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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

0.4, NO. 93/92
EA N

DATE OF DECISION 30.11.94

Shri G.iM.Shukla Petitioner

HAr o" - D«ngjar

Advocate for the Petitioner (s)

Versus

Union of India & Anr.,  Respondent
Mr.akil Kureshi - Advocate for the Respondent (s)
CORAM
»
The Hon’ble Mr. ~.B. Patel : Vice Chairman
The Hon’ble Mr. K.Ramamoorthy :  Member (A)

JUDGMENT

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

N

To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

( \N 0
\
8. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment 2 \

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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Shri G.iM.Shukla _
Inspector of Central Excise,
Jamnagar eesse Applicant

(Advocate s Mr.R.S.Gajjer )

versus

1. Union of India

2. Collector of Customs,and
Central Excise,
Head Quarter Ofiice,
RAJKOT «e s Respondents

(advocate s [r.Akil Kureshi )

ORAL ORDLR
in
C.A,NO293/92 Date :30.11.94

Per Hon'ble shri :.B. Patel s Vdice Chairman

The applicant and his advocate are not present,
when the matter is called out. Dismissed for default.

NOo order as to costse.

( \
(KeRamamoorthy ) {1 Ba RLtel )
Member (A) Vice Chairman
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DATE OFFICE REPORT ORDER )
6.4.99 - M.A.St.8/98 secks restoration of the Q.A.
AT 1 ’ 93/92 which was decided on 30.11.94. This MeA.
l has been filed in January 1999 and has been under
objection. Despite dssue of notice objections
3 have not been removed. It would seem that the
‘applicant is not serious about the matter .
I : . Reglstration of M.A.S5t.8/99 declined. B
0
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, (A.S.Sanghavi) (Ve.Ramakrishnan)
| ol < . o
) Member (J) Vice Chairman
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MeAsstf267/99 1IN 0ea/93/92 -

M.Aes5t/267/99 seeks restoration of
0eA/93/92 decided on 30e11.9%.
Despite grant of number of oppurtdinitie
office objectioms not removed. The
miscellaneous applicant had filed earlie
M.A.st/267/99 seeking the same relief
whgich was declined. Even dn merits the
contentiong that the applicant was not
awage of tl?e order dated 30.11.94 till

b R B

Dec'98 waanot—justify theTelief s« jnt

£6% as no smpizimxksend explianat on

is'given as to what he did in the inter-
vening periode

Registraion of MeA.st/267/99

declinede.
{(P.CeKannan) {(VeRamakrishnan
Member (J) Vice Chaimman
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M.A/st/267/99 IN 0.A/93/92

'Y ’ L |
DRTE OFFICE REPORT ORDER
30.06.979 M.AQSVELW(%% seeks restoration of O.A/§3/9

decided on 30.11.94,

Desphite firant of number of oppurtuinities,
office objections not removeds The miscellaneous \
applicant had €iled earlier M.A.st/iégfgg seeking

the same relief whichwas declined. Even on merits
theg contention that the applicant was not aware of
the order dated 30.11.94 till Dec'98 is inconvenine
cing as no explianationa is given as to what he did

inthe intervening period.

Registration of Me.A.st/267/99 declined.

I - ‘ £l q
(pgC. i&x’n_a;n) (V. Ramakrishnan):-
Member (J) Vice Chaiman
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Applicatien Ne,': Calazlgy ) of ‘

Transfer Application Ne. ) of
¢ CERTIFICATE

Certified that no further action :s required to be taken and ~ﬁ\\
the case is fit for consignment ‘5 the Record Room (Decided). <:£2/ ‘
|

Dated fe.0i,q(

Countersign

e cel oy
_ Signature of the Dealing
o~ Y o Assisftant
Y00

N A,
Sectign Officer Yy~
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