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O.A.No. 1785/94 e

New Delhi this the 13th day of July, 1998.

Smt.

Sushila Prashar c«. Applicant

(By advocate Sh. B.S. Mainee, advocate)
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versus

.0.I. & Ors. ... Respondentsg

{By advocate Sh. P.S. Mahendru, advocate}

Coram: -

The Hon'ble Shri T.N. Bhat, Member(J}

The Hon’ble Shri S.P. Biswas, Member{A)
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To be referred to the reporter or not?

Whether it needs to be circulated to other
Benches of the Tribunal?
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{S.P, Biswas)

Member(A)
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