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0 Allahabad : Dated this \ 4 AK ¢n day of October, 2000
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Hon'ble Mr. Rafiguddin, J.M.

Hon'ble Mr:_s. Biswas, A.M.

neview Application No.44 of 2000

é

on Behalf of

¥ulbhushan Singh,presently working

as Technician Grade-=II, in the Office -
-0of Assistant Mechanical Engineer, Eastern Rly . 3
Mughalsarai Resident of ur.No.681,GE New 3
Central Colony, Mughalsarai,Distt-Chandauli.

o . oApplicant/Revisionist
IN
Original Application No.1113 of 1992

Ranno Ojha o & 5 @ .-. .Applicant

Versus

Union of India and others « « s « s« oRespondents

Bﬁ'Hon'ble Mr, Rafiguddin, J.M.

This application has been moved by the appliaﬁnt

for obtaining review of the order dated 14-2-2000 passed

by the Division Bench comprising of myself and Sri A

iy

order the OA has been allowed ang 3 ;f“ 5 :"_-:‘e‘.-"l'}".' or:

dated 17-7-1991 has been quashed and th

ot e -.-r " =% - = I
have been directed to parepare a fi
¥ of Xhalasis. -"'

?! 2 The present applicant
impleaded in the aforesaid O
] E

R IR B RS
©on the ground that
by




o

of respondent no.3 has been mentioned as ¥halasi,
O CiW Deptt, Eastern Railway, Moghalsarai, Varanasi, while |

the apolicant at the relevant time was serving as Fit#ﬂr;;i
Grade TII in the Office of Assistant Mechanical
“ngineer, Eastern Railway, Mughalsarai. As per the
office report dated 12-7-1993 the notice to the
respondents was sent through registered post on the
address mentioned in the OA, namely, Sri Kulbhushan g
singh, C&W Department, Eastern Rly, Mughalsarai, Vﬂranaalﬁt

and since neith-r reply notyundelivered cover was
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received, therefore, the notice was deemed to have

been served on the respondent no.3. It is worth

mentioning here that except designation of the

L
£ applicant 'erRlaas af~pRSE4Ng, nothing has been changed.
v A Ad Avwe -
It,therefore, cannot be said that the applicant in the

OA mentioned wrong address of the applicant Sri
¥ulbhushan Singh(respondent no.3). We do not find any .

force in the contention of the applicant(respondent nog?}
that he wasnot duly served with the notice of the OA |

] {
and consequently he is not entitled to obtain review

of the order in question. Accordingly, the review -

petition is dismissed.



