\ 2341 TEM NO. 101 COURT NO. 9 SECTI ON | X
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 1001 OF 2006
SAH N PARVEEN NAWAB MUBARAK KHAN & ORS. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
AQEELA KHANAM & ORS. Respondent ( s)
(Wth appln(s) for permission to file additional docunents and
extension of time and with prayer for interimrelief and
of fice report )
Dat e: 05/05/2010 Thi s Appeal was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE V. S. S| RPURKAR
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE DEEPAK VERMA

For Appell ant(s) Ms. Ananga G Desai, Adv.

M. Venkat eswara Rao Anunol u, Adv.
For Respondent (s) Ms. Asha CGopal an Nair, Adv.

M. Shivaji M Jadhav , Adv

M . Sanj ay R. Kharde, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

In view of the explanation offered by Ms. Asha G Nair,
| earned counsel for the State of Maharashtra, remarks nade
agai nst her in the record of proceedi ngs dated 5.5.2010 are
expunged.

The appeal stands disposed of in ternms of signed order.

(Par deep Kurmar) (Shashi Bala Vij)
Court Master Court Master

I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 1001 COF 2006

SAH N PARVEEN NAWAB MUBARAK KHAN & ORS. ... APPELLANTS
VERSUS

AQEELA KHANAM & OTHERS .. . RESPONDENTS



ORDER

1. M. Shivaji M Jadhav, |earned counsel appearing on

behal f of the Nagpur Muinicipal Corporation has subnmitted

before us that the Corporation has in its nmeeting of Genera

Body on 3.2.2010 passed a resol ution to t ake back
appellants in its service with the condition that they shal

not clai mback wages during the period when they were not

servi ng. However, the Corporation would grant continuity of

service and benefi t of seniority for t he pur pose

pensi on, other incidental nonetary benefits Iike increnent

etc..
2. In view of this Resol ution, nothing survives
this appeal. M. Jadhav subnmits that the approval of the

Gover nnent woul d be required. Ms. Asha G Nair, |earned

counsel appearing on behalf of the State of Mharashtra has
assured us that the Governnent would take inmredi ate steps in
the matter.

3. In view of the above, this appeal stands disposed

of .

[ DEEPAK VERMA ]
NEW DELHI
MAY 5, 2010.
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