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CORAM :

/

The Hon’ble Mr. P.Srinivasan, Administrative yember.
The Hon’ble Mr. T.S, Oberoi, Judicial e mber.

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? _

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?°
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| (Delivered by Hon'ble Shri P.,Srinivasan)

’ In this Review Application, the applicant in QA=974 of 1989

contends ‘that we have committed an error in our order dated 10.7.89

».

disposing of. that application. The error, according to the applicant
is that we had not given a ruling on préyer No. (i) in the OA seekiﬁg

a declaration that on reversion from deputatisn with the‘Inland vater—
ways Authority'ofllndia‘(I%AI), the applicants were entitled to be
posted back to their parent department. )

We may -point out at the outset that the aforesaid ordef dated
10.7.1989 was dictated in open court in thé presence.of both the
parties to the dispute after hearing them. ibreover we have specifi-
cally stated in that order that applicants had already been allowed

to joiﬁ'their parent departiment on 1.6.1989. As such, it was no more
/ necéssary,to issue a declaration as prayed for by the applicants.

That is why-we said that what remained of the application at that

stage was as to who should pay the salary and allowances of the

applicants for. the period between 1.,5.,1989 and 24,5.1989 after their
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by IWAL when they were not allowed to join in their parent

+departments that question was decided in our order.

3 Thus, there was no error in- our order as conténded in
this application as we deliberately refrained from giving

any direction on a prayer which had in effect been conceded

.-by the respondents themselves by that time by allowing the

‘-aoollcant¢ to reporb back to tqelr parent department on

lo 60}.].989@
4, This Review Application is, therefore, rejected by

circulation among ourselves in terms of Rule 17 (ii) of the

Administrative Tribunals (Procedure ) Rules,1987.
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