CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH
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[ . - Second Floor,
| | Commercial Complex,
.  Indiranagsar,
S ' Bangalore-560 038,

’35!.‘5‘:’-‘_”_’EE_IEEI_IQE‘_L"_O_E_/%_&D Dated: 17 JUN 1993

RPPL ICAT ION ND(s). 172 of 1992, /

EEE£}E§D§£§2H.Morris Williams v/sﬁggggggggsisjinistry of Defence.
Te
1. Sri.H.,Morris u1lllam

S/o.Latdl L. Marris,
Lover Division Clerk,
Office of the Commander
Works Engineer (Rir Force),
Bellary Road,J.C.Negar Post,
Bangalore—SGOOOS.

2, Sri,R.,S.hpanderemu,
Rdvocate,No,27, |
Ist Main Road,
Ist Floor,
Chandresekher Complex,
édndhinagar,
Bangzlore-9,

‘ )
Secretery,
Mihistry of Defence,
NeU Delhi-

4., Enpgineer in Chief,
Sena Mukyalays Pramukh Enginner,
Army Headguert8rs,
DHQ Post,Neuw Delhl.
&, Chief Eg§ineer,
Southern Command,Pune-4110B1,

6. Chiéf Engineer (ARir Force),
No,2,0.C.Arez (Diee Road),
Ye°huanthpur post,
Bangalore-22.

7. Sri,M,Vasudeve Rao,
Central Govt.Stng.Counsel,
High Court Building,
Bangalore-1,

SUBJECT:- Foruardlnq of cogles of the Urdsr passed by
the Central Rdmlnlstratlve Tribunal,Bangalore 8snch’
Bangalore._ :

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of the ORDER/
STAY/INTERIM ORDER.passed. bg this Tribunal in the sbove said

applicatien(s) on __99:9_:_________ )
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DEPUTY REGISTRAR
JUDICIAL BRANCHES,
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BEFORE THE C(ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH :  BANGAL®RE

-DATED THIS THE §TH DAY OF JUNE, 1993

PRESENT .
HON'BLE SHRI S, GURUSANKXARAN cee MEMBER (A)
HON'BLE Sll-!RI A.N. VUIIANARADHYA cee MEM3ER (J)

REVIEW APPLICATION No.6/93

H. Morris Williams,
S/o. Late L, Harris,
Lower Division Clerk,
Office of the Commander
Works Engineer (Air Force),
Bellary Road, 3.C, Nagar,
Post, Bangalare - 560 006. vee Applicant
(Shri K. Subba Rao «+. Advocata)
Vs,
1. The Union of India
Rep. by its Secretary,
Ministry of Defence, New Delhi,
2. The Sena Mukyalsya Pramukh
Engineer, Army Headquarters,
‘By Engineer in Chief,
DHG Post, New Delhi.

3. Chief Engineer, Southern
Command, Pune - 411 N01.

4. The Chief Engineer (Air Force),
No.2, O.C. Area (Dies Roed),
Yeswanthapur Post, Bangalore-22. e Respondents

(Shri M, Vasudeva Rao ... Advocate)

This Review Application, having come up bsfore this
Tribunal today for admission, Hon'ble Shri S. Gurusankaran,

Member (A) made the following.
GPRDER

This Review Roplication has been filed by the Review
Applicen%}whe nas-tha applicant in 0.A, No.172/92. O.A. 172/92
came to be disposed off by a bench of this Tribunal vide order
dat;d 18.12.1992, 1In the order the spplication was rejscted at
the admission stqge itself holding that it is barred by principles

of resjudicata.
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2. On filing of this
issued to the respondents he
in 0.,A.172/92. They have pu

reply submitting that there

3. We have heard Shri
admission of this review app
in para 6 on page 4, the re
®the relief/s sought for by
adjudicated and the decision
is totally erranecus.” The
limited and a review appiica
seeking relief against the e
submission the review applic
)

error apparent on the face ¢

grounds for reviewing the o
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4, In view of the ab
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rejected at the admission s
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Review Rppliéation, notice was
rein who were alspg the respondents

t in their appesrance and filed their

is no merit in the revisesw application.

Ananda Ramu pn.the question of
lication. It is specificelly seen Mol
view applicant has stated that

the applicant has not been properly
rendered by this Hon'ble Tribunal
scope of review application is very
tion is not a proper forum for
rraneous judgement. Apagt from thé4
an£ has not brought forth any other

f record and has not made any sufficient

der dated 18.12.1992.

ve, the review application is
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MEMBER {A)




