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T.A. NO: 	226/87 

DATE OF DECISION 11.3.192 

Shrj S.R. Bharathi & Cthers 	Petitioner 

Shri G.C.Chaubel7 	 Advocate for the Petitioners 

Versus 

Union of Indiia & Others Re sp on dent 

3hri Sanyal 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CO: 

The Hon 1 ble Mr. JJTICS U.C. jRiVATAVA, VICE CHdIRI1AN 

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

/ 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the 
Judgement ? 

Tobe referred to the Reporter or not ? 

Vbethertheir Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the ' 
Judgernent ? 	 / 
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the 
Tribunal 2 

U • C. SR WAS TAVA 
mbni* 	 VICE CH2IRMM. 

4.. 	 • 	 (I 
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BE FORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE' TRIBJNAL, [$UBAY BENCH 
IR(UIT bENCH : NAGPUR 

ReaistratiQnEA.NO.226 of 1987 

S.F(.Bharathi & Others 	.... 	 ApplicantS 

Vs. 

Union of India C'thes 	.... 	 hespondents 

I-'  

COii.AM: 
Honble Mr .Justice U .0 .Srivastava, V.0. 

Hon'le Mr. M.Y. PriOlka:, Member (A ) 

APPEARANCE: 

Shri G.C.Chauhey ±or the applicant 

Shri Sanyal. r the res. onuents. 

406  LRAL JUDG1ENT: 

(PER: Hon *le Mr.Justice U.C.Srivastav v.o.) 

Deed :11.3.1992 

This application is 	:iled by the SiX persons out 

01 whIch the name o 	Applicants ii os.2.4 & 6 has aLeady iieen 

deleted, as they have 	3tire6 	trom service. 	It appears 

that some letter was also received on behalf of applicant 

no.5 Sri M.B.More who to() has retiree 	rom service. The 

applicant no.1 S.r.Bharti -. 	s retired from service while 

applicant no.3 is still in service . Shri Sanyal learned 

counsel for the respondents has stated 	that becsuse 
in 

these applications 	Tere not fnd to be/prer edress 

that is why a chrceshe.t was i:sued to them and all 

these applicñ.ts submitted their reply 	w±thot. ân' delay. 

A minor punishment of withholding 	their passes for two 

years was given to them. 	Subsequently they were also 

transferred 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 applicatii 

has beccine infructuOuS. It has been further stated that 

SO far as applicant no.1 is concerned although he had 

made reference to compulsory retirement but the same is 

not the subject matter of this applicati. In view of 

the statement made' by the learned counsel that the 

period of punishment is over and the app licrtS have 

retired this applicatii has becne inTructuous and 

it is dismissed. 

Memh ;r:  A) 	 Vice—Chairman. 

11th March,1992,Nacpur. 

(.ph) 


