)- | ‘ :  cAT/I/12
| IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL @
< NEW DELHI
jot) 156/00 in

0.A. No. ﬂlfoo'wl th 199
T.A. No. W 300 '

N
| DATE OF DECISION_ 29.5.1991
Shri 'Iar.sem Lal Verms Petitioner |
Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
Versus
Union of India & Others Respondent
Advocate for the Reépondent(s)
CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. F.K. KA RTHA, VICE CHAIRMAN(J)
ﬁe Hon "ble Mr "D.K. CHAKRAVORTY , ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

<
1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 7 %)
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? (VY
3. . Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? /
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
JUDGME NI
(of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble Mr. P.Ka
Kartm » Vice Chairman(J))
The petitioner in this &A is the originel abplic ant in
=g

O& 37l/90 whiich was disposed of by judgment dated 16.7.199C,
His preayer in the b& was for quashing the impugned ordex
.dated 31.10.1989 whereby the period of his probation was
extended upto 15.7,1990, He had'aIso “fayed\that he sh01’R
be removed ﬁrgm probation with effgcb from 15.7,1988 and that
the respondents béAgirecﬁeditoﬂdecigre him permenent in the.
post of bozo~1 phic Officer Hee o I5$7.1988¢ Aafter going

through the records of the case 2nd heating both parties
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ripunal held that as the
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prbvicde any optimum period of probation, the

stipulstions contained in the offer of appointment

resdrding the discretion of the competent authority
+ 1. ey ey~ L e PRI g e -~
to extena the period of prohition, must be deemed
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1w on the fece of the judgement or any fresh

-

facls warranting 2 review of the judgment, 1t may

be that he is egurieved by the decision of +the Tri
z & i - (=30 Ay Lil deCisS 10 O e J,,Clbtlnal

)

in which c2se the 2ppropiiste course for him would be

to prefer <n zppeal to the Jupreme Court and not to

that the judgment of the Iribunal is per incuriam i: also
not tengble, Iince the Triburnal has no irherent powexr
like tThe SQp;eme Court, he czannot invoke the princigle
of per incurilm in the proceedings béfore the Tribunal,
¢, we Yespectfully follow the decision of

the Tribunal dated 24,9,1991 in ... Mo 1B5/80 in & 219/3
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