Reserged .

CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIVE TRIBUNAL ADDL, BENCH, ALLAHABAD,
R |

ALLAHABAD the S'th Day of s 1999 ,

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO: 318 of 1993,

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. S.DHYAL,AM.,
~ HON'BLE MR. S.KMAGRAWAL2J. M.,

LN 3

Surendra Singh son df sri Sripati Singh,
resident of Uruwa Bdtar, Gorakhpur,

( 3ri Anand Kumar, Adyocate).

coe Applicant,

versys :

1. The Union of India tﬂﬁough General
Manager Railway Eleg rifiCdtion(RE),
Allahabad,

2. Inspector of works/ Hprticulture,
Railway Electrificatilon (HQ),
Allahabad,

(Sri _S.N.Gaur, Advosat 3

.ine Respondents .

ORDER +

( Hon!ble mr. S.Kué?gawallj.m.).

In this 0.A., the Applicant makes a prayer
to quash the order of termination if any, passed by
the respondents and direct| to give the benefits of the
judgement to the dpplicani{as given in Ram Ratanps Case

In brief facts of thd|case as stated by the @pplicant
that the applicant Was initially engaged as Casya Labour
on 16-4-1977 under the I.Q W.{Construction) surve N.E.R,
Gérakhpur dnd worked upto {15.7.1973 and attained emporary
status but he was not alloed to work thereafter, |due to
lack of work., That the dpplicant was re-engaged after he
‘got the Driving Licencse Hs Casudl Auto Lawn Motdr Drive
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