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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH
!ﬂ Nothifiggtd
IN
0A Noffi154/95
) - s
New Delhi: this the 4~ day op may,zooc}i?
HON'BLE MR.SIRY ADIGE VICE CHAIRMAN:: (A)._

HON'BLE MR’ KULDIP SINGH MEMBER(.‘J)

K C Sharma"“' Wo rks Manag er,
Ha.gh Emlosives Factory,

Kirkeeﬁ‘q '
pun9_411 00 3 ooooo Applicant'"”;

( Kpplica;.ﬁ in person )

%;‘q‘f?s‘tf’s

PiThe. Chaimman & DRF
Ordnance Factory Board}g

( Dinistry of oef‘enoé,
104, AUckland Road

Calcuttas 700 001°

27 shr1 R.Dayaramanj
xd@/0F Itapsi,
C 0 General Manag ery ‘
Cordite Factory™ : L
Aruvankaduy -432 po2 W TResponde ntsy

(By Adbcate: shei SiMiArie ),

HONSMR TSR AT EGE I“ e (A)’

Heard both sides on R; Noﬂ21/98 seeking
revieu of the Tribunal 1 order dated 2851115197 in
0A Nofh1s54 /952

v3] In DA NoSM154/95 applicant sought a directiojy
for expunging of adverse Tamarks for the year 1992. =93
and 1993.94 Wwith consequential relief‘s.

37 After hearing both parties, ths OA was
alloued in party in as much the adVerse entries fop
the year 1993-94 Wer8 ordered to be eXpung edl
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44 In the RA applicant has asserted that th
counter to the rejoinder and 0A filed by Respondent
No%2 is not maintainable 3 that no further pleadings
could have been alloued after the countsr had been
filed by respondents; and that Respondent No'{2" hag

made certain false submissions in their pleading &

5.7 It uas open to applicant to have mads
sach of these 8ssertions in his pleadings and during

the course of hearing%

64 The scope of an AR is severly limited

by Section 22(3)(F) AT Act read with Order 47 Rule 1
‘ crc

73 None of the g rounds taken in the Rg bring

it within the scope and ambit of -the above% in '
the guise of an RA 3pplicant has sought to reargue

the entire case which is not permissible in 1am:‘1

g5l The RA is rejecteds
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