
Reserved:  

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE IRIBUNAL,ALLAHABAD BENCH. 

• • • 

O.A. No. 1439 of 1993 

D ted: I'S November 1994 

Km. Vimla Sharma, daughter of late 

Ram Swaroop Sharma, aged about 37 

years, presently posted as Head Clerk, 

in the office of General Manager, 

Principal Training School Diesel Locomotive 

Works, Varanasi. 	 . . Applicant. 

( By Advocate Sri Shisir Kumar ) 

Versus 

1. Union of India, through Railway 

Board, Baroda House, New Delhi, 

2. General Manager(P) Diesel Locomotive 

Works, Varanasi. 

3. Chief Personnel Officer, Diesel 

Locomotive Works, Varanasi. 

4. Deputy Chief Personnel Officer, 

Diesel Locomotive Works, 

Varanasi. 

5. Deputy Chief Engineer, Diesel Locomotive 

Works, Varanasi. 	• •• 	Respondents. 

( By Advocate Sri Amit Sthaleker) 

ORDER 

( By Hon. Mt. S. Das Gupta, Member(A) ) 

The applicant through this Original 

Application has approached this Tribunal praying 

for the relief of quashing of the order dated 

12.8.1993 (Annexure— A 1) by which the allotment 

of a railway quarter to the applicant was cancelled 
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state officer and if she can prove that the 

persons who were found to be ino cupation of the 

quarter during the surprise the were the song 

of her brother, there is no dou t that the said 

fact will be taken into conside ation by the 

estate officer before passing h s orders after the 

proceedings are completed, 

10. 	The application before =e has no merit 
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(n,u.) 


