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Madan Lai Bhardwaj, aged about 53 years, son of Late Sri Sita 

Rann, resident of Qr. No.80-87, Type-III, Aaakasnha fparisar, 

Jankipuram, Lucknow.

...Applicant.

By Advocate: Shrl R.C. Saxena.

1. Ms. Neena 

Bhawan, Me

Versus.

Ranjan, Secretary, Ministry of Culture, Shastri 

!W Delhi.

2. Sri A.K. Sln^h, Director (Culture), Ministry of Culture, Shastri 

Bhawan, Room No.321 C, New Delhi.

h, Project Officer and Director Incharge, l)lational

Aliganj, Luc

3. Dr. Tej Sine

Research Laboratory for Conservation of Cultural P

4. Sri Badal Kumar Dass, Secretary Ministry of Culture , 

Bhawan, New Delhi.

By Advocate:

know.

operty,

Shastri

BY HQN^BLE MR. ^

5hri K.D. Nag.

Q.RP-ER
.p. PAYAL, MEMBER (A).

Learned counsel for the applicant has subnnitted that in the order

passed by the Trib jnal dated 1.10.2004 at Para-13 in the o

part there is a rriention of both Competent authority as

Respondent No.2 fc 

the respondents ha 

directions of the

Department of Cu 

. ;

r compliance of the directions. Learned co 

s brought to our notice that fn accordance 

ribunal, the representation against the

perative 

well as 

Linsel for 

with the 

order of

'diesnon' by Director-In-chafge at Lucknow has been considered in the

ture at New Delhi, which is higher formation and



th^^efore, it cannot be said that the competent authority has not

decided the matter as per the directions of the Tribunal.

2. Learned counsel for the applicant states that Respondent

the OA was the Director Incharge, Lucknow and the 

k  his own order of 'diesnon" could not havrepresentation again

directed to be disposed of by the same officer. It is noticed t

directions of the Trib

had been filed to p 

pointed out by the

una! are dated 1.10.2004. Admittedly, no 

(iint out any error on the face of the rec

granted liberty to f

(Procedure) Rules, 1987.

3. The C.C.P. is d 

above. Notices are dl

(M. KANTHAIAH) 
MEMBER (1)

/amit/

learned counsel for the respondents, it

settled that the court shall not go into the merits, while taking 

in the C.C.P. Learned counsel for the applicant states that he

le an application under Rule-24 of the

sposed of with liberty to the applicant as 

scharged.

IMo.2 In 

refore, 

e been

hiat the 

review 

ord. As 

is well

a view 

may be 

C.A.T:

prayed

(N.D DAI 
MEMBER (A)


