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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NEW BOMBAY BENCH

O.A. No. 661/89

— 198
DATE OF DECISION __ 21-2.91
Mr.Abdul Rahim Abdul Ryzak Petitioner
Mr.R.C.Kotliankar L : Advocate for the Petitioner (3)
Versus
Union of India and others Respondent

Mr. P.M.Pradhan led by V.M ,Pradhan  Advocate for the ReSpondent(s)

CORAM

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

The Hon’ble Mr. T.C.S.Reddy, M(J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the .Judgement ? %
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? OK
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? %

4., Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? Vk

I

i
|
[

A
~

T



- e
- M .

e

Applicant

- (PER s M.Y.PRIOLKAR, (A)

k!
/
1

Nz s BOMBAY B4 NCH

BuFORE THz CoNIRAL ALMINILLKALIVE T RIBUNAL /Zf§Z>'

NeW BOMBAY

&

-——— o o . o o G e e o i g S W e Gee o e G o i v o

"Mg.ABDUL RAHIM ABDUL. RACAK DARUDWAL,

residaing at A-303,Vivek Apartments,
Vidyanagari koad, Bombay=-4000398

¢

Vs, -

Union of India through
¥he Secretary, Ministry

. of Finance, Iepartment

of Revenue, Govermnment of
India, New Delhi-110001 -

es.s Applicant
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e

and others | . cess Respondents

CCRAM : Hon'ble Member Shri M. Y.Priolkar, M(4)

Hon' ble Member Shri T.C.S.ReGdy, M(J)

AE e _a‘rance

Mr, R.C.Kotiankar, .
Advocate for the

Mr.V.M.Pradhan for

Mr.F M.Pradhan, AdGv..

for the Responcents

ORAL JUDGME NT

DALED 3 2lst FEB 1991

The Applicant while serving as a Superintendent of

fiYed this application on 3.10.89 prayihg‘tbat;th;s order
:dated 14.3.89 be‘declared'as arb;trary,'malafidélahd illegal
~and thac the respondents should be éirécted to take back the
appliéant with all benefits. 'Subseqnéntgy to filinyg of the

application, the applicant has been reinstated by order

‘Central E£xcise, wasfpremakﬁ}aly retired on 14.3.1989. He had
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dated 18thA October 198%9. But according to the learned Counsel
for the applicant, the applicant still has the grievance that
the period betweén p;émature retirement andfthe reinstatement
viz.from 14.3.89 to 18.10.89 has been ordered to ke treéted

as leave ¢f the kind due and admisible in accordance Qith

FR (jj).

2. On 14.11.50 when this case had come up for heéring

_before us,:t he learned counsel for the applicant had submitted

that in view of certain further developments, it was necessary

for him to file an application for amendment and he was

-théréfo:e allowed time to do so by 20.12.1990.\ The case

came up for hearing again on 21.l1.9l. On that day none

appeared'for the applicant and the matter was adjourned to

2k.2. 91 iJe., “oday.» Even today, the applicant is not pregent

but Mr. Kotiankar, Counsel,appeared forthe applicant and
informs us_that he has no instructions so far from the
applicant énd.again requests for édjourning this case. We

do rot considérjthat any furtﬁer adjournmeht is justifies.

No ameﬁdmeét applicétién has still een filced by the applicaht.
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Apparently, the applicant is- not interested in pursuing the

case, Accokdingly,‘O,A.661/89‘is dismissed for non-

/,'/v.nf——é—-(p‘ . j\l>/ Sg,

(TeCoS.REDDY)  * . , ' M.Y. PRIOLKAR)

prosecusion, with no order as to costs.

M) \ O E@




