IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH
AT HYDBERABAD MERXEN

oa, No¢, 308/96,

Date of order: 13-3-96,

Betweens:~

N;Satyanarayaha cou applicant.

And

1. Union of India, |rep.by General ' :
Manager,South Central Railways,Rail Nilayam,
Securnderabad. .

2. Chief Operating|Manager,South Central Railways,
Rail Nilayam,Se¢underabad,

3. additional Divibkional Railway Manager-I,
Broad Guage,Souph Central Rallways,

Opps to Rail Nillalam,Sanchalan Bhavan,
Secunderabad-500 371. .

4. Divisional MecHanical Engineer(Power),
Broad, Guage, Jouth Central Raillways,Sanchalen
Bhav an, Secunderabad-500 311,

e Respondents.

Counsel for the ApplicantsMr.G.Ramachandra Rao

Counsel for the RespondentssMr.D.F,Paul,SC for Rlys.

CORAM3 7 '
HON ‘BLE .JUSTICE M.G. CHOUDHARY , VICE CHAL RMAN

HON'BLE $HRI H.RAJENDRA PRASAD,MEMBER(A)




0.A.NO.308/96

JUDGEMENT
— pt: 13.3.96

(AS PER HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE M.G.CHAUDHARI,VICE CHAIRMAN)
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DATED:

No costs.

(M.GICHAUDHARI)
VICE CHAIRMAN

13th March, 1996
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Copy to:~

1,

2.

kku,

General Manager, South Central Railways,
Union of India, Raifl Nilayam,Secunderabad,

Chief Operating Managéer, South Central Railways,
Rail Nilayam,. Secunderabad, '

‘Additional Divisional.Rallway Manager-I,

Broad Guage, South;Central Railways,
Opps to Rail Nim» Njilayam, Sanchalan Bhavan,

Secunderabad-500 371,

Divisional Mechanifal Engineer(Power),
Broad Guage,South Central Railways,Sanchalan,

Bhavan,Secunderabad-500 371,

One copy to Mr,G,.Ramachandra Rao,Advocate,
CAT,Hyderabad Bench,Hyd,

' One copy to Mp,D,¥.Paul,sSC for Rlys,CAT,Hyd.

One copy to Libra%y.cAT.Hyd.

One spare CQPY'.
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