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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL: PRINCIPAL BEWCH

R.A. No. 164/2002 im
Origimal Applicatiom No.2001 of ZO000Q

New Delhi, this the 8th day of July, 2003
O BLLE MRHKULDHP SIMIGH, MWEMBER( JUDL )
HOM " BLE MR. GOVINDAN S. TANPI, WBVBER (A)

Shri1 Manik Rao ..Review Applicant
(By Advocate: Shri P.T.S. Murthy)

Versus
Union of India and Others .. .Respondents
(By Advocate: Shr; Ra jeev Bansal)

0O R DE RIORALY)

By Hom'bile Mr. tuldip Simgt . Memtser( Judil )

The applicant had filed an O& challenging the
penalty of reduction to the lower stage of time scale by

s

twe stages which had been imposed upon him ot a period

of 4 vyears with retrospective effect. The saird 04 gas
dismissed. However , the applicant preferred a CWpP -

No.2222/2002 against the orders passed by this court

which was disposed of with the cbservalicn that as {he

learned counsel for the petitioner had submitted refcro

the Hon bie High Court thal he had raised cettain
questions before the Tribunal which what not gone nite &
the Tribunal sc the CWP was dismissed. But it

observed that the remedy of the petitoner wouid bhe to

file an appropriate application for review before the

'ribunal .

Z2. Faiting clue from that, the applicant has ccmel

for review of the order by filing the present RA.
3. Shri P.T.S. Murthy appearing for the review
applicant . submitted that it is a case based o©n no

evidence‘ so the Tribunal should intervene to holg that
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2.
the Inguiry Officer had chosen to hold the applicant
guilty without any basis of evidence and the findings ﬁf
the unknown persons are benami witnesses and cannot te
relied upon. In support of his case he has afso referred
to a judgment of the Hon’'ble Supreme Court entitled as
Kuldeep Singh Vs. Commissioner of Police reported in

1869 SCC (L&S) Vol .1 Page 428 and also Yoginath D. Bagde

Vs. " State of Maharastra and Others reported in 19399 SCC
LL&S) voir.2, page 1385 wherein it has been held when
there is no evidence on record the findings arrived at
are perverse, No other contention was raised during

arguments by the |earned counsel for the review appilicant
for review of the orders,

4. . We find that this contention had already beesr
discussed and turned down by the Tribuna! while deciding
ihe OA when the Tribunal while deciding the 0aA had
observed that the charges have not been proved against
him and the Tribunal observed that the charge No.1 stoog
proved and had also gone to the extent to say that whije
exercising the power of judicial review, it cannot

reappreciate the evidence and no ground was found to

interfere with the impugned order on the basis of no.

evidence. Rather the court while
evidence had dismissed the OA, so on the same ple

cannot entertain the review as no new or

been tat which may cal| for the review of the order .

Accordingly, the RA has no merits and the same

i s No costs.
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