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Shri V...Mehta,
Ex-Inspector of Central Excise,
Anmedabad. ceee Applicant.
Versus. i :
1. Union of Indisa,
Notice to be served through
Secretary, Ministry of
Firnance, Revenue Department,
North Block, '
New Delhi - 1, 3
: ® |
2, Shri S.K. Kohll, or :
his successor in office,
Collector of Central Exclse & Custome, : gy

Al.mecdebzd Collectorate,
Custome licuse,

Ahmedabad - <. ‘ < gme Ao Respondents.
1 ]
Advocatess Mro Y.N. Oza for the applicant. .
’ ¥
Mr. Akil Kureshi fcr the respondents. . W
ORAlL ORDLE
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Before the Central Administrative Tribunal

Ahmedabad Bench

aAhmedabad

e ot

’/G,'lffgc\

isc.Application No. S36 of E;\\
In
Misce.application No. sy of 1994
In
of 1989

O+ «No. 233

V.S .Mehta,

Ex=-Inspecitor of Centrsl Excise,

Ahmedabad »

versus

(1)Union of India,
To be served throggh=-
Secretary,
Ministry of Finance,
Revenue Department,
North Block,

ees ADPlicant
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(2) shri S.K.Kohil,Or
his successor in office,
Collector of Central Excise & Customs,
customs House,

Ahmeda bad=9. «++ Respondents

Most Respectfully Sheweth:=-

l. That the Misc.application has keen filed
in O.A.N0.233 of 1989 for restoration of the
O.A. However, des pite the best efforts at
the end of the advocate conerred, the advocate
for the applicant could not get s copy of the

N

order dismissing the matter for defasult.

2.  That the aforesaid O.A.has been dismissed
for default on 14.6.1994 and immedizely on the
very day, the advocate for the applicant approached
for restoration of the mater. However, the
advocate was informed that since the order has
al ready been signed., a separate application
for restoration will be required to be filed.
The advocate for the appl icant instructed his
Clerk to obtain » cbpy of the order next daye.
But after 2 to 3 attempts made by the clerk of
the advocate, the departme_nt of the Tribunal

informed that %k as the copy of the order has




-

been sent by tegistered post which aPpears toO
have been sent on 28-6-1994, no copy can be given
to him. The advocate for the applicant also
insisted to get a copy. However, the Clerk of the
advocate could not get the copy and,therefore,the
advOcate for the applicant could not file M.A.
earl ier despite clearcut knowledge about the

matter haging bee n dismissed for default.

3. Thereafter, the advocate for the appl icant
awaited for the copy of the omer which received
somewhere in the 2nd week of July 1994 .Howe ver,
the advocate for the appPlicant fell sick and he
could not attend nor his colleggues could attend
because it was not known to them for about 10

days and,therefore, there has been delay of 14 .

days in filing the M.A.for restoration of O.A.

4. . Thus, it is » bonafide mistake. Otherwise,
in this very matter, the advocate for the applicant
has always remained present which can ke learnt

by asking the other side. Unfortunately on
14~6=1994, the advocate for the apblicant coulgd
not learn that the matter was listed for hearing
and could not remain present. Therefore, the
interest of justice requires that the delay of 14

days be condoned.

Se It is submitted that despite the best efforts




made by the advocate for the applicant,

the applicant's address and whereabouts is

not known and,therefore, the filing of affi-
davit and his signsture may kindly be dispensed
-withe

6. The applicant,therefore, prays that-

(a) Be pleased to condone the delay of 14 days

occurred in filing the M.A.for restoratim

of 0.A.233 of 1989;

(b Y be jeaned AL pere wibh  ven {rcahomw
DLl P

oy CJ\H‘\’QL?VV i g .

#nd for this act of kindness the applicant shall

.as 1in duty bound for ever praye

e

Ahmedabad , W (Yol
July U 1994 Advocate for the applicant

Drarted by:
JS Yadav,Advocate
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