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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

A. No. 
.A. 

DATE OF DECISION 

.oLt 	 Petitioner 

Advocate for the PetitionerE,$) 

Versus 

----------------Respondents 

5 _Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

:r. G.i. Uesai for iES.NO.. 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

The Hon'ble Mr. I.. 	I t 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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Lalit Kumar R. 
Quarter No. 221/1--', 
Nava Yard, Railway Colony, 
Vadodara. 

(Advocate; Mr. P.K. Handa) 

Versus. 

Union of India, 
Secretary, Ministry of Rail'iay, 
Rail Bhavan, Nw Delhi. 

General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchqate, Bombay,  

Divisional Railway Manager, 
Western Railway, Pratapnagar, 
Vadodara. 

Sr.Divisional 3perating Supdnt., 
Western Railway, Pratapnagar, 
Vadodara. 

Sr.D.ivisional Personnel Officer, 
Western Railway, Pratapnagar, 
\Jadoclara. 

Murlidhar S. Mehta, 
Ticket Collector, 
C/o. Station Superintendent, 
Western Railway, Vadodara. 

Alkesh Pandya, Ticket Collector, 
Bhao's Gali, 

Sharmaji s House, 
Dandia Bazar, 3pp.  G.P.O., 
Bar od a. 

Mahesh S. Sharma, Ticket Collector, 
C/o. Station Superintendent, 
Western Railway, Vadodara. 

(Advocates: Mr.N.S.Shevde for 
Resp.No. 1 to 5, Mr.G.I.i-esai 
for Resp.No. 8) 

Applicant. 

Res ponc9ents. 

J U D G M E N T 

0.A.No.160 OF 1989 

Date: 10-11-1993, 

Per: Hon'bie Mr. R.C. Bhatt, Judicial Member. 

Heard Mr. P.K. Handa, learned advocate for the 

applicant and Mr. N.S.Shevc9e, learned advocate for the 

3/- 
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Resp.No. 6 has filed a reply. 

respondent No. 1 to 5. /i-espondent No. 7 w,jg  absent 

though served. Mr. G.I. Desai, learned advocate for the 

respondent No. B. 

This application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, is filed by a 

Pointsman against the Railways seeking the relief as 

under; 

S. ietief aught; 

(ii 	The applicant prays to the FIOfle  bie 

Tribunal to direct the respondents to quasi 

Rxik the panel of Ticket Collectors which 

has been made by manipulating. The 

applicant should be adjusted in the 
category for which he has applied i.e., 

for Ticket Collector only. 

(ii) Any other relief which the Hon'ble Tribunai 

may deem fit.' 

The case of the aeglicant as oleaded in the 

apoiicatjori is that the Livisjonal Commercial uperincn-

dent, Divisional Operating auperintendent and Divisional 

iafaty •Dfficer (Lstt.), lcstern Railyy, issued a joint 

Notifica-tice atec l5tri JUne, 193d to fill the vaoncies 

from Uopartm- n Cal can.dat=s of Class I] emolov - es in 

cif forent cc, egcries, namely, Train Clerk, i'elegraoh 

igneller, Ticket Collector and Corprcja1 Clerk. It 

eligibility 
is alleged in the apolication that th ccnditicn laid 

down for 	 the eyed oyes to a:glv fcr the 

above post was that he must have comoleted three years 

of service in regular cadre in ccro:n-ct, 

41 
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31st harch, 1928, that the aniicant had ao] 

Ticket Collector category only, that the se].ecttcn was 

held arid list of SUCCESSfLI1 CaflclCetes in written tart 

was declared vie letter sated 11th January, 1989 in 

hich the aslicant was elricad at 	53. 	he fini 

selection was held and a asnel of cTiffTerent categoris 

ias cc:clarerf in which the aenL ic-ant was nested as 

cosmerciai clerk instead of Ticket Collector for which 

the applicant had applied and was placed at Sr.No. 27 

• 
vide letter//dated 27th February, 1989. It is alleged b' 

- 	order of 
the applicant that nreference 	 was called 

for in the nctification and the applicant had applied 

only for Ticket Collector and therefore, it is 

as to how he had been posted as comrrercial clo 

is alleged that the reason Seems to be the mci 

intention of the authorities preparing the pan 

seeing that the respondent No. 6,7 & 8 are nuo 

panel of Ticket Collector. It is alleged by 

applicant that these three respondents d0 net C 

three years of regular service against a oermenast 

vacancy even if the period is counted from the date 

granting of temporary status and hence the action 

ssnridartr in put tin: ohs narrS 	these three 
Lhem 

a ra acenta in the panel an,, 	c-sl:tcc/as Ticket Ccl 

the arolicant 
is ii lanil and bs de:rivcd f his unr ::n Ti 

I-' 
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The applicant made a representation to the Livisional 

Railway Manager (Ett.) /adodara on 10th parch, 1989 and 

thereafter a legal nodce was given, but (.he resp)ndents 
nn .A-5 

have issued letter dated 7th March, 1939/regarding the 

adhoc posting order of Ticket Collector and the regular 

I;ostiflg would be made after comietion of training at 

.Jdaiour and hence this anlicatian. 

ens pndnn:s I tn 5 have filed reply 

cnnUnnp rent th erciicerr: 	Hpible to apply for 

C :n 	iCS 	a a 	en P f or th 	:net of 

	

LCDt ol 	 nn.nacetjon :sto° 2th Ar';nt, 

1:P 	thrt then a Lia rent non 	at nr ho 	ie ±c 

:r - oerndo ieryo n 	rn' - pr rent: 

oeai i:enj: nan elcted be the 3ct:otioe nrr•- fee 

I  

in the aid jet 	 H 	it 	cof Ccnm no 	Cl e. 	i 	eredrd  

to-nt tD 	i 	nci 	i- 	-n- Ct2C'rJ of icDnt C-J cetera 

e- rr- it rd iC ner: ticen ? erraTa:: nc 	to the 

category of Commercial Cl-ark end. rie-el-3oti-D: 

found the applicant suitable for the post of -1 - rooe H 

Clerk and hence his name was placed as a commer 

clerk. The respondents have also 	disputed 

neeference as such was 	called for from the err 

He aonriid in rs - ns to the aforesaid nctific-ctjo- 

I 
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5. 	The responoent 1 to 5 have contended in the 

reply that the respondent No. 6,7 & 8 were placed at 

Sr.No. 16,15 & 14 as Ticket Collector by the Selection 

Eoard in the panel dated 27t1h February, 1989. It shows 

that the said three respondents were initially engaged 

in the year 1981, who were granted temporary status in 

the year 1986 on different dates as rrntioned in para 5' 

and 
of the rely,/that they were absorbed in the regular 

east ía the year 1988. The reseondents have denied 

that these three respondents- uivbieafl? 

fulfill 	the requisite conditions rrntioned in the 

notification. according to the respondents, the sd 

has 
board/to decide the category for which the emp.. 

are considered by them and to allot them the ce 

they considered fit for each employee who is Sc- 

in the selection. It is contended that the H 

committee decides the alloterrnt of categorT 

selected candidates. The respondents hay 

that these three respondent 6,7 & 8 have been p 

Ticket Collectors vide order dated 7t1h March, 198e 

The respondents have contended that the alleged 

representation dated 10th March, 199 is not aa 

with them. They denied that there was any rnaaii 

intention of the authorities in selectinc the m:H 

which were not eligible as alleged. It isconte1 
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that the said three employees were eligible and 

considered by the Selection Board and were allotted 

the category of Ticket Collector. It is contended that 

the application has no merits and deserves to be 

dismissed. 

The respondent No.6, Murlidhar B•  Mehta filed 

reply contending that the applicant was working as 

Pointsman in Vadodara Yard in grade Rs 950_1500(R) 

but he has not rrntioned that he is working in Class lit 

staff and has suppressed the material fact. It is 

contended that as the applicant was working in Class Y 

staff, he was not eligible to apply for any posts 

mentioned in the notification and he has no legal r 

to challenge this selection. It is contended that 

election Board after considering the oequisth 	S' 

has accointed these respondents as Ticket Colic 

he was Class I1 employee, he was appointed af 

sLec ted, 

The applicant has filed rejoinder to 

of the respondent 1 to 5 controverting the conter. 

taken by the respondent 1 to 5 in the reply anc 

also filed rejoinder to the reoly filed by the 

respondent No.6. 
-Th 

At the time of hearing of this aoplica 

learned advocate Mr. P.1K. i-ianda for the aerlica 



submitted that though the applicant has sought the 

relief to quash the panel of Ticket Collectors, th 

applicant restricts his relief 	 o the 

apoointment of respondent 6 to 8 as Ticket Collector 

and that the applicant should be adjusted in the categor 

for which he has apolied i.e., for Ticket Collector only,  

S. 	The undisputable facts are that the 

respondents by notification Annexure A_i dated 15th 

June, 1988, had invited aolications from Class IV staff 

Transportation and Commercial Departrrnt for filling up 

the vacancies in the category of Train Clerk, Telegraph 

5ignaller, Ticket Collector and Cormrcia1 Clerk and 

the condition laid down for eligibility for the 

emoloyees to apply for the above post was that he must 

have completed three years of service in regular cadre 

in permanent vacancy as on 31st March, 1988. It is also 
an 

/admitted fact that the applicant had in pursuance of 

that notification made an aeplication for the post of 

Ticket Collector on 26th August, 1988 and he was 

selected by the Selection Eoard by the post of Commercial 

Clerk and was placed at St.No. 27 in the said list of 

Commercial Clerk, Annexure A dated 27th February, 1989. 

It is also not dic ihed that no •e of pefer 	was 

as 
N 	 called for 	/the applicant had applied for only 

post the 

Ticket Collector 	/ learned advocate for the 

4 
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respondents 1 to 5 was not able to satisfy this Tribunal 

as to why the selection comLttee selected the applicant 

as commercial clerk when he had specifically aplied for 

the post of Ticket Collector. The selection committee 

ought to have considered as to whether the applicant was 

tbl for the post of Ticket Collcctr for which he 

had applied and if  considered as Suitable, he ought to 

V 	 have been selected on that post and ought to have been 

Henée 
empanelled for that post, f 	the action of the 

selection committee to select him for commerjal clerk 

could not be said to be legal. We do not agree with 

the submission of the learned advocate Mr. ahevde that 

selection i3oar6 found the applicant suitable for the 

of Commercial Cerk and hence his name was placed 

ommercial Clerk. The moot question is why he was 

selected as Ticket Collector. The respondent 1 to 5 

disputed the fact that the applicant was eligible 

pply for Cllass III categories and had applied for 

cost of Ticket Collector only. We therefore, hold 

the action of the selection committee in selecting 

a?plicant for the post of comrwrcial clerk was not 

I b-ause he had aoOL1EC on]: for the Dat of 

:t CflLnC tor. 

The learned advocate for the respondent No.3 

.I.Lesai submitted that the applicant is not 
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entitled to questiOfl 
-th G 0eci si on of seleCt-° c 

505i 	c 

-3 11 

nor ts j 
the funCti0fl of the Court to hear 

anV 

over dsciS° of seleCti0fl 
0oyitt ee an he haroLi 

on the decision in Dalpat Abasa 
	SolUflkC i/s. 

tahajan etc. 
reported in AIR 1990 C 434. 
	

fl: 

in this deciSt0fl that it is not the funCtiofl 
of 

the 

Court to hear aepeal5 over the deciSionS of 

tees and to scrUti111 the 
electi0fl Commit 

	rei 

idate 
meritS of the candidates. Whether a cand 

	jS fit 

for a particular post or not has to b 
	 by e decidEd  

duly constitutedSelection Cojttee which has 
the 

exeertise on the subject and the Court has no 
SU 

c-,xperti-se. it is held that the decision Of the 

e1ectiofl Conittee can be interfered with only 

limited grOuflCS, such as illegality or patent 
r 

0flSt1tUt1fl of the cornmi 
irregularitY in the' 

 

orocedure Vitiating the selectiOfl, or proved 

5rfecting the selection etc. he syrce with 

1 id down in thiS dec is ion. The 	
ices 

does not chailEfldC 	:)\j 	f the 

to select a candidate icr a certiCU r D 

a11enge is thet hsrI he had. ao:iicd cd 

f Ticket CoILactor, th 5l5ti': 

him fit for that post,shouid have seidd 

ijt foind him fit for that post shou d 

his apolicetion, out the decision Ti 
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committee has suffered from illegality and patent material 

irregularity in selecting the applicant t4 the post of 

comrrrcial clerk for which he had not applied. Therefore,I 

this decision relied on by Mr. Desai does not help the 

respondents. In our opinion ,the selection committee had 

mater ial 
committed an illegality or patent/irregularity in 

appointing the applicant as commercial clerk for which 

post he had not applied at all. 

10. 	The learned advocate Mr. Desai submitted that 

the applicant at the time of aplication in the year 1988 

was wTrking in Class III staff s  

He submitted that respondent No.6 in his 

rely has taken 	this specific contention. He 

submitted that the applicant had suppressed the material 

fact and therefore, according to him, the application 

VA 
	 deserves to be dismissed 	in view of the decision in 

G.Narayanaswarny Reddy '7/s. Government of Karnataka & Anr. 

AIR 1991 SC 1726. The Hon'ble Supreme Court has held 

in this decision that the relief under Article 136 of 

Constitution of India is discretionary and the petitionerl 

who approaches the Supreme Court for such relief must 

come with frank and full disclosure of facts. If he 

fails to do so and suppresses material facts, his 

applicatjn is liable to be dismissed. Mr. Lesaj, 

learned advocate for the respondent No.B 'at the 
ttc of 

hearing .3ro-ducGd the Xerox Copy of the promotic, order 

4 
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of the applicant and others to show that the applicant 

was promoted on adhoc basis from Class IV post as 

Lineman which is Class III post. The said xerox copy 

dated 15th June, 1985 shows that the present applicant 

who was at Sr. No. 20 in that list and was working as 

Pointsrran in the grade of Rs.210-270, was promoted as 

Lineman in the scale of Rs. 260-400, but it is important 

fur th r 
to note that this order / shows that this was issued 

purely on adhoc basis and subject to the passing 

selection only. The other order dated 10th January, 

1986 produced by him shows that the applicant Lineman 

Baroda divisicn scale Rs. 260-400(R) was posted as 

Pointsman Baroda in the scale scale Rs. 260-400(R), 

item No.1. 	Reading 	document it is clear that the 

first or6er5 an order of promotion on adhoc basis 

purely and second that they are employed to officiate 

on that post. The learned advocate Mr. Shevde also 

agreed that the said two orders onl y shos the appointment 

of the applicant on adhoc basis as Pointsrnan and that the 

appointment was on adhoc basis. The learned advocate 

Mr. Handa submitted that the notification Annexure 	1 

dated 15th June 1988 makes the adhoc employee in 

I  r, 	Class III category also eligible for application for the 

pos- mentioned in that notification and he drew our 

attention to the relevant portion of the said notificatio 

which is as under: 

t 

FA 

13/- 

A 
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11The eligible employees who are already 

working in class III categories on adhoc basis 

should also aply to appear in the selection 

in reference to this notification without 

which they will not be called to appear in the 

seJection their working in class III category 

is not automatic eligibility to appear the 

selection. p.  

The respondent 1 to 5 have catgoricaily contended 

in the reply that the aplicant was eligible to make 

ICA 

	

	 an ac'plication for Class III category and had applied 

for the 205t of Ticket Collector only, therefore, none 

of the conditions in the notification is violated by 

the applicant nor he has suprossed the fact and 

therefore, the decision relied on by the learned 

advocate Mr. Desai for respondent No.8 can not be 

nressec3 into service. 

	

11. 	The main question is whether respondent 6 to 
V 

8 were eligible toply for the post in question. The 

acolicant and the respondent 1 to 5 have mentioned the 

particulars of these respondent 6 to 9 as under:- 

S.N. 	Name 	 Des. 	Late of 	Date of Date 
initiil 	TS, 	of 
engagement. 	absorpt 

ion 

	

8. 	Mahesh R 	LRPP-13H 	17.5.81 1.7.86 4.4.88 

	

7. 	AlJcesh Pandya, PP_BH 	6.4.81 	4.11.86 4.4.8B 

	

6. 	Murlidhar S,. GGP.BRGY 	24.4.81 	16.5.86 8.1.88 

The learned advocate for the anclicant Submitted that 

the letter of absorption of respond 
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at An:exure A-3 vide letter dated 5th D'ecember, 1988 

at Sr.No.5 and respondent 7 & 8 are absorbed vide letter 

dated 4th April,1988 shown at Annexure A-4 dt Sr.No. 62 

and 61. He submitted that the mandatory condition laid 

down by the notification shown at Annexure A-i is as 

under:- 

"Applications are therefore invited from all 

class IM staff Transportation and commercial - 

iepartment only who have completed three years 

of service in Regular cadre in permanent vacancy 

as on 31tt March, 1988." 

The learned advocate Mr. Handa for the applicant 

submitted that respondent 6 to 8 had not coopleted three 

years of regular service against a permanent vacancy 

even if the period is counted from the date of granting 

of temporary status. He therefore, submitted that the 

final selection by the selection committee and the panei 

of different commites which showed the name of 

respondent 6,7 & 8 as Ticket Collectors at Sr.No.14,15 

and 16 in Annexure A in panel was ex facie illegal. 
orovi ional 

Annexure A-5 dated 7th March, 1989 shows the / 	postin 

order of the Ticket Collectors. The learned advocate 

Mr. Shevde was not able to justify the selection of 

respondent 6,7 & 8 as Ticket Collectors. 

12. 	The learned advocate M. Desai submitted that 

the respndent 6,7 & 8 had the requisite qualification 

for the post of Class III. However, as submitted by 

'V 

15/. 
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learned advocate for the applicant, even considering 

the date of which the temporary status was granted to 

these respondents 6,7 & 8 in the year 1986,the do not 

fulfill the mandatory condition of Completion of three 

years service in regular cadre in permanent vacancy at 

the date of notification and therefore, the selection 

committee had acted illegally in ernoanelling them as 

Ticket Collector.ik 	attempt was made by the learned 

advocate Mr. I)esai that the respondents 6,7 & 8 have 

their initial engagement in the year 1981 and therefore1  

in 
they were eligible due to their officiation/the post 

they held and he relied on the decision in V.1<. Eansal 

V/s. Union of India & Ors., II(l988)TLT(CAT) page 67. 

In our opinion, this decisionEs absolutely no bearing 

to the facts of the present case. We have considered 

all the arguments of the advocates and have considered 

the documents on record carefully and we hold that the 

selection committee has acted illegally in selecting 

resondents 6,7 & 8 and empanelling them as Ticket 

Collector and hence that selection shall have to be 

quashed and set aside. The selection committee has 

an,:,  COfl1Tjtted 
also acted illegally /material patent irregularity 

in selecting the applicant for the post of commercial 

clerk when he had applied only for the post of Ticket 

Collector. We hold that he was eligible to aply fr 

V 

.... 16/- 
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be considered for 
- 16- Cd 

,khe post of Ticket Collector. Hence we pass the 

following order: 

ORDER 

(i) 
	

Application is partly allowed. The selection 

of Respondents 6,7 & 8 as Ticket Collector and 

their inclusion in the pane& Annexure A dated 

27th February,1989 in the category of Ticket 

Collector and also their posting on provisional 

basis as Ticket Collectors as per order Ann.A-5 

dated 7th March, 1989 are  quashed and set aside. 

The selection of the applicant as commercial 

clerk by the selection committee is also held 

illegal and the respondents are directed to 

consider the aøplicants application for the 

post of Ticket Collector subject to assessment 

of suitability and subject to vacancy and to 

pass a speaking order if he is found fit and if 

there is vacancy of Ticket Collector. The 

respondents to consider the applicant's case 

accordingly within four months from the date of 

receipt of this order. 

Aplication is disposed of. No order as to cost 

(M.R. Kolhatkar) 
	

(R.c .Bhatt) 
Member (A) 
	

Member ( J) 

vtc. 



4.A./24/95 in 3.A./160/39 

2.2.1995. 
Leave note filed by :4r.K.T.Jhaveri. 
Adj?urned to 6.2.1995. 

(Dr. R.K'xena 
Me rib e r (J) 

I- 	 _ -- 

(V.RadhEkr ithnn) 
Memer(A) 

6.2.1995. 	 ne preet for the apolicant. 
Mr.Shevde for the reso3ndents seeks 

time for filing repl7 to the 	Tme 
grante. cijourned to 23.2.1995. 

(Dr. R. K.Saxena) 
	

(V. RadhakriThren) 
Member (J) 
	

Member (A) 

jS ot 	r:c:t. 

djourried to 10ti arc, 1fl5 

at the ruest of r... 	.bevde. 

/ 

LJ.1adharisLrian) 
e.nbr •J) 	 .ienber L) 



-i 	Office Report 	 ORDER 	/ 

./5istcy 1/3  c.i12/ct servLCcc.L  
Co a11 the ccnerned parties irmieIr 

irect service as regards all th 

reonen ts per/itti. at. tc r 

.r 

aJJ c idtb L rii, 1.J-5. 

rishnan 
IefliJ3er \3) 
	

Ii' uber (A) 

8.4.95 
4r.N.s.shevde tiles reply on behalf of 

Respondent Nos.1 to 5. 'Lr.P.K.Harida 
tiles repl for Respondent NO:8. 

Mr.G.I.Desai files appearance on healf 
of Respondent No;6, and seeks time.to 	4 tile reply in M.Ae24/1995 

Respondent No:7 is present in person. 
4r.Thaveri seeks time to tile rejoinder. 

Adjourne to 6th June, 1995. 

(Dr.rz.saxena) 	(V.Raô1akrjshnan) 
Merrer (J) 	Nember (A) 



Date 

6/6/1993 

Office Report ORDER 

Present : Mr.P.K,Handa,Nr. :.h'..Shevde 

Mr.K.S..Jhaveri is not present. Mr.G.I. 

Desi has fi1et ieve' note. Adjurned to 

13/6/995. 

(V.Radhakrishnan) 
Member (A) 

ait. 

None present for the pm pa rties. 
[djourned to 28th une,19J. 

0/.2adhakrj3hnan ) 
1ienber () 

23.6.1Sj95. 

npm 

At the request of iir.i(.3.Jherj adjourned to 

5 .. . 	

. 	 - 
(V.Rdharishnan) 

Mether(A) 

I 12.7.95 SJhaveri is present. 
As the Djvjsjor Bench is not avilab1e, 
the matter is ajourne' to 2nd AuuEt, 1995. 

(V.RADFAKRLS1NAN) 
Mem,er(A) 

npm 



21/95 in 	1 co U /d 

OffIcE Report 
	

ORDER 

to 	 i;;5 	t tL 

rcqicst of Mr. She•-e, as he states that 

Hana I s appa:rç in this case. 

(Y,Ramarrth') 
I'arber(A) 

etc, 

24..95 It is 	m:tter rei4rdin 

Ike, 4' 	 Div .Sjfl 
3c'nch. Cins1 fr the 

iicant says *Chlat the 
matter has been tin 
delay)in eence E Dii1tn 
3ench. 	Matter ruy be 

iaiced 	efre Cxr i.1 
:r 	cssry 	.:r(fe s. 

/ 

(K,Rar :rtny) 

12 • 

t the e:uc5't of Mr. Vyas for Mr. Jhaverj 
jcurncd to 12.-10-1995 

(V. adakfIrnan) 
MemLtr ('k) 	 Vice Chairmon. 

uct 	iT IL d by ir .Jiirori ond I'r .'d;od 

AdDurncd to 	YJFrnn r, 195 * 

( T.R.d.krishnn) 
ivhrr1:c. r ( A) 	 7ic 	Oh iI:'rror. 



Date 	Office Report 	 0 R D E R 	 4 

Fp w(mf of time the matter to scjournc 
to 

(1/ P clIwRPIshh? 	
(M, 	1W) r r') 	

C 

.Alj9Uneü t? 2.l.1J9b. Nrns f 

iL 	£)esi a13 be thwn. 

(V.thkrishrin) 
Mrnber(A) 	 Vice Chi:rnr 

2-1-6 Nne resent fr 	parties. 	1curried 

t) 11-1-96. 

(V.Riarjshn ri) 
lernber () 

IT 

kr .Jhvri i 	1;t 	 .ur!e 

n)  iLr 
() 

0 



0.A. 160/89 

Date 7 	Office Report 	I 	 0 R 0 

22.2.96 Leave n.te filed by Mr. Ijanda. 

Adj ourned to 6.3.1996. 
I il 

(V .Radhak ris hnan) 
MemDer(A) 

vtc. 

3 4- .18 thejearm?d Member uf 
the Bench /z rit avaiIabI 
ho matter i djourn 

t 	 .7 

 



Office Report Date ORDER 

6-3-6 

M.A. 2inO.A. 16/89 

.3iqk note filed by Mr. Jhaveri. Adjourned to 

- l*6. Thc matter may he sov:r for orders. 

V. Radhakrishrian) 	 (N.B. Patel) 
Member (A) 	 Vice chairman. 

48 the2jearned Member of 
the Bench is nt vailable, 
he rfl[ tb 	is 	urfle 

( 	.4 

$ 

Leive nate 

4-6-96. 

* 

2-7-1  5. 

(z.Ramanoor:hy) 
iemb r A) 

25-4— 



Dat Office Report 

2.7.9, 6  

 

Mr. ianI.a is present. Mr. GI. Desai is 

not present. Being a Divisi•n lench matter 

aáj.urneá to 16.7.16. 

(V .ahak rishnan) 
MemSer(A) 

vtc. 

16.7.96 Being a Divi3in Bench matter, adjaurned 

to 27.8.196. 

(V.Iadhakrishnan) 
Member (?) 

Leave note filed by Mr.Handa. Adjourned 

)/9/96,at the request of Mr.Rethod for 

laveri, 

1\ 

3eing a Di vision ench matter, 
cd to 

(K • iarni moo rthy) 
MerJer(j 

at ) 
	

(K.RamaTnoorthy) 
Member (A) 



- 

Date 
	

Office Report 
	

ORDER 

- 	 fl 

Radhaktlth 

Jt:bP 

10-12- 

The D.k.() may 
look into this 
and put up a 
separate note 
regarding the 
maintainability 
of LASA0 

 

This O.A. has already been disposed of 

by the judgment dated 1-i1-93. Xt appears 

that the M.i* is pending in this cases  

(v.kkadhakr ishn -1 
iember (A) 

 

A\-/ 
(V.adha krish 

S 


