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Rev i.ew ApplicCltion No.19 of '/003.

Original A }licrtion No. ?82 of 2000.

Allafk,b-1d, t.n Ls the 30th day of AthJUSt~ 2')05.

HO.l· ble
10_'11 'Ole

Hr. x:: • Fha tnasa r, U .1:1.
~ .,:-~_._TJv.T c\r i , A. H •

Niranjan Bose,
S/o Shri 'lit ich;:,ro.ra 1:1,08e,
t /0 77/1, ~ l.t.ha IVlandi,
Der,radun. •••• A po L icant •

(By Advocate Shri J\. s r Lva s t ava )

Versus

1. Un d.on of India t.h ro unh
Ge~eral M~~~~er, Vorthern
Railway, B~roda ~ouse,
l~e Delhi.

2. The Divisional Ma::-\ar,er,
(t.aihT2Ys) Nor the r n Railway,
Horac1~b2d Division, ::or;:->d~bad. ••• Res por ::.ents Q

(By ~dvoc~te : Shri \. Tri ~thi)

orDER

This. ev Le•.., A:1plication he'S been filed for r cv LowLnq

our order dated 28.8.2002 by wh i.ch the f oLl.o in,] orde-r vTcS

passed, whLch reads sunder

II In the ano1ication, the aop1icart Das claimed that
he as son and the de: en dent of non-strikinQ employee
but no details of this claim ex ists. Th,,=refore, in
any vie1 of the matter ve c~rnot he1~ the ar,pl:cant
entitled to the be~er:it claimed by f iLi.nr; the s."io.
o .j\ • The OA is, tD.?re fore, dLsmLs s ed , 11

2. 'ire have he.:-1rdthe co uns eL for t _e parties. <fp find

no error aJ [erant on the f~ce of the record. It ap:'eClrs
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that the applicant wants to re-argue the matter, which

is not permissible in law as the Lav is well settled

on this ground. It is also seen that inspite of so

many opportunities. no rejoinder has been filed in this

case.

3. Accordingly, we find no merit in this case,

therefore, this Review Anplication is dismissed .•
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Hember-Jl\1ember-A
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