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I THE CENTRAL ADMIHNISTRATIVE TRIEUMAL, JAIFUR EENCH,

JAIPUR
RA Mol 16,97 (OB 112.1121,"42) Date of order: 27.1.1958
1. - Union of India'through the Gecretary, Ministry

of Information and Broadcasting, New Delhi.
2. The Director General Doordarshan, Mandi House,
New Delhi.
3. " The Direckar, Doordarshan Keﬁdra, Jhalana
Doongari, Jaipur.
.. Review Applizants
Versus
Smt. Zapna Mahesh, 1-FA, Jawahar Nagaf, Jaipur.

\ .. Respondent

Mr. U.D.Sharma, Counsel for the applicantes in the RA

Hen'ble Mr. O.F.fharma, Administrative Member
Hon'kle Mr. Ratan Prakash, Judicial Member
ORDER

Fer Hon'kle Mr: O.F:;Zharma; Administrative Member

Thie is a Review Applicaticon filed by the
respondents in 0A No, 1121/%2, ZEmt. Sapna Mahesh v.
Unicon of India and cthers, seeking a review of the arder
passed in the =aid OA an 10.1.19%7 (Ann. EA/1). The
review has seen sought‘by the respondente in the 0OA an
two qrounds. OQne is that the further panel referred to
in paragraph 4 =<f the =aid «order is actually of
ineliéible candidates but it has not been so described
in the order «f the Trikunal. Ancther grocund on which
the review has heen egought is that while it has been
nkigerved in paragqraph 1 that the applicant wopld. be

eligille for congideration for  regularisation in

azcordance with her turn in the =aid panels. It has not
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leen clarified that the said consideration would ke in
accordance with the rules.

2. We have heardl the 1learned counsel for the
respondents in the 0A and have gone through the material
on record.

3. We are of the view that there is n2 ambiguity in

the order pacgzed by the Tribkunal in respect of the

- matters referred to in the PR3, regarding the apprlicant.

Therefore, in sur view no clarificatisns <r elabcraticons
ae scught by the respondente in the DA are called for.
In the <circumstances, the Review Applicaticn is
dismissed.
4, This aprlication for review is delayed Ly 1141
days. In the circumstances after hearing the learned
counsel  for  the applicante in the RA, we deem?éit
appropriate to condan the delay in filing the Review
Aprlication. Hence, we have chogen o dispose -f the
Review Application on merits.
5. Mame <f Mr. R.N.Mathﬁf has Leen =shown as the
cocunsel for the respondent in the RAvi.e. applicant in
the 0A. But in fact, n> notice was' izsned to  the
resrondent in the RA. In the civcumstances, name of Mr.
R.M.Mathur =hall not be shown as the ocounsel for the
respondent in the RA. ) ~
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(Ratan Prakacsh) (O.P.Sharmaf

Judicial Member Administrative Member



