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New Delhi , this the 8th day of July, 2003
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IHOIl'-'IfilLE IMtR.. (SDVIimM-H S,. T.AfffPlI ItffitffiEP XAj)

bhr I Man i k Rao , . Rev i ew .App i i can t

(By .Advocate: Shri P.T.S. Murthy)

Versus

Union of India and Others . , . Resporiden t s

(.By Advocate: Shri Rajeev Bansa I )

O P [ED E PCg3HALJ)

By- IHtenii' lblle ttilr ..IftuilldiiiE)) Siimigiltii..lftenTtteer(( J.tmdlH))

The appl icant had f i led an OA chal lenging ths

penal ty of reduct ion to the lower stage of t ime scale by

two stages which had been imposed upon him 1of a per iod

of 4 years wi th re t rospec t i ve effect . The said O.A was

dismissed. However, the appi icant preferred a CWP

No. 2222/2002 against the orders passed by ttris co.ti t

which was disposed of with the observat ion tlia< as ttie

learned counsel for the peti t ioner had submi tted tefcro

the Hon ble High Court that he had raised csrtai ri

quest ions before the Tribunal which what not gone into b)

the tribunal so the CWP was dismissed. But i t was

observed that the remedy of the pet i toner woli 1 d be to

f i le an appropriate appl ication for review before (he

I  r- 1 b LI n a I .

2- fair ing clue from that, the appl icant has ccme

for review of the order by fi l ing the present RA.

P-T.S. Murthy appearing for the review

appl icant submitted that i t is a case based on no

evidence so the Tribunal should intervene to hold t
"la t



€

. 2 .

the Inquiry Officer had chosen to hold the appl icant

gui l ty wi thout any basis of evidence and the findings of

the unknown persons are benami wi tnesses and cannot be

rel ied upon. In support of his case he has also referred

to a judgment of the Hon'bIe Supreme Court ent i t led as

Kuldeep Singh Vs. Commissioner of Pol ice reported in

1999 see (, L&S) Vol . 1 page 429 and also Yog math D. Bagde

Vs. State of Maharastra and Others reported in 1999 SCO

IL&b) Vol.2. page 1385 wherein i t has been held when

there is no evidence on record the findings arrived at

are perverse. No other con tent ion was raised during

arguments by the learned counsel for the review appl icant

for review of the orders.

tfiis content ion had already been

discussed and turned down by the Tnbunai whi le decidrngi
the O.A When the Tri buna I wh M e dec i d i ng the OA had
observed that the charges have not been proved against
him and the Tribunal observed that the charge No.l stood
proved and had also gone to the extent to say that whi le

exercising the power of judicial review. it cannot
reappreciate the evidenoe and no ground was found to
interfere wi th the impugned order on the basis of no.
evidence, Rafher the court whi le appreoi t ing ,he
evidenoe had dismissed the OA. so on the same plea „
cannot edtertain the review as no new or frosl, ground has
been tal(^which may cal l for the review of the order .

Wcordingly, the RA has no meri ts and tire same
i St d i sm i No costs.
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