BLlFORre THE CoNIRAL ALMINISTRATIVe TRIBUNAL,
B(itwy BLRCH, CALP AT NAGPUR. :2>

1. Uriginal Applicaticn Lc.733/92.

Shri F.C.hale. seee Applicant.
V/s.
Central Amﬁunitionjﬁepot & Anr. +e++ Respondents.

2, Original Application No.735/92.

Shri kaisgavali., . Applicant.

3. Lriginal apoplicatiin lc.782/92,
Shri G.S.Cajbhiyc. sess Applicant.

4o Cripipal Apilicsticn in .793/92.

-

Shri S .R.hendestwor, eeeedapplicant.

Yo Criginel spplicatiicer L. B06/62,
Shri P.G.Fa. tharcm, - «ese Applicant.

€. Criginsl Ap, licetion Ei.930/92.

Shri V.l.lararos, eeee Bpplicant,
V/s.
Central Ammunitirn Depet & Anr. «.e. Respendents.

fon'ble Vico-~Chalrisan, Shri dustice .5 WJLeshpande,
Hin'ble Fewler(a,, Shri DY .Jriolker.

Apbsarances:-

Shri Hamesh Larco Zir the
Responderts.,

]

{rel Judgment:- ‘ -

JPer Shri I.S.leshrande, Vice-Chairmar.y Lt.,"15.3%.71993,
We heves cerolidered the submissions of the

applicant. It is upparernt that.by the carlier Jud; ment

of this Tribunal, liberty wes granted tu the Respencents

to proceed againsi ithe applicants in accordance with law,

in cese the respcncdents thirk it is necessary to terminate

-his services. Cinseguently, a show cause nitice vas

issued to the applicurt on 16.6.1891. sccerding to
the applicants learnec counsel  the applicant had
requested for time to file reply on two occasions ard
his  prayer for time was not considered am the order

of terminaticn came tc be pazsed on 6.9.1991.
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Considering the—wiew $hat-was-basew belween these
—_ ar

twp dates, we see nc Justificaticr, fcr the lapse in

net £iling the reply of the inguiry proeceedingo.

_Ancther submission of the appliéant wes that he

could not understand the original fcrm in which the
1

information was to be givenfwas in English. It is

difiicult te accept this subnissicn.

2. “e see no umerits in this app.ication,

3 This orcer would also govern (iipirzl
application Wos.735/92, 762/92, 793/92, <« &/92, and

930/92 in which the facts ere identicul.



