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.JUSTICE B. C, SAKSENA, V ICE—CHAIRMAN. 

K. MUTHUKUMIAR MEMBER (AOMN.) 

HON 'B 

HON 1 B 

Naudhari, 

Luthur, Mohalla J tapur 
(Northern), Dhobi Da34, 
Post Basaratpur, 
Di strict Gorakhpu 

BY ADVOCATE SHRI IYUSH MISHRA 

1. Union of indi 
through Gener 1 Manager, 
Railways, Luc now. 

2. Deputy Secret ry, 
Railways Directorate of 
Public Grievan e, 
Cabinate Secre ariat, 
Sardar Patel 	Evan, 
New Delhi-110 01. 

3. General Manage (Wbrksmen), 
North—Eastern 	ailways, 
GPOhbP-14 

Applicant. 

4. Comrercial Man ger, 
N .E. Railways 
Gorakhpur. :::::.:: 	Respondents. 

(None, for resp nde6ts) 

OROER oral) 

JUSTICE  B.C. SAKSE A 	ICE—CHAIRMAN 

de have hear 

The applicant seek 

is annexed as Annex re-1. By the said order the 

th- learned cou scl for the applicant. 

quashing of ord r dated 8-5-1992,copy of wh 
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summarily. 

(6. C. SAK5ENA) 
VICE—CHAIRMAN. 

IF 

If h 

in reply t rf14 representation dated 

d by the applicalt, has simply indicated th t 

'lap High Court' s judgment dated 7-11-1991 

lic nt is incom 

to -furnish a 

udgibent. 	A cop, of the High Court judgmon 

AnnexureNe4III 	In the penultimate par graph 

it has been indated :— 

'1  

Officer, N.E. Rail ays, 

31-12-1991 preferr 

the copy of the Ho 

furnished by the ap 

therefore, required 

the High Court' 

has been annexed 

of the said judgmen 

ete. 	The applicant was, 

resh full copy of 

applies for ge 'ng back his job 

he should not be treated 	
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The learned counsel 

in view the context 

sentence, evidently 

for the applicant earnestly urges that ke=ping 

d the observations made above 441 -the said 

word 'differently' is missing after the 

word 'treated'. 	Th t may be so. The remedy of the applicant ' 
not before us. He 

of the Chief Personn 

dated 31-12—r_11 appr 
e 

compkelve 	orde 

furnished thethe same b 

in the order dated 8 

and this O.A. is not 

Administrative Tri 

and it is, therefore, 

(K. MUTHUKLMAR) 
P1ENBER (AOMN.) 

(nair) 

annOt seek qua ng of order dated 8-5— 

1 Officer in rely to his representation 

aching this Trib hal. He should have got 
czir% f  cc 

passed by the H h Court hand he should hav 

fore the author 

5-92 does not deal with any service matter 

aintainable under sec—tion 19 of the 

nals Act. The O.A. is completely misconce ved 

di ;missed 

The directions contain 


