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Tt'iis case lias been adjour-ned sin^:^ -lie

r:„, I:;l,e basls of tfie stateinent nicsde l>y Lfie

:ii nI'-.e 1 for t he applicant t;hat. in a :-.i niilar-

:• i ^ Ilas I.'t - iI r U e^: -I i r'l t: Iit- Iloii l';• i C. >ij:;' i •̂• me (. ur t



• -

j ud'i^eineirt. dated 9 '.>1' the

iiiakiiJaiii Bencili cjf ttie I i i!:>unai in OA. iV'10/91 aixi

) 1, wa::-> ;^;. ta ted ti lat the ::7U|:>r eine Cour t havi dir ected

l.ti. ' t a.i the Benches of the Tribunal sl'iall ::;.tay

i,;if.' tiear ing of similar matters till the dec-:rsi.on

III 31. P is taken- A copy of the the ordei" of tN;

•^np'rerne Cour t is not on tMle„ This case Ila-- beei i

,i< i lonnon the basis of the said !;:.tatel|•|^:^nt..

rsince ttie matter lias be>en pending since t991 ,, we

take it that the stay of the hearing was oiily to

mean that the grarrting or- rejection of t.he reiiel

••ongirl:. by the applicant cannot be done rintil tli^i:

siipi eme Court decides the case- It is not known

what is the order of the Supreme Court and whefc|-»er

I tie 3tP referreci in ttiis oi'der is filed,, a.l .h:.jwed

.;.ir <.:tLsmissed- In the circumstances, we i;::.as£ tlKi;

f o 1.1 ow i ng o r-de r s:

(1) The applicant shall be given all

t.tie reliefs as sought in this applicatior'i in aase

the similar matter pending .in the Supreme C(..JUi t..

whicli is stated to be pending, is a.l loweci anci .ti

the same applies to the hacts and ciri:::umstari(..;e:::.

ttiis case.,

(2) the applicant is at liberty to

bring the fact of tlie decision of l:iie Suj:;..,-

cour t l;o the notice of the respondents arid in case

r.iie relief is not given to the applicant ,::u:x;;or<:liiK:)



io b^ie said decision the applicant is .ii i..iberty

i.o revive t.his OA by filing a Mj

(K , riijtjtiuKuinar )
iiember^ (A)

not

Application for the purpose- Since it j uncommon

; hat the appl icant may not be always in uU:'

Knowledge of wheht.er the SLP filed ui Ll-ie Supreme

Court is dispcjsed of in the connect.ed matter-s, but:

the respondents herein being common bcjth i.n tfie

esent case as well as the case pendiitg :i.ti IN-

:3upi eme Court,, should assume ttie responsibili ty o I"

informing the applicant as and when the said c::a;s<K;>

are finalised and the liability would be on the

competent authority and the disciplinary authority

to intimate the applicant in due c:oui-st.: ttie fact

of tlie decision whether it is in his favour oi'

not-, In case it is foi..jnd that the decision oi tlie

Sutx eme Cour t is in his favour and t.l ie appi opr'

,:U!t.fioi I ty has not irrtimated tlx applicant,

applicant will be entitled tcj ttie Lc-s,-, wtuch
.myht liave caused due to the delay..

With the above observaf, aons aid

direc:tions,, the OA is disposed of,. No order a::, tc;.
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