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Central Aduninistrative tribunal, Principal Bench

M.A. NOS.26U and 26 1 of 2(JU2 In

H.A. No. :i6/2(.H):j In

Original Appl icatiioirt of 2.Mt

New Delhi , this tht^^^^y of Pebrnary, 2003
MOH'BLM MH.KULDJF SIKOH,, limBEKf JUPL)

Union of India through

L. General Manager,

Northern Hal lway,

Baroda House,

Nevv Delhi .

2. " D L V i s i o na1 Hai lway Manage r,

Northern Hallway,

y t fx t e h n t r y H o a. d ,

New Delhi .

3, Sen I or Stat ion Master,

Hal lway Station,

Mew Delhi.

•yi*. 4. ' Shrl Inder Prakash
Chief Vigilance Inspectoj" ,
Northern Hallway,

Baroda House,

New Delhi , . .Heciew AppI icant/Hespoudents
in tlii HA,

Versu.s

1 , Shri Deepak Kumar

S/o Shri Gajraj Singli
Senior Booking Clark,
Moj'tliern Hanlway, Ha.i lway Station,

Delhi . . . Hesponih.nt
Applicant in tin- GA

OHDhH BY CIHCUI.AI ION

the present HA No. 3b of 2003 has Ijoen ti l f'd it-

the respondents for review of tlie ordei" passed in GA

No.78b/20U1 on 21 . 10.2002.

2. In the HA the review applicants ( respondent

in the OA) have taken more or less the same grounds t<) argii-.

tlie HA, wli icti they had taken while arguing the OA. iVhs lc

delivering ttie judgment, all the grounds were consider- tl Ac

fresh error lias been pointed out wliich may call for rci i:



. 2.

the oj'der, Further, the KA does not come within the ambit of

Order 47 Hiiie 1 CFC read with Hule 22 C.i) ( f) ( i ) of the

Adrn 1 n i s t r a t i e f r i b u na 1 s Act.

;j. I, n N'iew of the above, nul.li ing Ri)r\'i\'es in the

KA, which IS aooordingly dismissed. Accordingly, MA Nos.Obh

and 2b.1 of 20(12 are also dismissed.

{ EULP-Or SIKGB )
MJiMlBMMC iOPL)

Hakesh


