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CEN TRA t,. ADM INI ST RAT IVE. TRTBUm\.
PRINCIPAL BENCH

OA«No„2579 of 1991

Dated New Delhi, this 19th day of August.,, 1997,.

HON BLE DR J OSE P. VERGHESE,VICE CHA1RMAN(J )
HON BLE MR K. MUTHUKUMAR,, MEMBETT (A)

Y„ P„ Sharma

S/o Late Shri Ram Lai Si'iafnwa
C/o Shri L„ Chawla,Advocate

c-AE/12? Janakpuri
NEW DELHI™110038. .- -„Applicant

By Advocate: Shri M. L. Chawla

versus

1 - Union of India
Through
The Secretary to tiKa
Government of India
Ministry of Communication
Sanehat Bhawan. Ashoka Road
NEW DELHI-110001.

2. The Director General
Depa r tment o f Te1ecomm u nicat ion
Sanc h,a r B haWci n

A.shok.a Road
NE:W DEL.HI -1 10001 „

3- The Telecom CorTmii:;;:.sion
Through
The Chai rnen

Department of Te
Sanehar Bhawan
A.shoka Road
NEW DELHI,.

s1ecomm u n i ca t i o n

1he Chief General Mana.ger
Te 1 ecornm u n i cat i o n
U,.P„ Circle

LUCKNOW. .Respondents

By Advocate: None.

ORDER (ORAL)

Dr Jose P. Verghese,V'C(J,)

This case has fcjeen ad.journed sine die

on the bcisis of the statement made by tlie

counsel for the applicant that in a similar case

SLP has been filed in the Hon ble Supreme Court



against: the judgement dated 9„6.,92 of the

ErnaKulam Bench of the Tribunal in OA. 151 0/S '̂| aixi

it was staLed that the ouprerne Court had directed

that all the Benches of the Tribunal shiall j-r.tay

the hearing of similar matters till the decision

in SLP is taken. A copy of the the ordcM" of tlK:;

Supreme Court is not on file. This case has been

adjourned on the basis of the said statetmruit,.

Since the matter has been pejriding since 1991. we

take if; that f;he stay of the hearing was only t:o

mean that the granting or rejection of the relief

sought by the applicant cannot be done urrtil tlx;

Supreme Court decides the case. It is not known

what is the ordei" of the Supreme Court and wh«:ht.lxrrr

the SLP referred in this order is filed, allowed

or dismissed. In the circumstances, we pass tlx;

fo 11ow i ng o r de r-s: -

(1 .) The applicant shall be given all

the reliefs as sought in this application in aase

the similar matter pending in the Supi-eme Court

which is stated to be pending, is allowed and if

the same applies to tfie feicts and circumst:.Errices of

this cases.

('-) 'he applicant is af; liberty to
br ing the fact of the decision of the SupreiJK.;

t:he notice of the respondents and in case
the relief is not given to the applicant accorctiixvj

to the said decision the applicant is at liberty

to revive this OA by filing a Miscellaneorx.

Application for the purpose. slr,ce It ls7uncommon



<i:>c

that the applicant may not be always in the

knowledge of whehter the SLP filed in tfie Sujix-esiie

Court is disposed of in the connected matters, but

the respondents herein being common botfi in tlKs

present case as well as the case pending in the

oupi eme court , should assume the responsibi I,if;y of

infoi ming tlie applicant as and wh«3n the said cashes

are finalised and the liability would '.be on tte

competent authority and the disciplinary authority

to intimate the applicant in due course the fact

of the decision whether it is in his favour or

not„ In case it is found that the decision of tte

oup I eme Court is in his favour and the appropriate

authority has not intimated the applicant, tlKs

appllcar.t, will be entitled to the loss which

iTixglit have caused due to the. delay.

With the above observations and

directions, the OA is disposed of. No order- a;;;, -fco

(::os-ts „

(K., Mithukumar)
Member (A)

(Dr- Jose P.. Verghese)
Vi ce Cha i r man( J )


