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This appl cation has been filed seeking 

review of the judgment and order date 4.12.1996 by 

which the U.A. No.97 /93 was disposed of. 
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3. In the i stant review application, it has 

been pointed out t at the applicant was not paid arrea 
tt, 

of salary from 26. .1936 tiot 15.5.1983 during which 

disciplinary proceAings against him was continuing, 

for which period h was not paid any subsistence 

allowance nor sala y. This prayer not having been 

adjudicated lay the order of the TribunalA_  slitters 

from error apparent on the face of record. It has 

further been stated that the applicant had also prayed 

for the relief that the entire period w.e.f. 20.6.1992 

to 27.3 .1992 be regularised as on duty for ail Dur-

poses and this prayer was also not adjudicated. 

4. We have carefully considered thesubmissions 

made in the review application. Sofar as suspension 

period from 20.6.1"}!2 to 27.3.1992 is concerned, no 

order can be passed for regularisation as duty since 

the a Lplicant has of been exenorated of the charges 

the r espondents were given liberty to proceed 

afresh against thee-  pplicant. So far as the SlilSWOSIVKI 

apayment of salary or the period 26.2.1936 	to 

15.5.1988 is conern d, this relief could have been 

prayed for and adjudicated in the earlier O.A.157/39 . 

As this was not d on , we see no reason to pass any 

order in this r egar . However, on completion of the 

disciplinary procee•ings, the aHplicant can submit 

representation to t e respondents for w ages, subsis- 
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ttnce allowance dur ng this period and it would be 

for therespondents o pass appropriate order thereon. 

• 	 4ith the foresaid observations, this 

review a olieation s disposed of. 
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