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ORDER

By Hon'ble Shri KuIdip Singh, Member (J)

. Rev i ew .App I icant

.Respondents

This is a Review Application filed by the

applicant whose OA had been dismissed vide order dated
25.7.97. The applicant in his review application
submitted that there is an error apparent on the face of
the record so much so that the Tribunal had not taken into
consideration the fact that the applicant is a Central
Government employee as decided by the Division

o Hi ah C^urt and affirmed by thethe Himacha! Pradesh High
Court He further submitted that noHon^ble Supreme Court.
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I +h#»t th** app! icant was eIt is also pleaded that tn_

permanent employee and the reepondente had falsely tahen
plea that the applicant Is a non-ccnfltfsed employee

-4 s nersors having
hut this question was not argued nor P,ire life can be said to be that he was a
devoted h!s en . .r-

non-confirmed employee.

Respondents did no t file any reply. However,
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by advanc i ng oral arguments.
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para 3particularly U is stated that the
"learVed counsel for the petitioner had submitted that the
.punned order ot termination was wron. since the same was
passed on the basis ot misconduct since no enpulry wa.3nd this contention was repelled in the judgment in

,,,3.raph 4 and as per the Judgment ot the H.P. Hi.h
H affirmed t,v the Hon'ble Supreme Court areCourt and afTirmea -/

that the«e judgments relate toconcerned. we may mention that the-
I cvA Innfi 1* r^cru i ted et Nepe!

the status of the employee Ioca!>, r_-
.,,H ha trea+ed as Centralwhether such employee couId b •

Gos/ernment employee or not. However,
..tuetlon a case wh ,oh was or 1g1nal 1yf11ed before the
Hon'ble supreme Court came to be transferred to the
P,,nclpal Bench cf the Tribunal and the co-ordinate Bench
bad held that the pet 1tloner be ing a person locally
recruited and working in the Pension Disbursing Office in
Nepal is not ent i11 ed to any pens ionary benefits. So

tha sam^^ th^ Tribunal had held that therelying upon the same, m-

benefit of granting pension etc. cannot be made available
to the petitioner. Thus, we find that all the contentions
taken up by the applicant even in the Review .Application
bad already been discussed and there do not appear to be

1 tKo faa.a <~if th** record. -As such, weany error apparent on the fa_e _

are not inclined to review our order.

T In view of the above, the R.A has no merits and
tjie same is dismissed. No costs.
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