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shri B.B. RAaval ‘ Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus e -
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Shri 8. K. Ao~arual | ’ Advocate for the Respondent(s)

1. To be referred to the Reporter or not'? ]\’“’

2, Whether it .needs to be arculated to other Benches of the Trlbunal'?
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months to comply with the judgsment of thoe Tribunal

whereby the applicants had also preyed For simi
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of three moniths from ths datg of ratirsient,

with affect from 31.7.1992. The rsspondents

submittag that thers was no dirsciion from Lhs

not to charge any demage rent in sceoordsncs w ith
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In the meantime, the judgement of the Supreme Cowt in Cigﬁ
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