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CAT/J/13

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

AHMEDABAD BENCH

O. A NO. 624 of 93

ARIBRID .
DATE OF DECISION_ 20.09,99
SeBe Bhatiya Petitioner
Mre Mese T rivedi Advocate for the Petitioner (s
Versus

Upnion of India & Orse Respondent

Mrs. P. safaya Advocate for the Respondent [s!
CORAM
The Hon'ble Mr. Ve Ramakrishnan : Vice Chairmen
The Hon'ble Mr, PsCe Kanna 5 Member (J)

JUDGMENT

1, Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment ¢ pa~

2, To be referred to the Reporter or not 2 ¥
¢, 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 2
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but without giving any Wason for the delay which would warrant
entertaining the second appeal in M thrg provisions of regulation which
requires the second appeal to be filed within 45 days whereas the same has been

delayed by over § years

She further contends that as the matter has already been gone into by the
Tribunal, and the O.A was dismissed, the present O.A is not maintainable.
5. We find force in the submission of Mrs. Safaya and we do not find any reason
to interfere with the impugned order dated 29.07.97 as at Annexure A-6. The O.A.is

devoid of any merit and is dismissed. No costs.
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(P.C. Kannan) (V. Ramakrishnan )
Member (J) Vice Chairman
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