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CENTRAL AD&INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

ALLAHABAD BENCH

THIS THE 3lst DAY OF OCTOBER, 2001

i
Original Application No.4
CORAM:
HON.MR.JUSTICE R.R.K.TRIVEDI,V

HON.MR.C.S.CHADHA,MEMBER(A)

Summari Lal, S/d Shri Mahabir
R/o Aruwav,P.0. Mukundpur
Soraon, district Allahabad.

\

(By Adv: Shri Anand Kumar)
Versus

) i Union of India through
General Manager, Northern
Allahabad.

2 Divisional?Superintendent
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Northern Rdilway, Allahab

. Assistant Engineer(G)
Northern Railway,Allahabal

4. Permanent Way Inspector (P
Northern Railway, Manda R

(By Adv: Shri A.K.Gaur)
O RDE
JUSTICE R.R.K.TRIVEDI,V.C
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(c. .CHAD¥5),f”
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VICE CHAIRMAN




