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2. The Divisional Railway Manager,
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Hon’ble Mr. Justice Khem Karan, VC

The applicant has prayed that no further action should be
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taken on charge sheet dated r& 09.2(
Divisional Commercial Manager,
Allahabad until the finalization of cri; F case pending ag
the applicant in the Court of Judge Anticorri uption




! i
i ::"- T | I i | ] ‘_‘I =11 il.alf_ L :-I-E1-:: | 1
r- i - LW 4 %_;:':_\_ _',_,.Fr" 11 L1 11 't_ ! ( | J}u\_ﬁ Elle JL, ;? |rI "'..J.r "i.
by ey o ez U B e g et . 4 o e e e e et B Sy T B oy . ;
]_fl.?:':_a':-. L "._"__ <109 r'_,f 1] ‘t . 1 \ -3 .__.-:_-* nr (9) :’ _.-:1-:,__ '-..'.J'J.'-_-v j [_-'_'.. E-.P.I-' L'.’..;- J‘L..,‘l i | ar
Li ; |_i=_ 5 r :":;_tu 1 ™ __‘t- .1 :. T, .a—J
e Ve 7 AN o e » _ N T e s Aol | mii T Los § B
S] Sri Z. Moonis, lea rned counsel for the respondents, has
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contended on the bas Sis of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation
Ltd. & Ors. Vs. Sarvesh Berry reported in 2005 (1) Supreme 388
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admitting tlnsﬂi" for hearing. So the OA is dismissed as not
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admitted. No cost.
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parities if possible by tomorrow.
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