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(PER HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE M.G. CHAUDHARI: VICE CHAIRMAN)

Mr. G.V. Subba Rao learnsd counsel for the ap
Mr. W. Satyanarayana for N.R. Devaraj Sr. SGSC.
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Conseguently we hold thst the 0A is not maintainable

because of non-compliance with Section 20 of the AT Act and

cannot be entertained. The OA is Accordingly rejectsd
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above,
(R. RANGARAJAN) : (M.G

MEMBER (ADMN.)

Dated: 13th FPebruary, 1997.

Dictated in the open court.
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