CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE

' ALLAHABAD BENCH

THIS THE 2ND DAY OF NOV

TRIBUNAL

EMBER, 2000

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

HON.MR.S.BISWAS ,MEMBER(A)

Bal govind Rai,a/ai3l years,
S/o Shri Yado Nath Rai, r/o vill Sh
P.S.Sheshuwapar,Distt. Ghazipur.

(By Adv: Shri O.N.Shukla)

739 of 1993

eshuwapar

... Applicant

Versus
1. Union of India through the
Secretary, Ministry of Communication,
Govt.of Indﬂa, New Delhi.
2. The Post Master General,
U.P.Zone, Lucknow.
3. Director of Postal Services,
Allahabad.
4. Superintendent of Post Offices,
Ghazipur. :
5% Ram Janam Yédav,Branch post Master
Sishuwapar, Distt. Ghazipur.
... Respondents
(By Adv: Shri Amit Sthalekar)
0 R D E R(Oral)
(By Hon.Mr.Justice R.R.K.Trivedi,V.C.)
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MEMBER (A)

Dated: 02.11.2000
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he applicant. In our opinion, the

case of the applicant is squarely

Tribunal in case of 'Jagdamba

ngly allowed and the order dated
However, it shall be open to the
There will

in accordance with law.
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VICE CHAIRMAN




