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8 CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
g ALLAHABAD BENCH s ALLAHABAD

CIVIL MISC, REVIEW APPLIC&TION NO.08 OF 2002

IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO,.117 OF 2000
ALLAHABAD THIS THE &TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER,2003

HON'BLT MAJ GEN, K.X. SRIVASTAVA,NEVBER-4__

Krishne Ghandre,

S/o Lete Shri Reghuhir Singh,

R/o Type-III, Quarter No.7,

Kendriye Vidyelaye Colony,

Bulandsheher. cesessessssADPpPlicant

(By Advocete &hri D. Keushik )

Versus

- le Union of Indie,
through the Secretery,

Humen Resources Development,
New Delhi.

2e Commiegcsioner,
Kendriye Vidyaleya Sengathen, (Hesdquarter)
. 18, Institutionel Area,
* Sheheed Jeet Singh Merg,
New Delhi.

3. Deputy Comm&ssioner (éAced),
18, Institutionsl Aree,
Sheheed Jeet Singh Marg,
New Delhi.

4, Ascistent Commicssioner,

Kendriye Vidyelaye Sangathen,
Lucknow Reglon, Sector - J,
Aligenj, Lucknow, U.P,

5. Principel, Kendrlye Vidyeleya,
Bulendsheher, U.P.

7¢ Sri Revi Shenkar Sharme,
Principel, Kendriye Vidyeleye,




Bulandeheh &ry U.Pe.
-.---....Respondents

( By Advocete shri N.P. Singh )
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