CEVRAL ADMINISTHATIVE TaIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENGH,
ALLAHARAD

et ek
Dated : Allahabad the 3!~ Jums,/ 1995,

Originall Application No, 819 of 1602,

Hom'ble 5. Des Gupta(Administrative Member)
Hop'ble Mr. T. L. VermatJudicial Member)
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H. D. Nigam, son of late shri lMewa Ham,

resident|of 27¢, Company Bagh, LF/ Tundla,
LE/ Tundlp, Northern Hailway, Tundla Ju. District

FirOZébade LI I LI R A ] applicantl
{by Advocate 5ri P. K. Kashyap)

Versus

l. Union|eof India through General Manager,
lorthern hailway, Raroda H@use, New Helhi.

2. Senior Divislonal Mechanical Engineer,
Horthern Railway, Allahabad.

3. Additional Divisional hallway ianager,
Northkrn Railway, Allahabad.

s+« Fespondents.
(By| Advocate 5hri Bharat Bhushan)

(BY HON'BLE wR. T, L. VERMA, J.M.)
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Le The subiect matter of challenge in this Original
Application are punishment order dated 3.10.1%91 and
appellatp order dated 18.2.1992. The applicant while

working @s FOM/TDL Tundla was in occupation of Kailway
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