CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
0.A. Nos. 85, 86, 87 and 88 of 1994

' New Delhi this the 17th day of May, 1994

Hon'ble Mr. Justice S.K. Dhaon, Vice-Chairman
Hon'ble Mr. B.N. Dhoundiyal, Member

1. 0.A. 85/94

Shri Ved Prakash Bhardwaj

R/o 1529/1, Mamurpur,

Narela, o ' .

Delhi-110040. ' ...Applicant

RS 0.A. 86/94

Shri Satinder Pal ‘ :

R/o House No.E- 460 Hardevpuri,

-Shahdara,

Delhi-110093. ‘ : ...Applicant

‘0.A. 87/94

Shri Prakash
R/o 488, Nai Basti, Kishan Ganj, . ,
~New Delhi. . B ' ...Applicant

 0.A. 88/94

Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma
R/o IX/5553, 01d Seelampur,
Gandhi Nagar, ' T e N '
Delhi-110031. : . S ...Applicant

By Advocate Shri Anis Ahmed ot
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Versus -

1. Union of India through-
' its Secretary/Chairman, :
Telecommunications Commission,
Department of Telecommunlcatlons,
Sanchar Bhawan, - ‘
Ashoka Road, ‘ .
New Delhi."“ BT R

2. Assistant Director General(DE),
Department of Telecommunlcatlons,
Dak. Bhawan, R
. Parliament Street :
New Delhi. - - ‘ ...Respondents

By Advocate Shri M.M. Sudan

ORDER (ORAL)

By Hon'blé Mr. Justiﬁe SﬁK. Dhaon, Vice-Chairman -
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