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BrlCRr THh CoNTRAL KLDMINISTRATIVe TRIBUNAL, i .

L#T
BLIBAY BERCH, CAMP AT KRAGPUR. .

1. Original Application No.733/92. N 3;
Shri P.C.hale. eess Applicant. '“~~-%§
V/s. . &
Central Ammunition Depot & Anr. ««+s Respondents. .
2. Original Application Ne.735/92. ;
- ’ £8
Shri heisgavali. esee Applicant. |

3, {riginal Application Wo.782/92.
Shri G.S.Gajbhiye. eses Applicant,

L4, Cripinal Applicaticr ii: .793/92.

Shkri S.R.handeshwar. evesshapplicant,

¢, Original Application lc.B05/92.

Shri F.G.Fantharam. . «ses Applicant.

6. Criginzl Ap:lication ki.930/92.

Shri V.h.larange, oo Applicant.,
V/s.
Central Ammuniticn Depet & anr. eree RESpLnCernts.

Coram: Foen'ble Vice-Crairmarn, Shri Justice IN.S.Leshpande, ;
Hen'ble Fember(s;, Skri i0.v . riclker., ;

Appzarances:~

Shri Remesh Darca fir the
Respondents.

Cral Judgment:=- . e

JPer Shri F.S.leshpande, Vice~Chairmar] Lt."15.3%.1995%,
We have considered tho submissions of the
applicant. It is apparent that by the esarlier Jud;ment
of this Tribunal, liberty was granted t¢ the Kespcordents
to proceed against the applicants ir accordance with law,
in cese the respondents think it is necessary to terminate
his services. Consequently, a show cause nctice .as
issued to the applicant on 16.6.19%1., Accoerding to
the applicants learned counsel the epplicant had
requested for time to file reply on two occasions ard
his  prayer for time was not considered am the order

cf terminaticn came tc be passed th 6.9.1991.
'002.




and

i
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wolhrd e canacA
Considering $he—wiew $hat-was—based between these
-_ s

two dates, we see nc Justificaticn for the lapse in

not filing the reply of the inguiry prcoceedings.

Another submissien of the appliceant was that he

could not understand the original ferm in which the
: .

infcrmation was to be giveniwas in English., It is

gifiicult to accept.itliis submissicn.

Cn we see nu nmerits ir this application,

3. This orier would also govern Criginal

spplication Nes.735/92, 762/92, 793%/92, 806/92, and

0%0/92 in which the facts are identical,



AN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, 'GULESTAN! BUILDING NO. 6
PRESCCH RCOAD, BQMBAY~]

R.P. No. 108/93 in QA No, 733/92

& R.P. No, 115/93 in Q& No, 735/92

P.C, Kale «sApplicant in QA

No, 733/92
P.H, Mhaisgavali o eApplicant in QA
No.735/92

Coram: Hon, Shri Justice M S Deshpande, V.C.

Hone Shri i1 Y Priclker, Member (A)

wndBURA LY i (By circulet icn) Dated: 26,11.1993
(Faiks i o D ‘shpancde, Vice Chairmar )

A 13' | By these review petitions the applicants
want Us to review our order dated 15.3,1993. ie hag
considered the points which are now beiny raised in the
Review Fowi{ion ot thct stage. The applicent had not
fiiec “ho rerly in the inguiry preceedings and we sece
no gro:n&';h?é {ﬁis éupliceticon can be entertained,

These review petitions are accerdingly
Glemic ey ‘
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(MY Friolkar) | (M.S.Deshpande )

Nember (&) Vice Chairman

CAT/EOM/UbDT{J)/b.n.733/92 & O.A‘735/92

s ..a.....ln Ocq 733/92 &

soavall....ln OeA.735/97,
e« 3.Bheagat, Aa\ocatﬁ

Dt.

"Tri Ratns o2, Uig Subhadar Lz
e YOUt:
IExtn.( w\uuf—440 024. 'g

2. Centr! ] hﬂzUDlthH Depot,

@irough v;24 KR.Dardgy Adv0cate
44-B,FPdrni Lang Lay Out
Ramdas Peth,NagEur.

Section Officer,




