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emphatically submitted that the case of the 

applicant was covered by the Railway 

1rcu1ar dated 28.2.1986 ets the ag1 

applicant was more than 55 years at the time o 

ecategori J ation. Moreover, he rerus 

alternative job provided by the respondents. 

Thereafter, the. matter was ref erred to the 

General Manager, who in the light of Railway 

Board circular dated 28. 2 .1986, considered 

case of the applica.nt and rejected the same 

vide order dated 17. 10. 2003 (Annexure CR-7), 

which was communicated to th Applicant No. 2 

v1de letter dated 31. 10. 2003 

Therefore, there is no l 

passe 

.lS liab 

he competent auth 

to be dismissed . 
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5. ave heard learned counsel for both 

he parties at length and p 

avai.l able before me. 

6. Without going into 

se he records 

the other aspects 

f th e, it is found that no supplementary 

counte has been filed by the respondents 
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