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s IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
//, PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.
o
“at i u pate of decision:14.07.1993.
(1)0OA No.640/93 /T
Sh.K.K.Saxena P Petitioner
vsS.
The Comptroller & Auditor
General of India & ors.... Respondents
(2)0A No0.637/93 /T
Sh.R.P.Yadav . bih : Petitioner
vs.
Comptroller & Auditor
Gefieral of India & 4 Ors.... Respondents
oA 638/93/T
Sh.Ram Prasad Banafer AR Petitioner
vs.
The Comptroller & Auditor
General of India & ors.... Respondents
(4)0A 639/93/T
h Sh.G.K.Ohri ey Petitioner
vS.
Comptroller & Auditor
General of India & ors.... Respondents
(5)0A 641/93/T
Sh.A.R.Keshwani o Petitioner
Vs
Comptroller & Auditor
General of India & ors... Respondents
For the Petitioners ...Sh.Ashok Singh,Counsel.
For the Respondents ...Sh.N.S.Mehta.Counsel.
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THE HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE S.K. DHAON. VICE CHAIRMAN
THE HON'BLE MR. B.N. DHOUNDIYAL. MEMBER (A)

JUDGEMENT (ORAL)
( By Hon'ble Mr. Justice S.K.
Dhaon., Vice Chairman)
The controversy raised in these Original
Applications is similar. They have been heard

together. Therefore. they are being disposed

of by a common order.
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for superannuation on 31.8.92 i.e.within four
months from the date of declaration of nis

results of D.A.G.E held in March 1992.

%: As regards Shri H.S.Nigam,the averments
are these. He was repatriated to his parent
department due to non passing of D.A.G.E and

he joined his parent department on 9.5.19088.

8 It is thus apparent that the cases of
the aforesaid three persons are dissimilar
to those of the petitioners. Therefore, the
question of any discrimination being practised
against the petitioners doés not arise. No

further point need be gone into.
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.  ¥With the above observation, the OAg are
disposed of finally. There shall be no order

as to costs.

10. A copy of this order be placed in

each of the five case files.

(B.N.DHODNDIYAL) (S.K.DAAON)

MEMBER(A) VICE. CHATRMAN(J)
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