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BrlURy THE CeNTRAL &UMNINISTRATIVe TR1BUNAL, K!ﬁ
BCIZBAY BENCH, Cilil AT NAGPUR.

1e Original Application Nc.73%/92.

Shri P.C.kale, «sses Applicant.
V/s.
Central Ammunition Depot & Anr. ++++ Respondents.

2. Original Application No.735/92.

. chri leisgavali. eses Applicant.

3. Lriginal Application Lc.782/92.
Shri G.S.Gajbhiye. . «ee.. Applicant.

4o Lririnal Applicatien 1% .78%/92,

Shri S.R.lendeshwear, esseshapplicent.

‘o Cripginal Application lic,806/02.

Shri P.G.Fantharam, +ees Applicant.

€. (riginzl Ap.licetion K..930/02,

Skri V..Darange. veve Applicant.,
V/s.
Central Ammuniticn Depet & Anr. .+ss Bespoigents.

Ceran: Lon'ble Vice~Chairman, Shri Justice 1. .Leskpande,
Hentble lember(s), Shri .Y .Irioclker.

(rel Judegment:~ -

JPer Shri I1.S.Deshpande, Vice-Chairmar] DTt."15.3%.190%,
We have considered the submissions of the
applicant. It 1s apparent that by the earlier Jud;nment

this Tribunal, liberty was granted tuv the Respendents

[
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to proceed against the applicants in accordance with lag,
in case the respendents think it is necessary to terminate
his services. Consequently, & show cause nctice .as
issued to the applicent on 18.6.1991. Accerding to

the applicants learned counsel the applicant had
reguested for time to file reply on two occasions ard

his prayer for time was nct considered ard the order

cf terminaticn came tc be paszsed on 6.9.,1991.
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: wlrd o ccanab _
Considering the—wiew thet-was-based between these
- ~t

two dates, we see nc Justificaticn for the lapse in
not filing the reply of the inquiry proceediﬁgs.
Ancther submission of the appliéant was that he
could not understand the original form in which the
information was to be given}ﬁas'in English. It is
difficult to accept this submissicn.

2 'e see nu merits in this applicaticn,

3. Tﬁis crder would alse govern Criginal
application Kos.735/92, 762/92, 793/92, £06/92, and

93%0/92 in which the facts are identical.
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