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Respondent 

Advocate for Ch- Rpoo.i(s 

iTi.c R 	hle 1\4t 

The o'bk JNJT. 

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

2 	To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

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

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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dhri nhmad Joseoh 
C/a Pt.. .Joseph, 
Trolly lieu, 
ail'eay Colon, 

Thanvac., Jarrinagur. .. oplicant 
(dvocate  

V/s 

Union of India, 
Notice to be served through 
the $xecutive ngineer, 
Nr. Irvin Hosoital, 
Jamnapa r. 

Permoantay Inspector (0) 
Dhavesgor having of::ice at 
lioti Compound, Rajkot. 	 .. Naspondcats 

( Advocate ITir.E.R.Kyada ) 

O.A.  3J7/2 
:liuT'.E.Ld HR. 3. K. JIJ . . JUL ICLL IL:I3R 
HON IT?  1IR. N. K. 3 INCH . . L41INI3O:eTIv: 	J 

Per 	Hon t ale Hr. S. K. Join •. JuejciaL ilomber 
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-resent: Counsel for the parties. 
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Case taken up to-nay on the oral reest 0± the 

counsel for the apolicarit. Lir.P.H.?athak. Counsel for the 

applicunt, submits tht the pr:isent D.A. be dismissed as 

wi the rawn as the app ic ant is to make reoras entat on 

regLircang his grievance to the respondent. He further 

subi its that permission for filing a fresh aolicotion 

is not needed. 

2. 	In the ciurnstences 7e dismis:.ed ... 307/89 

as withdrawn.. with no order as to costs. 
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