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This O.A. was posted (o 22.11.2002 for hearing in its
tyrn. But none appeared for the applicant, nor was the applicant
present in person. There was also no request madd on his behaif for
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issued by the Government of India and the decisions and the
directions given by the Apex Court.

3. From the record of the case, it is found that the applicant
did not pursue the matter further all these years, nor had the
Respondents filed any cdunter affidavit, as directed. Claritying the
matter, Mr.Rath, the learned Panel Counsel (Railways) apprised
me that this Bench of the Tribunal had already considered and
disposed of identical matter by their order dated 16.11.1998
passed in O.A.No.560 of 1996, rejecting the prayer made by the
applicant therein as inadmissible. Not only that, the Tribunal had
held that the purported circular, dated 2.3.1965, was not in
existence and the other grounds adduced were alse without any
basis. The Tribunal had, therefore, rejected that O.A.No. 560 of
1996, being without any merit and not maintainable. Another
0.A.No. 561 of 1996 was also disposed of on the same ground by
this Tribunal. As the present Application is also identical to the

earlier ones, I take the same view and reject the O.A. accordingly,

but without any order as to costs. /,T] E/
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