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BrFURe ThHe CeNIRAL sAohINISTRATIVe TRIBUMAL,
BLIBAY BLACH, Cal.I' AT NAGPUR,

1., Original Applicaticn Kc.733/92.

Shri P.C.hale. .++e Applicant.
V/s.
Central Ammunitiun Dépot & Anr., +++s Respondents.

2. Oripinal Applicaticn Nu.735/92.

Shri Meisgavali. ees. Applicant.

3. Lriginal Applicaticn Lc.782/92.

Shri G.S.Gajbhiye. «sss Applicant.

4. Cripinal Applicaticn ;- .783/S82.

Shri S.R.Kandeshwar. «seedabDplicant.

5. Original Applicatien ; (.£06/C2,

Shri F.C.Pantharam. eess Applicant.

6. Criginal Application i..950/92.

Shri- V.l.Darange. vees Applicant.
V/s.
Central Ammuniticn Depot ¢ anr. ... Respricernts.

Ceram: Hon'ble Vice-Chair.a:

] .y Shri Justice I1.t.Leskpande,
Hen'ble Lember(s,, Shri 1)

YV riclkar,

App2arancas:-~

Zhri Ramesh Lerda fir the
Respondents.,

{rel Judgment:~- N

{Per Shri E.S.Deshpande, Vicc-Chairmar] Lt."15.3.1993.

We have consicders¢ th:o suhmiss}cns el the
applicant. It is apparert thet by the eerlier Jud,rent
of this Tribunal, liberty wszs grented ti the Respcndents
to proceed against the applicants in accordance with law,
in cese the respondents thir: it is necessary to terminate

his services. Consequently, @ show cause nctice vas

issued to the applicant on 1£.6.1991. Accerding teo
the applicants learned counsel  the applicant had
requested for time to file reply con two occasions ard
his. prayer for time was nct considered ard the order

of terminaticn came te be passed on 6.9.1991.
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' Wbt occanah
Considering 4he-wiew thetwas-besew between these

two dates, we see nc justifiéaticn fer the lapse in
not filing the reply of the-inguiry proceedings.
Ancther submission of the appliéant was that he
could not understand the originel iI.rm in whigﬁ the
information was to be giveniwas[in Lnglish. It is
difificult to accept this subnissiin.

Ze We see no meriis in this application,

3. This order would alse govern Criginal |
Application Nos.755/92, 762/9., 193/92, 806/92, and ‘

930/92 in which the facts are identicul. ;
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