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Hon'ble Vice Chairman / Member—(J)-+Member{A)—
may kindly see the above Judgment for
approval / signature.
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ALMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BOMBAY BENCH

-

R.P.97/95 in 0.2.1219/94,

Niranjan Maroti Tabhane +es Applicant.
V/s,.

ls Union of India,
Ministry of Lefence,
New L'elhi, through its
Secretary.

2. The Liirector General & Chairmar-
of Ordnance Factory Eoard,
10-a, auchland Road,
. Calcutta,

3, The pirector, o
Ordnance FacCtories staff College,
Ambazari' Nagpur, 2o REspondentS

CORAM: Hon'ble shri Justice M.S.Deshpande, Vice-Chairman,
Hon'ble shri M.R,Kolhatkar, Mémber (a).

TRIBUNAL'S ORDER ON R,P,-97/95 LATEL : X — - %
in 0,A.1219/94 by Circulation,

I Per shri M.R, Kolhatkar, Member (a) X

LY

In this Review Petition, the prayer is to
review our order dated 6/3/95 in 0A-1219/94 to the
extent of some modification in the d¢ate of the
appeél to which a reference vwas made in the order,
We had stated in the order that thé order of
suspension has been challenged by filing an appeal
dated 12/11/92, Earlier the application for
modification of the ofder ﬁas rejected on 10/7/95
with liberty to applicant to apply for review if
otherwise permissible., This review has been filed *
accordingly, According to the review petitioner,
date of appea; mentioned in the order is incorrect,
The order aught to state that what was directed/zg
disposed was the'appeal dated 27/9/93 and not the

apreal dated 12/11/92.

2, We have considered the submissiong with

reference to CA, The arpeal dated 12/11/92 is at
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. page-65, Amnexure-9 of the 0A and the prayer is to
allow the applicant to engagé a legal rractitioner
to deferd his case. Hence thig reference needs
correction., As is clear from our oral judgement }
dated 6/3/95, ve have considered the appeal_égainst
the orderlof suspension, but the contention of
the review petitioner that the Tribunal cught to
have directed disposal of the apreal dated 27/9/93
also does no£ appear to be correct. This_appeal-is
at Annexure-14, page-85 of the OA. The prayers in
this appeal relate to furniching of documents with
direction to the Disciplinary Authority to comply
with certain guidelines in regard to supply of

documents and the stay of enquiry proceedings till

the decision of the gppeal. It is clear therefore ]
that this appeal does not relate to suspension, -
on perusal of the file we notice that at Annexure-11,
there is appeal dated 18/6/93 at page-76 which is
material, In this appeal the prayer is_for

revocation of order of suspension-and for increasing

the subsistence allowance. It is this appeal which

is relevant in the context of our oral judgement

dated &/3/95.

1& : 3. : We are-fherefore of the Qiew that the ends

| of justice woulé be met if we reblace the word
“appeal dated 12/11/92" by the woX "appeal dated
18/6/93". We, therefore, direct,that our oral
judgement dated 6/5/95 may be corrected by replacing
the words "apreal dated 12/11/92" by the words
"appeal dated '18/6/93." With this direction, the
Review petition is disposed of. Aﬁéopy of the -

order should also be sent to Respondents,
C
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(M.R. KOLHAT KAR) (M.S.LESHPANDE)

MEMBER{A) VICE CEAIRMAN
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