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DATE OF DECISION  

Trarr 1c,hdn 
	 Petitioner 

Lr.i ..ancit 
	 Advocate for the Petitioner (s) 

Versus 

fne unir of mnia & Or 
	 Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent (s) 

CO RAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. 	.Rayojrtjy,  : 	1:rrr 	) 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

JUDGMENT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ? / 

To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 

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

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 



/ 

: 2 

Jerarr leohan 
Yealasj Uncer L000, 
F orman, B otad, 
E'HAWIJ AGAR, . . * , 	ApOlicciflt 

(Advocate : Mr.G.A.Pandit ) 

Versus 

The Union of India, through, 
the General Manager, 
ostern a-lway, 

Churchgate, BOiBAY. 

iliri ishokturwr T.Chopra, 
Livisional Railway Manager, 
1stern RailvJay, 
I3havnagar Para,13HAVNAGAR 	.... Rc'spondenLs 

-çrcat: : iLr .R .1• .Viri ) 

o R A L-0R2.) R 

In 

Per : IiOn'ble .hri 1K.RaraxcoOrthy : 	1eribar (,A) 

Both the learned counsel are not present. HOWevjt, 

on erusdl of the rtaoly given by the rasper nts :nd also 

tha further rej oin or f lied. by the ap:licen t, it is Obvi/)US 

than the rasandents have diseosad. of the rreeentaticn 

by order of 31.5.1e1. It is obvious that the ao.iicnt has 

given the a icin Tore 	f i 	issatifctionpi 	a: 	 s  

wi h coslying order eassed by the t) .R .M s office ,dhavnagar. 

This is a conterit appliCation for not having 

implemented the order of 31.1 i)2. Je do not see any merits 

in iho petition as such since the representation has been 

aisposed of by D.R.14's office dated 14.5.19)3. It is 

therefore, cl-er that there is no wilful Lijobedience 

in carrying :ut the order of this 	thuna1. Hencconterid 

notiCO is discharged. o order as to costs. 

( I:. :aiiaicoorthy ) 
I1embe (A) 

npIo 



1¼ .3T/354/ 9 5 in CA,'3/94 in c/475/89 

Dat 
	

Office Report 
	

ORDER 

30 • 7 • 9 	 s rogerds filing of V.P., objection is 

over ruled. 

As regards other reaining office oojcctions, 

:r.pavankunar will ren4ove the same within 

three days. 

Adjournd to 2nd August,lJ 15. 

(Y.Raarthy ) 

Nebcr (z) 

tlLt4 

-

T 0-1 e~, 

Adjourned to 8.9.1996, for removal of 

office objections. 'Pima No further time will 
e given. 

(IRammorhy) 

ait. 
As regar 	filing of V.P. the objection is 

alreay over ruled on 30.7.96. 
otler re.aining office object.10fl3 

i±ll he reroveó hI' the counsel forthe applic. nt 
iithin c7er! ays. 

(K aaoorth: 
ie.her 



Date Office —Report 	 OR D E R 

Objectins in NAST is ordc3re t. he 	erru1e. 

NA 3 'f be registerd as M.A. 

cAj' 5/94 in OA/4 75/89 

Regtry t fix the ciin :f hcrJ rq •ftr 

giving rcgu1r number :f i.i. 

t 	
A 

Bhrt()  
1err1br (j) 	 1i rnber (A) 

3 • L 
r) Q -. r.Vjn. 3.ghU 1:n cf ab3nc.c. -j:urn9. 

to 10.9.95 

( T.N. Bhat ) 	 (K.arnarnortth: ) 
1trrIbc3 (J) 	 Ir:b r (A) 

nern 

1O.9.9 Presb notice may be issued to the app1icnt 
in view of the demise of Shri G.A.PaXit. 

Adjourned to 8th October. 196. 

( 
g— 

K.Raroamoorthy ) 
Member (A) 

npn 



F 
'i1A/580/96 i NA/572/96 in CA/6/94 in CA/6/94 in OA/476/89 

Date 	Office Report 	 0 R D E R 	 ( V.-A 

8.10.96 The applicant prays for restoration of 

ex-parte order dated 5.2.1996. We have seen from 

the order dated 5.2.96 that according to the 

judgment tbete:was no basis for contempt as 

there was no disobedience in carrying out the 

order of this Tribunal. Accordingly, C.A. was 

disposed of. If the applicant has any grievacie 

regarding the decision taken by the respon.ents, 

he has other legal remedies like filing of fresh 

O.A. In any c ase he cannot file a contempt-

petition. 

Accordingly, there is no merit in the prayer 

for restoration of the 	 MA/572/96 

is rejected. 

M.A. for condonation of delay and restoration 

also stands rejected in view oftbe rejection 

of MA/572/96. 

( V.Radhakrshnan ) 
Member (A) 

npm 


