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~ '\ IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAUNAL G/
x AHMEDABAD BENCH O
OA.No. -,
T.A. No. ‘
DATE OF DECISION_ _ 11-10-1993
Shri Issac lam Hussain MivaiiPetitioner
S Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
f India and Othe Respondent
Shri Rki reshi Advocate for the Respondent(s)
CORAM :
The Hon’ble Mr. «3ePatel Vice Chair
The Hon’ble Mr. Vo Radhal

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement { L
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ¢ |

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

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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Shri Issac Gulam Hussain Miyaji
at Post Tara Taluka Abdasa

Diste. Katch Bhuj Applicant
Ad‘dOC ate Shr i PeHe L‘)athak
Vercus

le Union of India
Notice to be served through
The Superintendent of Post Offices
Katch Circle Bhuje

2+ Sub-Divisional Inspector
(Post Offices)
Nakhatrana Sub Division

Nakhatrana, Katch. Respondents
Advocate Sshri akil Kureshi

In
OeA. 251/90 Dates 11=10-1933,
pPer Hon'ble Shri Ne.B. Patel Vice Chairmane.

Mr. Kureshi states that the respondents are
not going tc implement the impunged termination order dated
19-3-1920 and that the applicant still continues in service
as if &eweds the order of termination of his mervice was not
Je furkher states thatiif it is proposed to terminate

the service of the applicant hereafter, a fresh termination

order will be passed in accordance with lawe

2e In view of this statement made by Mr. Kureshi,

Mr. Pathak seecks permission to withdraw the application with
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

‘ AHMEDABAD BENCH, AHMEDABAD
RAMLA (0.4 EA/ 2.5 ] 19@}), |
I ssac (G s }'{m‘s:};w) san’)’«q)ﬁpplicant (s).
P H 20@’&0 (<5 Adv. for the
Petitioner (s).
' i Versus
L-‘« VWA v % \’V)(L(.'x e © Respondent (s).
J = /?ﬁ">’)'\(.‘~ Adv. for the
Respondent (s).
SR.NO. | DATE. | ORDERS,
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