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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
A PRINCIPAL BENCH‘

R.A. NO. 50771995
in
0-A. NO.1320/1997

New Delhi this tpe 13th day of April, 199g,

HON BLE SHRT N. SAHU, MEMBER (A)
HON BLE DR. 4. VEDAVALLI, MEMBER ()

1 Prabhakar Singh, EE(E), CPWD
2 A, K, Ahuja, EE(E), CPWD
3 K. V. Singh, EE(E) CPWD
4, '8, K., S. Deol, EE(E), CPWD
5. Sar jan Singh, EE(E), CPWD
6. K. Jaswal, SE(E),‘CPWD
7 .~ Nem Chandra, EE(E), cpwp
8 Ratan Lal, EE(E), CPWD
9 “Satish Chandra Bhardwaj,
EE(E), CPWD Review-Aoplicants
IN '
. K. Srinivasan & Others
~VGrsﬁs~
Union of India & Others

(in 0A 1320/1997)

By Shri G, k., Agdgarwal, Advocate )

Shri N. sahu, Member (A) -

Heard Shri G6. k. Aggarwal, learned counsel for

'applicants in the review application,

2. By an order of thi§ Court dated 16.10.1997,
Shri gG. K. Aggérwal was heard and his Praver for
impleadment as  party réspondents was allowed. He
states r£hat in the order dated 9.1.1998‘passed in 04
No. 1320/1997, the naﬁes of the respondents Mmentioned

in MA No. 2311/1997 were not printed in the breamb]le
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to the order, namely, the memo of Parties. Thig is a
clerical . mistake. . We rectify the same by

incofporating the names of the applicants in  this

review application s respondents {(nine of them) ip

the pPreamble to the order dated 9.1.1998 Passed in oA
1320/1997, along with the names of the four

respondents which are already mentioned,

3. ~ The counsel. in this review application

Pleads that one’aspect of his arguments, namely, that

the guidelines dated 31.1.1997 were inoonsistent with

the rules, was hot discussed ip the order. ye note
that we found that this OA was similar to 0A 1716/199g
disposed of 'by an order dated 3.10.1997 by 4 Division
Bench of this Court in which one of ys along with

Hon "ble pr. Jose P, Verghese, the then Vice Chairman

(J) was a party. we have followed thé order of that

Division Bench and the reasons extracted by us from

‘that order along Qith the reasons mentioned in para 4

of that order 'would Justify the reasons for réjection

. of the application., - we find that there is no error

either on fact or on law apparent on the face of

the short and narrow compass of review. We dismiss

this part of theprayer,

Totmee - o '—'ﬂ\o...._,_‘_ b
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4, The review

disposed of.

Q'kﬁﬁJC@ZfJﬁi

( Dr. A. vVedavalli )
’ Member (J)
/a S;/
]

application

’

is

accordingly

Vacin ol .»\L’? “/)"“ )

( N. Sahuy )
Member (a)




