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DATE OF DECISION 	12.11.98 

	

Phakcr 	 Petitioner 

	

P.K. Harida 	 Advocate for the Petitioner [s 
Versus 

Union of I ndia & Others 	Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent 

CO RAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. V.Ramakrishrx, Vice Chairman. 

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 Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment 

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? 
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5. 1.Thakor, 
22-C, Gulabchand Park, 
Behind Arykanya Vidhyalaya, 
Karo].ibaug, 
Baroda 	 .. Applicant 

Advocate Mr. P.K.Handa 
VERSUS 

Union of Iridia, 
Notice to be served through 
The secretary, 
Ministry of Defence 
NE 4 DE L}1I 

The Chief Engineer, 
Jaipur Zone, 
Power House Road, 
Rani park, 
Jaipur. 

Chief Engineer, 
Ahmedabad zone, 
Camp at Hanuman, 
AIedabad. 

The Chief Engineer, 
Southern Command, 
Purie. 

The Commandant Work Engineer, 
Makarpura Road, 
B aroda 	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 	Respondents. 

ORAL ORDER 

RA 41/1998 in .OA  NO. 17/92 

Dt. 12.11.98 
Per Hon'ble Mr. V.Ramakrishnan, Vice Chairman. 

The Review applicant has sought review of the 

orders passed by me and Hon' ble Mr. L,axman Jha in aA 

17/1992 on 22-6-98. 

2 	In the main GA the applicant had prayed for a 

direction to the Respondents that he should be appointed 

as B/S Gr. II with effect from the date some of his Juniors 

were appointed. The applicant was represented by 

MR. R.KMishra. While disposing of this GA the Tribunal 

observed in para 2 as follows: 
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4 
"We find that the applicant was functioning as a Lower 

Division Clerk and in April, 1983, there was a recruitment 

of Supervisor B/S qr.II in the then pre-revised pay scale 

of Rs. 330-550/-, For tbese posts, applications were 

invited from outsiders and the Departmental candidates 

were allowed to forward their names through proper channel 

if they were otherwise qualified and eligible. A reference 

is made in this connection to the letter dated 15-4-83 as 

at Armexure A-i. It is also stated that the applicant was 

interviewed on 30-5..83 and by a letter dated 47-83 as 

at Anriexure A-3 he was told that he was selected to the 

post of Supervisor B/S Gr.II • The grievance of the 

applicant is that despite receiving such a communication, 

he has not been given such appointment, 
0 

 

3 	It was enquired of the Counsel as to how a selection 

held in 1983 could be challenged by filing an OA in 1992. 
Besides, the selection conveyed through letter dt. 4-7-83 

has been cancelled by order dt, 31/7/85 (A-9), which 

has not been challenged*  It was held by the order dated 
that 

226-92Lthere was gross delay in approaching the Tribunal 

in respect of a selection stated to have been held in 

1983, which was cancelled on 31-7-85, and the applicant 

was guilty of delay and lachesa2tte OA was dismissed on this 

ground. 

4 	In the RA it has been suhnitted that Mr. Handa had 

later on filed a Vakalatriama for the applicant to appear 

alongwith Mr. R.K.Mishra, but registry failed to show the 

name of P.K.Handa. An MA for delay condonation was filed 

on 15-6-98, but the Registry has not placed the same before 

the Court. It is stated that the MA should have been taken 

into account before passing the orders. 
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before the Ahmedabad Bench of the Tribunal and 

was finally decided on 16-8-88. It is further 

stated that he engaged in sane correspondence with 

the department for his appointment and ultimately 

they failed to appoint him. In this connection he 

has also relied on the judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court in the case of K.C.Sharma v/s. Govt. of India 

1998 5CC (L&S)226 articuar Head Notes, which reads 

as under:- 

'A. Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 S 21. (3) - Limitation 

Condonation of delay - When question of taking benefit 

of latest judgment arises - Appelant railway employees 

retiring between 1980 IM 1988 - They were aggrieved by 

notification dt. 5-12.30, which adversely affected their 

pension retrospectiveLy. The notification not challenged 

within limitation peri - However, when the Central 

Administrative Tribunal (Full Bench), in another case 

declared the notification invalid, by its judgment 

dated 16-12-93, the appelarits claimed from the Railways, 

the benefit of the judgment and when the benefit was not 

extended to them, they filed application in the 

Tribunal in April 1994 - Held, the delay in filing 

the application should have been condoned by the 

Tribunal and the appellants given relief on the 

same terms as was granted by the Full Bench - Allowances-

Running allowance - Indian Rly. Establishment 

Code, Rr.2544 	 (Para 6) 

B. Judgments - Judgment in rem - Benefit of a 

judgment to others similarly situated - Delay/laches 

* 

consideration of Expry of limitation period-Condonation of " 



9 	
The present applicant approached the Tribunal 

through OA 17 in 1992 for a selectiofl held in 1993. 

The reason given that the applicant was waiting for 

Court decision in a similar case, which was decided on 

168..88 and then entered into correspondence with the 

department till 1992 is not a good ground to condone the 

delay. in this connectiofl I may refer to the decision of 

the Hon'ble supreme Court in State of Karnataka and 

others v/s S.M. Kotrayya and others (1966) 6 Supreme 

Court cases 267. The Head Note reads as followsz 

Service law - Administrative Tribunal Act 1985 - 

S-21 Condonation of delay Grounds for The Dax mere 

fact that the applicants filed the belated Application 

immediately after coming to know that in similar z claims 

relief had been granted by the Tribunal, held not a proper 

explanation to justify condonation of delay - The 

explanation must relate to failure to avail the remedy 

withifl the limitation period - LimitatiOfl. 

10 	The reliance on Supreme Court' a decision in 

K.C. hartna' $ case is also misconceived. In that case the 

Full Bench of the Tribunal had struck down an amended 

rule what was less favourable to the employee in sO far 

as it sought to give retrospective operation. The 

judgment in that case was a judgment in rem. This is 

not obviously the positiOfl in respect of the decision of 

this Tribunal in TA 542/86. 



1•• 	
-_ - 

4 

11 	For the reasons stated above zM I hold that the 

RA is without merit and deserves to be dismissed. 

12 	As the matter was decided by me alorlgwjth 

Hon' ble Mr. Laxman Jha, my views may be forwarded to 

Mr. Jha alongwlth the relevant files for recording his 
views. 

(( 71 

(V. RAMAKRI3HNA) 
VICE CRIRMM. 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

CAT /J / 13 

RA N 41 of 199 

O.ANO. 17/1992 
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T'h kor 	 Petitioner '  

	

P.K. Mara 	 Advocate for the Petitioner Is 
Versus 

UiionofIrxlia&Others Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent [s 

CORAM 

The Hon'ble Mr. V.Ramakrishflafl, Vice Chairman. 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

JUDGMENT 
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S. N.ThakOr, 
22-C, Gulabcharld park, 
Behind &rykanya Vidhyalaya, 
Karolibaug, 
Baroda 

	

	 • . Applicant 
Advocate Mr. P.K.Handa 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India,1  
Notice to be served through 
The Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence 
NE4 DEL} 

2, The Chief Engineer, 
Jaipur zone. 
Power House Road, 
Rani park, 
Jaipur. 

Chief Engineer, 
A1inedabad zone. 
Camp at Hariumari, 
Alinedabad. 

The Chief Engineer, 
Southern Command, 
Pune. 

The Commandant Work Engineer, 
Makarpura Road, 
B aroda 	. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 	Respondents. 

ORAL ORDER 
RA 411199$ in OA No. 17/92 

Dt. 12.11.98 
Per HOn'ble Mr. V.Ramakrishnan, Vice Chainan. 

The Review applicant has sought review of the 

orders passed by me and Hon'ble Mr. Laxrnan Jha in aA 

6 	17/1992 on 22-6-98. 

2 	in the main CA the applicant had prayed for a 

direction to the Respondents that he should be appointed 

as B/S Gr. II with effect from the date some of his juniors 

were appointed. The applicant was represented by 

MR. R.K.Mishrao while disposing of this OA the Tribunal 

observed in para 2 as followss.  

4 
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We find that the applicant was functioning as a Lower 

Division Clerk and in April, 1983, there was a recruitment 

of supervisor B/S r.II in the then pre-revised pay scale 

of Rs. 330-550/-. For  these posts, applications were 

invited from outsiders and the Departmental candidates 

were allowed to forward their names through proper channel 

if they were otherwise qualified and eligible. A reference 

is made in this connection to the letter dated 15-4-83 as 

at Anriexure A-i. It is also stated that the applicant was 

interviewed on 30-5-83 and by a letter dated 4-7-83 as 

at pjiriexureA-3 he was told that he was selected to the 

post of supervisor B/S Gr.II. The grievance of the 

applicant is that despite receiving such a ccnmunication, 
Ii 

he bas not been given such appointment. 

3 	It was enquired Of  the Counsel as to how a selection 

held in 1983 could be challenged by filing an CA in 1992. 

Besides, the selection conveyed through letter dt. 4-7-83 

has been cancelled by order dt. 31/7/85 (A-9), which 

has not been challenged. It was held by the order dated 
that 

22-6.-92Lthere was gross delay in approaching the Tribunal 

in respect of a selection stated to have been held in 

1983, which was cancelled on 31-7-85, and the applicant 

was guilty of delay and lachesöte OA was dinissed on this 

ground. 

4 	In the RA it has been suJuitted that Mr. Handa had 

later on filed a Vakalatnama for the applicant to appear 

alongwith Mr. R.K.Mishra, but registry failed to show the 

name of p.K.Handa. An MA for delay condonation was filed 

on 15-6-98, but the Registry has not placed the same before 

the Court. It is stated that the MA should have been taken 

into account before passing the orders. 
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5 	I have gone through the relevant file and 

fjr1 that Mr. Handa has in fact filed a Vakalatnama 

prior to the date of disposal of the Oh. However, 

Mr. R.K.Mishra had not retired from the case. In RA 

it is stated that Mr. Handa has been engaged in 

addition to Mr. Mishra. The case was adjourned on 

few occasions. On 27-4-98 it was adjourned to 17-6-98 

and on 17-6-98 in the aosence ot Mr. R.K.Mishra it was 

adjourned to 22-6-98. It was duly listed in the cause 

list on those dates. When the final orders caine to be 

passed on 22-6-98, neither Mr. R.K.Mishra nor Mr. Handa 

had been present in the Court. 

6 	As regards the MA for condonation of delay, this 

was filed by Mr. Handa on 15-6-98, but there were some 

office objections on 22-6-98 on which date the Oh itself 

came to be disposed of. in view of the above, the 

Registry did not put up the MA(which was bearing only 

stamp Mo before the Court on 22-6-98. The MA was 

numbered as MA/349/98 and placed before the Court on 

19-8-'98. As the main Oh was dinised on 22-6-98, this 

MA was disposed of as infructuOus. 

7 	JLri the light of this L 	the reasons given 	
pOsitiOfl 

for seeking Review are not tenable, especially as Mr.Mishra 

Who Mnp[:t4rmuft continued to be the Advocate of the 

4 	
Applicant was heard on a few occasions. 

o' _9i...as 

8 	Despite disposal of MA 349/98L 	infructuOus 

now I havgofle through this MA. The reasona given for 
were 

condonation of delay 	that the applicant was waiting 

for the result of the TA 542/86 which was pending 

Li 



before the Ahmedabad Bench of the Tribunal and 

was finally decided on 16-8-88. It is further 
	 40 

stated that he engaged in some correspondence with 

the department for his appointment and ultimately 

they failed to appoint him. in this connection he 

has also relied on the Judgnent of the Hon'ble Supreme 

Court in the case of K.C.Sharma v/s. Govt. of India 

1998 ScC (I&S)226artiCUar Head Notes, which reads 

as unders- 

NA. Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 s 21 (3) - LimitatiOr, 

condonation of delay - when question of taking benefit 

of latest judneflt arises - Appelartt railway employees 

retiring between 1980 10 1988 - They were aggrieved by 

notification dt. 5-12. $6, which adversely affected their 

pension retrospectiVeLY' The notification not challenged 

within limitation peri&4 - However, when the Central 

Administrative Tribunal (Full Bench), in another case 

declared the notification invalid, by its judnent 

dated 16-12-93, the appelants claimed from the Railwayst  

the benefit of the judneflt and when the benefit was not 

extended to them, they filed application in the 

4 	Tribunal in April 1994 - Held, the delay in filing 

the application should have been condoned by the 

Tribunal and the appellants given relief on the 

same terms as was granted by the pull Bench - Allowances- 

Running allowance - Indian Rly. Establishment 

Code, Rr.2544 
	 (Para 6) 

B. Judgnents - judnent in rem - Benefit of a 

judnent to others similarly situated - Delay/laches 

consideration of Exptry of limitation period-Condonation of 0 
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9 	The present applicant approached the Tribunal 

through OA 17 in 1992 for a selection held in 1993. 

The reason given that the applicant was waiting for 

Court decision in a similar case, which was decided on 

168-88 and then entered into correspondence with the 

department till 1992 is not a good ground to condone the 

delay. in this connection I may refer to the decision of 

the Hon' ble Supreme Court in State of Karnataka and 

others v/s S.M. Kotrayya and others (1966) 6 Supreme 

Court cases 267. The Head Note reads as followsz 

a Service law - Administrative Tribunal Act 1985 - 

s-21. Condonation of delay Grounds for - The MXR mere 

f act that the applicants filed the belated Application 

immediately after coming to know that in similar zz claims 

relief had been granted by the Tribunal, held not a proper 

explanation to justify condonation of delay - The 

explanation must relate to failure to avail the remedy 

withifl the limitation period - Limitation, a  

7.' 

10 	The reliance on Supreme Court's decision in 

( 	
K.C. shartna' $ case is also misconceived. in that case the 

Full Bh of the Tribunal had struck down an amended 

ruie4at was less favourable to the employee in so far 

as it sought to give retrospective operation. The 

judgment in that case was a judgment in 
rem. This is 

not obviously the position in respect of the decision of 

this Tribunal in TA 542/86. 
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11 	For the reasons stated above xk I hold that the 

RA is without merit and deserves to be dismissed. 

As the matter was decided by me alongwith 

Non' ble Mr. La,can Jha, my views may be forwarded to 
Mr* jha alongwith the relevant files for recording his 

views. 

sd/ 

(V. RAMAKrIsurW) 
VICE CHAIRMAN. 
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I N THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR I BLINAL 

AHENDABAD BENCH 

REA)i 	Application No. - 
IN 

Oriqina:L Application No-----1-------- 199 2_ 

Bet ee n 

Shri 	. ;\) 	 Applicant 

V / S 

U,-r4OrY1 c 	Ac 4 ô 	 Respondent 

I NDE X 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 
Sr. Details of documents relied upon 	 Page No 
No 

1 	 Application 	 1 to 4 
cc,P't oP 
dL 

Flace 	 Siqnature of Appiicants 
Date 	 Advocate. 

* 



I N THE CENTRPiL (:oM I N I STRT I VE TR I BUNL 

(HMEDBAD BENCH 

REVIE:w APFL:LCATION NO \4 \ OF 198 

IN ORIGIN(L APPLICATION NO 17/92 

BETWEEN 

SN TH.kOR 	".,*,,,, • 	 AFFLICNT 

, 	jL(:lai:Dchand Fark , 
Fehincj Aryakanya Vidhya iaya 
Karel. ihaug 
Ba. rcc: a 

V / S 

1 	linion of Indi.a 
Notl ce to be served through 
The Secretary,  
Ministry of Defence 
New J)'s 3. hi 

The Chief Enciineer 
Jaipur Zone 
FoNer Hot..se Road 
Rani. Fark 
Jai pur 

Chief Encjirieer 
Ahmedabad Zone, 
Camp at Hanuman 

hrnedabad 

The Chief Enineer 
Bout he rn Ccmman d 
Rune 

5 	The Commandant Work Enci ineer 
Makarpura Road 
Baroda ,. ,''''"''''''"'''''''"'''"'' Respondents 

1. 	The applicant has filed the Original Application No 	17/92 

seek mg the relief "Your Lordehips may be pleased to hold and 

declare that the petitioner is entitled to be appointed as 

Supervisor B/S Grade Ii and he is entitled to be placed in the 

U me scale cirade of Rs 330-50 and to all such other benefits 



att.ched to the post. q  such as senior:L tv.1 placement in t 	time 

sc:a L e LIrade and the arrea re. in LI. f •irr • ri.cjht fr c:'m 	the date 

j Ltfl for counter parts ce to be appoin ted as B/S Grade I I and 

placed in he time scale Grade of Re 330560 q  and acc:ordinq :i.> 

Your 	i...: -dshi ps may be p Lease ci to direct 	the 	r'espcnden t. 

authorities to acc:o rd all the hens fl. te such as arrears of sa 1 a ry 

in 	the time . a] e grade by pi ' i nçj t he PC t F  i Liner in the time  

scale grade of Rs. 330-560, seniority and . j such other Linefit 

wh:i. ch have been accorded and are being en oyed by the Junior 

counter parts to be accorded to the petitioner ii  the app i i cation 

came for fi rial hear.inq in which the appi icarit has also joined Mr.  

F 	K 	Ilanda c1dH\' ocate along with P K 	Mishra the 	nec:essary 

Vk1afniiia was ii led but reistry fai Led to show the name of 

P.K. Han d.s. on the hoard of Hon Li 1. o Ben cr1 has asked to f :i 1 e the 

Delay Condonation w h ich was Ii lLd on 15 á 	Lther)-. the date of 

hear inc of the app ii. cat :i on has not come on hoard on 17 	98 and 

ultimately it is adjourned to 22698 the Hon hie Bench has 

final. iseci 	the app 1 .i. ca ti.on 	in the absence of 	the (ipp 1 i can t. 

vidvocate on the plea that dispite of givinci the opporturities to 

40 	the app 1 cant to make submissIon or to f .i is the M.A.for 

c:ondc:inati.on of delay no such M.A. has been T1 led therefore there 

s qr'oss delay in approachinci the Tribunal inspits of the 

eel ectiori a stay have been made in 17b3 	 -ny.e . 

2. 	The app I. I.. cant sit bm:L ts 	that in far: t 	the H. it 	for 	delay 

rondrna Lion as per the di recti.r:.ris 01 the L:::clurt has been f i led on 

98 	but: the req is try has fa.....ec:4 to p1 ace i t on the record 

betore the app 13 cation is decided the crounds taken for delay 

ON 



cjndonation is given in the M.A. filed for delay condonation 

there-fore no justice has been given to the applicant on the 

neqlcency of registry. 

3. 	The applicant submitsthat the Hon'ble Eench has passed the 

Order to give the copy of the Judinent to Nr. Handa so that the 

appropriate action can be taken the c:opy of the Judgment is 

received by MrF', K, Handa on 16.998 and the Review Application 

is filed accordingly which is within the period of one month from 

the receipt of the COF)y  of the Judgment. 

4 	Relief Sought : 

In view of the above the applicant has not given the 

opportunity to argue the case the Hon' ble Eench is requested to 

modified the Judgment and call for the O.A.for rehearing so that 

the applicant can get justice, 

.5 



AFFIDAVIT 

I, S. N. Thakor aged adult resident of Barode do hereby 

verify solemnly affirm and state on oath that the contents of 

pare 1 to 4 are true to my personal knolede and the contents of 

pare i. to 4 are believed to be true on 3.eqal advise and I have 

not supressed any material fact 

DATE 	 SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT 

PLACE 
AF'FL I CANT S ADVOCATE 

S 

40 

04 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

AHMEDABAD BENCH 

CAT/J/13 

O.A.NO. 17/-.. 
ANO 

OF DECISION 	• • 	- 

- • 	i.. 	 Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner 
'rsus 

rQ O_ lflL- 	L'Lh 15 	 Respondent 

Advocate for the Respondent 

AM 

Hon'ble Mr,  

Hon'be Mr  



.hi1endra athii1 Thakor, 
R.sidin ac; 22C, Ulauchdnd 	r;:, 
cLind Ar'k.iriyc , iZr. 1ibu - , 
i r udi. 

:vocatc; r. .. jliL: 

1° 1ic 	L41Lc)i1 	c 	.inic, 
c 	b 	:rv: 	JrcJ. 	iC-,:cj 

iJsii:ury ut 	fcncc, 

2 • 
j)C)flC 

2or Lou 	i:d, 

Cam- 	it. 
i. 

JL..LJ: 	._O11 	ij 
)Lü:i 

Oo 
r- 	_rci& 3 	(.j• 

S S S i) lIccflt 

JL 

e a; 	22 • u 6 • 1') -'8 

• . 1a4 r- -:- 

hou 	b 	oin 

-LcL 	rc s  or, 	of 	s 

ri tC 	j.. ciseenjj bj - • 

i.L t 	ct-.onn 	s a 	wcr 

jVjQfl 	ix.: :i in • 	r Li, 	1-'3 rr 	d rcLitrnnt of 

c 

Corid..3/_ 



Rs.330-550/-. 	For these pOL;ts 	.);i±catjor Lr 	invited 

cut3ier.3 anQ th 	uritui cntho 	s 	;. r 	llOwL d 
to 	Or:r.a 	tL±r ndrnc 	tiruh 	LJr 	.1 	can1 if 	icy were 

our 	s . 	Iul1Li.e5 in 

Jis cn 	tun to 	J 	'rLud15. 	.3 	s 	nnexui 

In 

- on 	3U.5083 	ri:i 	by 	 -uej 	4.7.3 	s t 

toi 	Uit he 	S 	1 CLLS 	Lu 	u 	JO;L. o 	.0 ,. rvisor 
,j/ 	OLuL 	ii. 	he 	uriv 	.) 	I 	u.1I, i 	at us 
JiLL 	rLceiv_o 	buch a cu1U:jcetiori, 	Li. 	h u: 	i 	!ven 

such 	. 	)oLr 1 jil.. , 3. 	.0 	corise1 	for 	siu uL.d ar fu 	uite 
time 

sc'nc 
rliur. 	 a 	1iuriL ' rsL 1 	s 	to ho 

T:h 	,.1l...fl 	Cfl 	cL1n. 	selecor, 	1. Lr4 	3 	oy 
i1ir 	Li 	.1:) 	1-2.  

1Lejr dc-i 	4.7.83 	 cy 

a3 	L.t. .rirxurL. 	-;. 	.-c.s 	SL)sL.1Ur. 	Ltter c 	nu 

cha1irA.L:: 	in 	5)re 	 AS - 	)orL)nit 

r to e 	 or 
.)ndun. Li.r 	or 	1u' 	vi.r 	r-. ;, 	• 

I 	 t 	 F 	j - 	LL > 1LLI 	fl 

?ri 	nc. 	u 	:ct 

'rod 	in 	a 	whIch 	cire 
 

31.7.85 	 o-ice :sn 	oroor has 

u;.rd 	by: 	1ain- 	ur1c1LJ..r15;e. 	L 	... .L 	.L. 	L..L 1.1F. 	15 	guilty 

d1a 	 cocs. 	L 	Lhi, 
1L 

order 	t 	cos - 

JniOn 

bRi 



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF GUJARAT, AHMEDABAD. 

VAKALATNAMA 

In the matter of 

PETITIONER / PLAINTIFF / APPLICANT / APPELLANT / COMPLAINANT / FIRST PARTY 

:c 	 iti n 	!2 

V's 
RESPONDENT / DEFENDANT / OPPONENT I ACCUSED  I SECOND PARTY 

A4 	 c--J 
CC 	 C 

In the matter of 

i / 	, ). 	 above named 

do hereby authorise Shri PAVANKUMAR S. HAN DA, Advocate & 

Shri 	Advocate to act, 

appear & plead for me / us in the above matter. 

The advocate(s) is also authorised, by way of compromise in or out 

of the court, seitle the matter, & also to do carry out and execute all 

that is usually beng done as practice of things in the like matters. 

Advocate(s) in not under obligation to convey the information 

regarding adjournments to the undersigned. Advocate(s) is also at liberty 

to retire, without any notice whatsoever, if I / We fail to appear when 

called upon and/or for want of instruction(s) 

In witness whereof I / w set and subscribe my / o-U'r hunds on this 

day of 1 9 ( 

AC CE PT ED 

PAVANKUMAR HANDA, Advocate 
Above Pratapnagar P. 0., 
VADODARA-390 004. 
PHONE : (R) 649891, (0) 466031 
High Court Code No. 1026 
Advocate Welfare Fund 
Memb9rship No. VDR / BRC / 786 

mazzmem 
A
WILIARE 

OVOCATL5 

FUND 
STAMP 

Rs.4 
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