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CENIL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNiL 
CUACK BENCHi C1YJTK 

iir1 Application No. 59 of 1991 

1te of Decisions September 24,1993 

Muralidhar Panda 	pp1icant(s) 

Yerçs 

Union of India & Others. Respondent(s) 

For tbe pp1ic-antr 	M/s.C.M.K.Murty,S.K.Rath,dvocates. 

FosèI. 	dent Mr.Ashok Mishra,senior Standing Counsel (Centr 

THE HONOABL 	, K,?. ACFèIR)A, VICE - QHhIRNN 

I. 

THE MONOIJRAELE R .H .RRA 	ME4) 

K.P.CH1RYA,V.C. 	In this application under section 19 of the 

.iministrative Tribunals Act,1985,the petitioner prays 

that the order contained in Annexure 3 be qiasbed and 

f rthe r direction be gi vi to the enqiiry o ff1 ce r not 

to re..exnine Shri K. K. Mohap atra. This rayer has been 

allowed to be amended vile order dated 26th March, 1992 

V 
n which it is prayed that if the Enquiring Officer 
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re..-exomines the said witness,direction be given to 

strike down his evidence and the enquiring officer 

be directed not to consider the evidence of Shri 

Mohapatra ofV his reMexaaminaticn. 

§hortly stated the case of theretitioner 

is that he is a Senior Scientist in heavy Water Project, 

A disciplinary proceeding was initiated again St him. 

Evidence of witnesses were recorded and one Shri K.K. 

Hohapatra who had already been examined 
1%At4j 

prosecution/i s.swnmoned to be re-examined,t A 
this stage this application has been filed with the 

aforesaid prayer. Subsequently the prayer has been 

amended which stood allowed vide order dated 26th 

March, 1992 as stated above. 

In their counter,the Opposite Parties maintain 

that the prosecution has a right to reexamine any 

witnesses at any stage before closure of the case and 

hence the case being devoid of merit is liable to be 

dismissed. 

We have heard Mr,S.t.Rath learned counsel for 

the p etitioe r and Mr.Ashok Misra learned Senior Standing 

Counsel (central) .It was told to us that the entire case 

has been closed and the case is now pending for delivery 

of final orders by the disciplinary authority which has 

been stayed by this Bench.After hearing learned counsel 

for both sides,we are of opinion that the legality, 

ç
illegalitycropriety, 	and impropriety 4'the reexamira tion 
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of the witnesses will be taken up at the appropriate 

stage and there fore,we express no optnion on this 

issue,We would direct that the disciplinary authority 

may pass final orders within three weeks from the 

date of receipt of a copy of the judnent. 

5. 	Thus,the application is accordingly disposed 

of leaving the pajties to bear their own costs. 

.....s.. .. •....... 
?ENBR (J INSTRX1IT) 	 VIC-CFiAIRI'1AN 

Central Adminia trati 
Cuttack Bench,Cuttac 
24th september, 193. 


