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The aforesaid proposal was approved by officer concern 

on 09.12.1992. In our opinion the vie taken by the 

respondents for denying the claim of t e applicant is 

wholly untenable. The legal position xplained by Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in judgment is binding o all authority 

in the land irrespective, whether they are judicial or 

executive. The respondents have not s id that there is 

aeldispute about the facts/  as narrated by the applicant. 

We have been informed that the Govt of India issued an 

O.M. dated 22.10.1990 which could be u ed for deciding 

the claim of the applicant. Learned c unsel for the 

applicant has placed reliance in case .f N. Lalitha 

(Smt) and others Vs. U.O.I. & Ors 1992 (19) ATC 569. 

From this order of Hyderabad Bench an SAP was filed before 

Hon'ble Supreme Court which was dismiss -d on 26.2.1991. 

There are other judgments also on this uestion. Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in case of U.O.I. & Ors V . P Jagdish & Ors 

1997 SCC (L&s) 701 has held as unuer 
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2. 	In view of the aforesaid lega position in our 

opinion the claim of the applicant has of been decided 

in accordance with law. The applicant s entitled for relief. 

The 0A is accordingly allowed. The imp gned order dated 

09.12.1997 is quashed. The respondents are directed to 

decide the claim of the applicant afres in accordance with 

judgment of Hon'ble Supreme Court and tlis Tribunal, copies 

of which shall be filed by the applican alongwith represen- 
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tation within a month. The decision s all be taken 

within two months, thereafter. 

3. 	There shall be no order as costs. 

Vice-Chairman 
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