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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI4%UNAL 

AHMEDABAD BENCH 

M.A. No. 177 of 1991 

LN 	O.A. No. 	of 1991 
IxN. 

DATE OF DECISION 1.1.1992 

Srnt. Dolarben B. Trivddi 	 Petitioner 

0 
	

Shrj B.P. Tann. 	 Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Uninn of rncj & Crs. 	__Respondent 

Shr i 1..R__Tr i m.thy or 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 
Shri B.B, Naik 

CORAM: 

The Hon'ble Mr. A.B. Gorthi 	 : i1errher (A) 

The Hon'ble Mr. 1.C. Bhtt 	 : Tember (J) 

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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Srnt. Dolarben B. Trivedi 	 : Applicant 

(Advocate :Shri B.P.Tanna) 

VS. 

Union of India & Crs 	 : Pespondents 

(Advocate : Shri R.fl.Tripathy 
for Shri B.B.Naik) 

C 1. A L - C R D E R 

M.A..No. 177 of 1991 

C.A.N. 415 of 1991 

Date : 1.1.1992 

Per : Honble Shri P.C. Bhatt 	: Jernher (J) 

Heard Shri D.V. Mehta for Shri B.P. Tanna, learned 

advocate for the applicant. This application filed by 

the applicant for condonation of delay in filing the 

original application tnder Section 19 of the Adrrinistra-

tive Tribunals Act, 1985. The ternination order of the 

applicant was dated 28.6.1985. Thereafter a representa-

tion was rade by the applicant by letter dated 12.12.1990 

to the Salt Corrnissioner, Jaiour, with a copy to the 

other respondent and there is another letter also on 

the sane subject dated 10.2.1991 fron the applicant. 

The applicant has produced reply of the representation 

given by Dy. Salt Conrnissioner, Ahrnedahad, respondent 

no. 2, dated 19.2.1991 which says that the respondent 

no. 2 had referred the matter to the appropriate autho-

rity and that their decision was awaited. Therefore it 



is clear that the resoondents have not disposed of the 

representation made by the applicant till today.. We 

therefore condone the delay in filing this application 

specially in view of the fact that the representation 

of the applicant has been referred to the appropriate 

authority and the decision is 8wited. So the riscella-

neous application is allowed and the original application 

is held to be in time. 

2. 	e would also like to dispose of this original 

application by admitting it and direct the respondents to 
L 

dispose of the representation rrade by the applicant by 

her letter dated 12.2.1990 and 10.2.1991, which is referred 

to by respondent no. 2 in his letter dated 19.2.1991 to 

the applicant. The respondents to dispose of the representa-

tion within three months from today. The applicant if feels 

aggrieved by the decision of the respondent on h i-pre son-

ten she would be at liberty to file original applica-

tion before this Tribunal according to law. Vetherefore 

dispose of the original application accordingly with 

above directionb the respondents. 

Miscellaneous Application and Original Application 

both are disposed of accordingly. No order as to costs. 

L 

(R.CBHATT) 
Iember (J) 

(A.B.. GOPTHI) 
eruber (A) 

*Ani.  

Ak 
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Srnt. Dolarben B. Trivedi. 	 : Applicant 

(Advocate :Shri B.P.Tanna) 

vs. 

Union of India & Ors 	 : Pespondents 

(Advocate : Shri R.P.Tripathy 
for Shri B.B.Nailc) 

o 	A L - 0 R D E F. 

M.A.No. 177 of 1991 
IN 

0.A.No. 415 of 1991 

4 	 Date : 1.1.1992 

Per : Horible Shri L.C. J3hatt 	: rerrher (j) 

Heatd Shri D.V. Mehta for Shri B.P. Tanna, learned 

advocate for the applicant. This a;plication filed by 

the applicant for condonation of delay in filing the 

original application thnser Section 19 of the Adrrinistra-

tive Tribunals Act, 1985. The tcrnination order of t1e 

applicant was dated 28.6.1985. Thereafter a renresenta-

tion was rtad by the applicant by letter dted 12.12.1990 

to the Salt Cormissioner, Jaipur, with a copy to the 

other respondent and there is another letter also on 

the sare subject dated 10.2.1991 fror the applicant. 

The applicant has produced reply of the representation 

given by Dy. Salt Conrnissicner, Ahrredahad, respondent 

no. 2, dated 19.2.1991 whIch says that the respondent 

no. 2 had referred the ratter to the appropriate aut -'o-

rity and that their decision was awaited. Therefore it 

... 3/— 
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is clear that the resnondents have not disposed of the 

representation rrade by the apçlicant till today. We 

therefore condone the delay in filing this application 

specially in view of the fact that the representation 

of the applicant hs been referred to the appropriate 

authority and the decision is awaited. So the niscella-

neous application is allowed and the original applicatior 

is held to be in tiire. 

2. 	We would also like to dispose of this original 

application by adrritting it ad direct the respondents to 

dispose of the representation rrade by the applicant by 

her letter dated 12.2.1990 and 10.2.1991, which is referred 

to by respondent no. 2 in his letter dated 19.2.1991 to 

the applicant. The respondnts to dispose of the representa-

tion within three ronths from today. The applicant If feels 

aggrieved by the decision of the resoondent on her 'êpresen-

tation, she would be at libetty to file original applica-

tion before this Tribunal according to law. Te therefore 

dispose of the original application accordingly with 

above dIectionto the respondents. 

30 	Miscellaneous AppUction ind C2ig1-nal Application 

both are disoosed of accordingly. No order as to costs. 

(R.C.BFLkT) 
embr (J) (A.B. GCPTFfI) 

errber (A) 


