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H24 mqu~ - | ' Dated: 2.6.95

Mr. H.Y.Deo, counsel for the applicant.

An interim order was passsed on 20.3.95
directing the respondents to hold in
abeyance the operation of the order
for a period of four weeks. The order
passed by the respondents on 3.4.95,
Annexure A7 to CP No.65/95 the

applicants are paid salary for four

weeks in compliance to the order passed
by the Tribunal as no work was avai}able.
Considering the position we see no merit
in the Contempt Petition and it 'is

dismissed. . -

M.P.No.409/95 has been filed 'as part
of the C.P. No. 65/95 for an injunction
restraining the respondents from given
effect to the advertisement no. 2/95-
Py which was issued in the 'Sakal' dated
'\3 " _ 95.3.95. The O0.A. has been disposed
of finally by the order dated 20.3.95

and since we are not taking any action

Il Ik XNy
_Qrdar/]udgeﬁ]en't despatched, -
W #ppuicant ikespondent (s)

ol B\ S
| Liberty to the appllcantlfo %5£355
4g§i\ igff;&;hii;;ﬁv“*ﬁg;iﬁokﬁ;;??S;‘ they feel
V aggrieved b&ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi&{éLthe ag;ertlsement

issued.

on the C.P. no order/direction as sought
'in M.P. No. 409/95 can be passed. i

M.P. disposed of with this liberty.

(P.PaSrivasfava) . (M.S.Deshpande)
Member (A) ‘ , Vice Chairman
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- BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ZLA\
| BOMBAY BENCH, BOMBAY

R.P,N0, 89/95
in

C.P.NO. 65/95
in
OA L NO, 256[95

Mrs.AR.K.Deshpande & Anr, ees ARpplicants

v/S,
Uniocn of India & Ors, e«se Respondents

v CORAM: Han'ble Vice Chairman Shri Justice M.S.Deshpande
Hon'ble Member (A) Shri P.P.Srivastava

Tribunal's Order by Circulation Dated: A S ‘Q’?S’x
(PER: P.P.Srivastava, Member (A)

This Review Petition is for reviewing our orders

»

if Contempt Petition No. 65/95. The Contempt Petition

was disposed of by the Tribunal by its order dated 2,6.,1995
and the contempt petition was dismissed on merit. In

the review petition the petitioners have brought out that
the respondenté have failed to issue separate orders of
termination and therefore it is clear viclation of the
order dated 2043.1995 diSpﬁsing'of the UA.N0.246/95. The
petitionems havg also brought out that the applicants never
received four weeks salary at the time of the termination.

*4f - - of their services, i.e. on 3rd April, 1995,
Y

2, In this revieu petition the petitioners have not
brought out any error in the judgemént on the face of the
‘records nor they have brought out any neu material which
would warrant any review of our orders, The argumeﬁts
uﬁich have been brought out in ﬁhe review pstition were
| already considered before passing the order in the contempt
.petition and therefore uwe see no reason to revieu the order
already passed in the contempt petition. The fevieu petition,

therefore, is accordingly dismissed,"
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(P.P.SRIVASTAVA) | (m.s.DEsipgwyi)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAL —

—"

mrj. .



