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REGISTERED

CENTRAL HDMINISTRHTIU% TRibUNAL
BANGALDRE BENCH
FHRIRE K HS S RA
Commercial Complex(BDA),
Indiranagar,
Bangalore - 560 038

| Dated : ‘13‘-7*97

Review Application No. 90/87 /o )
In Application Ne. 1844/86(F)
Leeaiex Xbex ._,-JAA_Q__,L_.__/
- ."Applicant ‘ ‘
J.Francis V/s. Divl, Personnel Officer, S.Rly., B'lore & ors.
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1. Sri.J.Francis, - ’
Work-mate, '

Office of the Executive Enginour,
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2, Sri.K.Sridhar, Advocate,
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Sublect: SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH IN
Review NPPLICATION NO. 90/87
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rejected every one of them. But shri K. Sridher, learned
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counsel for the appliceant contends that every one of them

were erroneous and justifies a review.
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is @ delay of 30 deys. On this short ground itself this
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