/
( OPEN COURT
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE| TRIBUMAL ALLAHABAD |BENCH
ALIAHABAD .
Allahabad this the 04th day|of March 2002.
original Application'no. 646 |0f 1993.
Hon'ble Mr. Justice R.R.K. Tgivedi, Vice-Chairman
Hon'ble Mgj Gen K.K. Srivastaya, Member (a)
$ri Ashutosh Yadav, S/o Sri [R.M.S. Yadav,
Extra Departmental Agent, Vill. and Post Office
Naisare Nandganj, Ghazipur, Rfo Vill. Naisare
Pargana Nandganj, Distt. Ghazfpur.
\4‘
.+« Applicant
By Adv : Sri S. Verma & Sri 3.K. Verma
N B RS TH S

o Sub Divisional Inspectop (Postal)

Central Division, Ghazifur.
2% superintendent of Post (Jffices,

Ghazipure.
3. Additional Director (Poftal),

Office of Chief Post Magter General,

Lucknar .
4. Sri Virendra Kumar Sing} Yadav,

s/o sri C¢.S. Yadav, R/g vill Dawpur,

/ill and Post Office Najylare, Ghazipur.

« s+ Regpondents
By Adv : Sri Sk C. Tripathi |& Sri A. Sthalekar
&/"/ﬁ % T
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