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In this R.Aa. applicant seeks the recall

and review of Tribunal’s order dated 1E.2.2000,

2. We have carefully considered the

Review application.

A The  Tribunal had dismissed the 08
filed by the applicant against the disciplinary
proceedings initiated, finaliszed and decided Upan

against him, after considering all the points
raised in the application. The presant review is

raized on the grounds that certain submissians

In

made by the applicant haﬂénot been considered by

the Tribunal in their |

indings.
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.ll G The perusal of the Tribunal’s order
would wery clearly indicats that all the main
points raised on behalf of the applicant had been
enumaeratad, examined and findings thereon have

been recorded.  The application was dismissed on

P

the finding that the nature and extent of the
responsikbility  expected of an officer of the

rank  of Superintending Enginger was of an order
much  higher than what a junior functionary was
expected to perform, which he had failed to  do.
The applicant has noﬁ 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 soms  delay in the

finalisation of the proceedings, which has beean

reiterated in the review application also would

wer  had

»n

not  have made any change in the order a
found that the proceedings had besn  initiated,
conductaed in the proper manner and the punishment

awarded was just and fair.

Y. Fyidently therefore the applicant has
not  madse  any justifisbls ground for the racall

and  review of the order dated 13.2.2001. The

rayiew plicats S therefore rejected in
circulation.
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