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              S U P R E M E     C O U R T   O F    I N D I A
                             RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
                        CIVIL APPEAL NO(s). 1708 OF 2001

NATIONAL BACKWARD CLASSES FIN&DEV.CORPN.               Appellant (s)

                   VERSUS

YAJURVEDA    Y.A.U.S.SANSTHA MARYADIT&ORS              Respondent(s)

(With office report )

Date: 22/09/2010       This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE P. SATHASIVAM
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE R.M. LODHA

For Appellant(s)          Mr. Gaurab Banerjee,ASG
                          Mr. V.K. Misra,Adv.
                          Mr. C.L. Sahu,Adv.

For Respondent(s)         Mr. Shankar Chillarge,Add. Govt.
                          Ms. Asha Gopalan Nair,Adv.

                          Mr. Shivaji M. Jadhav,Adv.

             UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                 O R D E R

                 The   appeal is dismissed, in terms of the
          signed order.

           [V.K. Tiwari]              [Savita Sainani]
             PA                        Court Master
                (Signed order is placed on the file)
                     IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
                    [CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION]

                     CIVIL APPEAL NO. 1708 OF 2001

NATIONAL BACKWARD CLASSES FIN&DEV.CORPN.                  Appellant

                    VERSUS

YAJURVEDA    Y.A.U.S.SANSTHA MARYADIT&ORS                 Respondents

                                O R D E R



         Heard both sides.

         In view of the fact that the High Court has passed an

order based on the consent between the appellant and respondents

therein    and   subsequently   the   same   was   clarified   by   another

order, we do not find any valid ground to interfere or alter the

same.     Accordingly, this appeal is dismissed.         The outcome of

the impugned order cannot be cited as a precedent for other

cases.

         However, we make it clear that if the appellant, has any

other remedy against the State of Maharashtra and the same is

permissible in law, is free to avail the same.

                                                      .................J
                                                         [P. SATHASIVAM]

                                                      .................J
                                                            [R.M. LODHA]
New Delhi;
September 22, 2010.


