 ReA. No. 94/92 in 0., 1530/69
MP-940,941/92

With .
RA=217/92

MP-1803,1804/92
OA-395/90

" RA=215/92
- FP-1799 ,1800/92
DA-34/90

RA=216/92

'-mP-1801,1802/92~

DhR=123/90
‘RA=218/92
MP-1805,1806/92
BA=360/90

RA-219/92

MP-1807,1808/92

- OR=182/90

RA=220/92
MP=-1809,1810/92
DA-262/90 _

* RA=221/52

MP=-1811,1812/92
0A=-185/9g0

Rhk=222/52
MP=1813,1674,/52
0A-584/90

= RA-223/92
MP-1815,1816/
OA-587/90

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

"Union of India

Union of India

" V/s Ashuni Kr,
Union of India ~do~
V/s A.K.Jzin
Union of Indis -da-
V/s Amrish Kr,
Union of India -Co=
V/s A.K.Shukla
Union of Indies -
V/s HoAiKazmi ~do-
Union of India . =do=-
V/s V.K.Rahija
Unicn of Incdia -go=-
V/s Smt.Ashakhurana
- _Union of India e [ L
" V/s S.K.Sharma :
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v'fZ?){/,iL.;: .
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SheRamesh Gautam
V/s Nirmal Singh " g .X,Joseph . .-
o " S.N,Sikka,0,pP,, -
7 Kshtria
" Ramesh Gautam
V/s‘Sanjay Fehta
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Union of Indiz . ~dp-
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