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case, has I.een pointed out., it is stated, that the impugned 

orders are 	beyond cY scope of judicial rev ew by this 

Tribunal. 

4. 	vie have heard the learned counsels for the 
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of the REI•lway Servcint,s(Discipline & Appel.). Rules 
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Fitters to go for repair of stressing jac s. 

Every thing contained in the appeal has been 
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 appeal is hereby rejected. shri Chhotey 
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