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(Hon'ble Shri V.K. Majotra, Member (A)

The applicant has sought review of the order dated

5.8.1999 (Annexure A-1) passed by this Tribunal in OA 369/94

under Section 22(3) (f) of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.

2. We have heard the applicant and learned counsel of the

respondents at length. The applicant has stated that by the order

dated 5.8.99 (Ann.A.l) the OA had been rejected both on the point

of limitation and merits. According to him, the period of limitationiimitatio

has wrongly computed by the Court and that the principles of
K

natural just;(ce have not been followed by the authorities in

punishment on the applicant in the departmental

enquiry in asmuch as he had not been served with the notices for

participation in the departmental enquiry.

3. Learned counsel of the respondents Shri N.S.Mehta has

stated that the points raised by the applicant have been dealt

with in the order dated 5.8.99 in OA 369/94 and there is no glaring
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mistake on the face of the record to allow the review of t^

aforestated order. He placed reliance on AIR 1980(Vol.67)page 2041 - Col.

4. The applicant has not been able to satisfy the Court on

the point of limitation which point had been dealt with at length

in the order dated 5.8.99. Similarly, we find that the pointd

relating to notices to the applicant giving him an opportunity

to participate in the enquiry hod boon sent at various addresses^

known to the respondents which have also been dealt with by the

Court in the same order. The details of Various notices issued

to the applicant were perused by the Court and it was h^ that

the respondents have not, in any way, violated the principles of

natural justice in not affording the applicant an opportunity to

put-forth his case. It was found that the applicant had himself

chosen not to participate in the enquiry despite issue of various

notices ty the respondents. As per the Avtar's case (supra),

where earlier order cannot be reviewed unless satisfied that

material error, manifest on the face of the order, undermines

its soundnQSS or results in miscarriage of justice.A review

of a judgment is a serious step and reluctant resort to it is

proper only where a glaring omission or patent mistake

or^^Jd^ grave error has crept in earlier^by judicial fallibility....
The present stage is not a virgin ground but review of an earlier

order which has the normal feature of finality. We are not

datisfied with the grounds taken by the applicant for review as

described above. It is also relevant to note that the order dated

5.8.99 in OA 369/94 is an oral order which was passed in the

presence and after hearing the learned counsel of the applicant.

5. In the facts and circumstances of the case, we do not find

any good grounds to review the earlier order dated 5.8.99 passed in

OA 369/94 and therefore, the RA 2f9/99 is rejected.
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