
1. A./467/87 

in 

467 

Coram: Hont ble Mr. P.M. Joshi : judicial Member 

1/1/1988 

The applicant Mr.S.I4ataSafl Iyer has sent an 

application for seeking adjournment. 4r.N.S.Shevde 

the learned counsel for the respondents not present. 

The apclicant' s rquest granted. The respondents are 

required to file the objections before the next date. 

The case be posted for further orders on 5/2/1988. 

(P.Li'.Jshj)
v 

Judicial Member 

a,a.bhatt 



Mi/465/87 

in 

oiV392/87  

coram : Mon'ble Mr. P.M. rrivedi Vice Chairman 

88 

Mr.S.Natesafl IyeE party in person present. 

Mr.N.S.SheVde learned advocate for the respondent 

requests for time to file objection. Allowed. 

The case be fixed on 15th April, 1988 for final hearing. 

(P .H.'i?rivedi) 
Vice Chairman 

a.a.bhatt 



N.i./467/87 
in 

O../465/87 

CO:ik14 	1-I3i '3Lh 	.N. ThI 11D1 	: 1I i: C2. 

Hears tce a;plicrnt in .b erson ann Nr. 3heve :or the 

rsson.snts. The ai:licsnt's case is that he Caine to know 

asut the adverse, remarks for the year 1982 on 16th January, 

1935. Therefore he ought to have filed the application for 
b" '• i 

'ijuashing them one vesr of the constitution of the Tribunal 

i.e. before 01.11.1986. But he ililed 0.A./92/87 on 07.08.1997 

i.e. exciry of period of limitatin. in that ayrJicatien 
/ 

he soucfht for relief based on the Present CCUSC of action. 

Therefo:'e his attentin was rawn to the selay and also to 

the join- er of CaUses. Therefore 'e files this separaite 

app1icEtio1 on 24.09.1937 and sought for Con onat. on of 

delay. 

In the asplicatisn far Condoneti rn a': the delay he 

has stated. thiit i te separate applisatisn is iilef. rn the 

advise of the Tribunal. But that ass not just:h:y the clay 

cusec. in filing the 8..No./392/37 in which he claimed relief 

in respect of the present cause oI action. It may justify the 

delay causes after 	the or.er  •.ated 04.09.1987 anc the 
I- c_ cc'r 

date of institutin oi the present aplicationit 	the 

dela cau,:ed in institution of the Origiral applL:atiin. 

The applicant fails to justify the 'clay caused in filirg 

the Original application No. 392/87. Conseduently there is no 

justification on his part to seek in 5 ulgence. of the Tribunal in 

cons'.oning the aelay. Hence the 1i.A. No. --i? / ') 	 - 

dismissed. 	 49 

- Conseiuentl. D..No. 	 is .ismissed as being 

tine hrrRcL 

( 	I Tu LI) 
VICf C:h-IR-ii.N 


