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The following Order of the Court was delivered

1. W& have heard Snt. Shyanl a Pappu, learned senior counsel for the
respondent who has preferred this review petition. On a consideration of
the matter, we find that the grounds raised in support of the review, do
not justify our interference with the earlier order 9th February, 1993.

2. However, there is one other aspect which m ght bear consideration. In
the course of the order, it was observed

"Ordinarily, keeping in viewthe judgment of this Court in Amulya Chandra
Kalita s case [supra], we should have remanded the case to the Tribunal for
a fresh disposal because of the fact that the order of the Tribunal was
rendered by only one nenber or to have awaited the deci sion of sone cases
pending in this Court in which the validity of the order passed by single
menber of the tribunal is under consideration...... "

3. This statement m ght be susceptible of aninterpretation that: it
denudes the efficacy of the pronouncenment of this Court in 1991 (2) LLJ 112
. Dr. Mahabal Ramv. Indian Council of Agricultural Research and Qthers to
whi ch reference was not nade at the hearing of the nmain appeal. It is,
therefore, appropriate that the observations, excerpted above, ‘are deleted
fromthe order. They are, accordingly, deleted, |est there be scope for any
such m sunder st andi ng.




