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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
new DELHI

CAT/;/l2

avNo. 77/93 in DATE OF DECISION
OA No. 2525/90

Sh.P.P T .SQx^r),n —

Advocate for the Petil'ioner(s)
Sh.'=^,^.T

Versus

U.O.I. &Ors. Respondent
MS Veena Kalra proxy counsel Advocate for the Rcspondcnt(s)

—T—fu.1! HisAvnlbli -Al'lldwal

CORAM

.^c Hon*ble Mr. W. v. Kri shn an, v.C. (A)
The Hon'ble Mr. B.S. Hegde, Meniber(J)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? y
3. Whether their Lordships wish to ^ the fair copy of the J^idgement V
4. Whether it needs lo be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? ,>

J u dae me nt( QR^_„

(EBlivered by Sh, N. V. Krishnan," V^.(A^

^ • - .Applicant has* filed RA No. 77/93 in respect

of judgemont of this Tribunal dated 8.1.93 in OA No.2525/90.Tho
matter has been referred to this Bench for disposal of the SA.

2^ have heard the learned counsel for the cpplican

Vfe- have seen the judgement in which it is held* that un.J^r
Rule 27 of the CC3(CCA) Rules the appellate authc^ilty/quash
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the ord3r of the disciplinary authority en i

remand the matbar to the Oiscipiinary authirity

-.yith further direction.

3. The only ground raised in the ft. A, is

regardinci the orders which the appellate authorxi-y

can pass. The learned counsel for the cppliCc-nt

contends that Rule 27(2)(i) and 27(2)(ii) are

different from each other, Ihder Rule 27(2) (i)

the appellate authority can only quash . Ity

but not remand the case. It is only under Rule

27(2) (ii) that he can remand the case. These
I

powers are separate and one exclude s the other.

4, This is a matter of judgement and not an

error apparent on the face of the record. It is

not open to the applicant to file a Revicv.-'

Petition on this ground. R,A, is,therefore, dismi.i-^od,
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(B.S,Heg^) (N. V, Krishn an)

Member(J) • Vice Chairman (a)
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