IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH

pCeivio Pk 193

T.A NO: 226/87

Sh

DATE OF DECISION___11,3,1992

ri S.R. Bharathi & Others Petitioner

Sh

ri G.C. Chaubey

Uni

Versus

on of India & Others Respondent

» sh

CORAM:

Advocate for the Petitioners

ri Sanyal ~ Advocate for the Respondent(s)

The Hon'ble Mr, JUSTICE U.Ce. SRIVASTAVA, VICE CHAIRMAN.

The Hon'ble Mr, M,Y. PRIOLKAR, MEMBER (A).

mbm*

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to sese the w
_ Judgement ?

. /
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? &

Y
Whethertheir Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the /¥

Judgement ?

/

Whether it needs to bé circulated to other Benches of the {7

Tribunal ?

( UeCe .SRIVASTAVA

VICE

[~

CHARMAN ,

)

/



AR R ot o o s i i A s S o e o

BEFURE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE ‘TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY BENCH
CIRCUIT EENCH ¢ NAGPUR ¢

Registration §.AN0.226 of 1987

S .R «Bharathi & Others shen Applicants
Vs,

Union of India& Other vens . Respondents

CORAM:

Hon8ble Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastava,V.C.
Hon'tle Wr, M.Y. Priolkar, Member (A )

APPEARANCE ¢

Shri G.C.Chaubey tor the applicant
Shri Sanyali or the respondents,

CRAL JUDGMENT @

(PER: Hon'vle Nr.Justice U.C.Srivastavg V.C.)
Dged :11.3.1992

This application is :iled by the six persons out
of which the name of Applicants No0s.2,4.8 6 has already ceen
de leted, as they have retired from service. It appears
that some letter was also received on behdif of applicant
no.5 Sri M.B.Mogre who too has retired irom service. The
applicant no.l S.R.Bharti wke has retired from service while
applicant no.3 is still in service. Shri Sanyal learned
counsel for the respondents hss stated that becasuse
these applicainns were not fand to be}ErOper gedress
that is why a ch#rgeshect was issued to them and all
these applicarts submitted their reply withoiat' any delay.
A minor punishment of withholding their passes for two
years was given toO them. Subsequently they were also
trans ferred but the trans-‘er is not linked with this

application although the transfer order was stayed by
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the High Court with the result the applicents got their
desired relief. But by lapse of time this appiicatiOn
has become infouctuous. It has been further stated that
so far as applicant no.l is concerned although he had
made reference tO compulsory retirement but the same is
not the subject matter of this applicatioj. Incview of
the statement made by the learned counsel that the
period of punishment is over and the applicants have
retired this application has kecome iniructuous and

it is dismissed.
o
MembeT (A) Vice-Chairman.

llth March,1992,Nagi.pur.

(sph)



