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Review P e t i t io n  No.188 of 1992.

Vi jay  Kumar Misra £. o th e rs  .................. \  .Applicants '.

Versus

Union of India &■ ethers ...............................Rsspondenrts.

Hon'ble rfc . Ju s t ic e  U .C .S rivas tava ,

•Hon'hie Mr .A .B .G orth i .  A.M. ;------------------

( By Hon'ble fJt .A .B .Gorthi.A .M. )

In t h i s  review a p p l ic a t io n ,  the  main ground 

taken  by th e  ap p l ic a n ts  i s  t h a t  the r e l i e f  given to  

them in our iuigment and order dated  27 .1 .92  was not 

l l  to  the r e l i s f  givan in S3veral o th e r

the T ribuna l  in  re sp ec t  of the  ?*obile 

k " '>^ook in^ '^^ rks  wsro decided in  th e  l ig h t  o f c e r t a in  

^"If^^^circula^Of th e  Railway Board laying da.vn the p o l ic y  

S ^ n  r e - ^ ^ ^ e m e n t  in  serv ice  of the sa id  Mobile

B o ^ v w J^ ^ e rk s^  The ap p l ic a n ts  in  the case before us 

: ^ n c f l , j ^ ^ ^ i o w e v e r ,  employed as v o lu n te e r  T icke t C heckers/  

T ick e t  C o l le c to rs  and not .Mobile Booking Clerks''. 

N onetheless,  we gave them s im i la r  r e l i a f ,  though not 

id e n t i e a a  to  what v.’as given to +b» f/iobile Booking 

C le rk s ,  -‘e are conscious of the  f a c t  t h i t  the ap p l ic a n ts  

ca ses  have to  be 'co n s id e red '  f ^ r  re -insta tem ent*l !

..'e would, h a .ev e r ,  l ike  t o  make i t  c l e a r  t h a t  the  

respondents  s h a l l  bear in mind the same b a s ic  p r in c ip le s  

which govern the  re in s ta tem en t of the  Ebbile Booking 

C le rk s  while considering  the cases o f  the a p p l ic a n ts  

fo r  r e in s ta te m e n t .
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