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C Sj  TRA A1v1INISTRM5IV TrIBUNAL 

CALCUTTA BEN U1 

No.M.A.. ..../2000 
(0 A. 1383/1996) 

Present : Hon'ble Mr. I). Purkayastha Jicial Mnber 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K. Ghosal, Mrninistrative Member 

G. SVRIYA RAO & ORS. 

vs. 
UNION Ok INDIA & ORS. 

For the applicants 	s M. B.P. Mond ál, counsel 

For 	the respondents : Mr. S. thohury, counsel 

Hed on : 20.11.2000 	 - 	Or:der on : 20.11.2000 
OR D E ft 

D. Purkayastha, J.M. 

Heard id. counsel for both sides. 

168 applicants who were not parties of the O.A1383/19 

have filed this M.A.for refering the case to the Criminal 

Court under Sectioni 340(1) of Cr. P.C. on the g zound that dthng' 

the proceeding of the O.A. 138 3/1996 the respondents ha made 

some false statement in the matter before the Tribunal, One 

Mr. D. Bhoi appearing before this Tribunal wants to represefl 

he case of applicant No.1 and 22 of this M,A. on the basis 

)f Power of Attorney executed by the applicant No. 1 and 22 in 

Eavour of him. He subrrit5 before us that he has a right to 

represent the case of the aforesaid applicants before this 

Tribunal as per rules on the basis of the Power of Athorney 
S 

given to him. 

We have considered the guissions made by Mr. D. Shoi 

who is appeating for applicant No.1 and 22 and Mr. LP.. Mondal 

who is appearing for other applicants. We have gone through 
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(Øàedure) Rules, 1987. We find that under Rule 23( i) (b) of 

CAT(Procedure) Rules, 1987 Mr. Bhoi cannot be permitted to pleed 

the case of applicant No. 1. and 22 as prayed  for on the basis ot 

the power of Attorney executed by the aforesaid applicants. As 

perules, he can be permitted to represent them only for 

limited purposes such as for filing the application, rejoInder 

or written statent etc. on behalf of the concerned applicants 

on the basis of the Power of Attroney produced before us. So, 

the prayer %OEMr. ahoi is, rejected. 

4. 	So far as the case of other applicants'is concerned, 

we find that all the applicants were strangers to the proceedings 

in the O.A,1383/1996. So, they have no right to pray for refering 

the case to the Criminal C,urt under 'Sectionì 340(1) of Cr.P,C. 

on the grounds as mentioned in the M.A. and they have no locus 

standi to tilesucpp1ication before this Tribunal, Therefore, 

we reject the M., warding no cost, 
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