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Hori'ble Srnt- Lakshrni Swarninathan, Vice Chairman
Hon''ble Shri Oovindan S. Tampi, Member (A)

LL NL Chakarborty 3
H™19™D Saket,
New Delhi 100001

Appl icant „

(By Advocate : Shr i K „ B .. S _ Ra.j an , )

Versus

Union of India through Secretary,
Ministry of Communication,
.2 0 A s h o l< a r o a d, N e w D e 1 It i

Secretary UPSC
Dhol^pur House,
Shahjahan Road, New Delhi

- Responbden ts..

(By Advocate Shri R.. v„ Sin ha)

( J)

0 R D E R (BY CIRCULATION)

In this R„A. applicant seeks the recall

a,rid review of Tribunal's order dated 13„2.2000„

2„ We have carefully considered the

12 e v i e w A p p 1 i c a t i o n ,

The Tribunal had dismissed the OA

tilea by tlie cipplicant against the disciplinarv

proceedings initiated, finalised and decided upon

against hirn, after considering all the points

i aised in the application.. The present review is

raised on the grounds that certain submissions

made by the applicant ha.f..^not been considered by

the Tribunal in their findings..
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4., The perusal of the Tribunal's order

vjould very clearly indicate that all the main

points raised on behalf of the applicant had been

enurnei-ated^ examined and findings thereon have

been recorded. The application was dismissed on

the finding that the nature and extent of the

responsibility expected of an officer of the

rank of Superintending Engineer was of an order

much higher than what a junior functionary was

e X p e c t e d to p e r f o r m ̂ w h i c h h e It a d f a i 1 e d t o d o.

The applicant has not brought out any specific

mistake or error as the facts,, which would have

in any way made any dent in our findings,. The

fact that there was some delay in the

finalisation of the proceedings,, which has been

reiterated in the review application also would

not have made any chapge in the order as wie fiad

found that the proceedings had been initiated^

conducted in the proper manner and the punishment

awarded was just and fair,.

5., Evidently therefore the applicant has

not made any ju-stifiable ground for the recall

and review of the order dated 13.2.2001. The

review application is therefore rejected in

ci rculation.
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