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By Justice B. Panigrahl, Chalrman
This Is a review application filed under Sections 17{1) and 17(2) of the

CAT (Procedure} Rules, 1887. The applicant filed O.A.751/2004 challenging the
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order of suspension and rejection of his subsequent representation followed by
order daied 20.2.2002, as ilegai, unlawiul and irregular. He further claimea fuii
saiar& Tor the period of suspension. It appears that the applicant had previousiy
filed O.AN0.1107/2002 and this Tribunal vide order dated 31.12.2002 quas-hecﬁ
the suspension order. The orger of suspension nowever continued even after the
aforesaid order passed by the Tribunal. The respondents challenged the order of
the Tribunal dated 31.12.2002 by filing a Wit Pelition before the Hon'ble High
Court being CWP No. 2430/2003. The Deihl High Court passed an interim order
that the applicant shall hot be treated as on duty but he shall be paid pensiohary
benefils. Respondenis sanclioned the provisional pension, group insurance,
leave encashment and GPF in favour of the applicant. The Hor'bie High Ceurt
had set aside the order passed by the Tribunal on 31.12.2002 bul permission
was granted to bring to the notice of the Tribunal any subsequent events which
took place during the pendency of the Wit pelition. Therefore by virtue of the
aforesaid order, the applicant has filed the present case.
2. Shri Bhardwaj, the learned counsel appearing for- the applicant has
submitted that. the propriely of the suspension order was not considered while
recording the judgment in O.A- No. 751/2004. But we notice that such contention
is not tenable in view of the findings recorded by the Tribunal in para 12 of the
judgment passed in the aforesaid O.A., which reads as under:

“12. The first and foremost guestion that comes up for

consideration is as to whether the suspension crders are

valid or not? At this stage, it is relevant fo mention that the

appiicant even had Tied OA1107/2002 which he had
withdrawn on 26.1.2004 with lberiy to file 2 fresh appfication



. &

with all legal and factual pleas available i law. B was
allowed.”

3. The Hoble High Court has granied leave 1o the appiicant io raise the
pleas, which arose subsequently after filing of the Writ petition but the learned
counsel was unable to place any single material about the subsequent eventls
which took place during the pendency of the Writ Petition in the High Court.

4. There Is no error apparent on the face of the record. Accordingly the
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{SMT. CHITRA CHCPRA) {B. PANIGRAHI
Member (8) Chairman

review application is dismissed.
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