
tinn for cohpps3i,^te allouance but^no« found good

I ftornad Counsel has urgedgrounds Whence rejected. Laarnao co
that as the applicant is an old ™an. this application

■  Per cos.pg.ciun.afe

Pension Rules should have been considered sy^pathecially
riont-Q and a dltection may be given by theby the respondents ano a

Tribunal to th®n to do so nou,

3. Ue have seen the records filed by the applicant.
It is seen that this is the third round of litigation by
the applicant. In OA 301/91 .e reference has bean mads
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Ta 1523/86, It has also baen ra ant^io^Kl that the
applicant had been removed from service for hie unautho-,
rised absence for the period from 20.10,68 to 11,6,78 and

the application was,therefore, dismissed vide order dated

4»1«199^« This order had also taken into account the
circumstances of the applicant for unauthorised absence

from service u.o.f. 20,10,68 to 11,6,78, Thereafter the

impugned order dated 9,5,95 has been passed,

4, Considering the facts and circumstances of

the case thereof, and the provisions of law, ue do not

find that this OA is maintainable and the same is

accordingly dismissedi No order as to costs,

( (Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan)
»er (a) Member (3)
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