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Inthe Central Adrrdnistrative Tribunal,J.odhpur Bench, 
·J·odhpur 

' ... 
Date oi Order s 30.3.2001 

Review Application No. 23/2000 
in 

Original Application No. 96/98 

1 • 

••• 

The Union of Irrlia 

Through a Secretary to the GOvermrent of India, 

Ninistry of Agriculture, ~ish! Bhawan,New Delhi. 

2. T be Director, Cattle Breeding Farm, 

Suratgarh, Dist. sri Ganganagar • 

.Shri Hand.r Singh Ro.thore, · Officiating Director~ 

Cattle Breeding l!'arm, Suratgar h, D1St .sr iganganagar • 

• • • Applicants 
Versus 

Pal Sfo Shr i Rad ha Pal, C/o Shiv B.achan 

Bhagat, CCBF Carnpus, ~'Uratgarh, District Sri Gangc!nagar • 

••• 
• • • Resporuent • 

BON' BLE },R .A • Kei•l!SRA, JU!) JCIJ\L HEl-l~ 

HON'BI.E i•R .G0l?AL SIIDH, ADHii.\JISTRATIVE i·lEi•iBER 

Nr • Vi nit H.at hur 

l .. ir. J .K.l~ushi:k 

-·. •-.' 
'i'' .:: For the applicants. 

!.· ~ . 

For the respo~e nt. 

.... 
0 'R D E R 

' • fo.~~ . ~ 

~ Per Hcin'~ble J:.lr. A.K.i·i.isra, J .1-l. ) 

The applicants, Union of Irdia and Others 

U<.espon:ients in OA) had filed this Review Application 

against the oreoer dated 21st July,2000 passed by this 

Tribunal in Original Application No. 96 a: 1998. 



.2. 

2. Notice of the Review Application was given 
. . 

tot he applicant (respoment herein). No reply, however, 

has beenfiled by him to the R.A. 

3. We have heard the learned counsel for the 

parties ·and have gone through the case file. 

4. It is· stated by the applicants 'in t-heir applicaS"- · 

tion that Annexur.es A/6 ani A/7 dated 19.6.98 and 1.9 .98, 

do not .pertain to ·the respoooent, however, in para · 9 

of the Order,- t.t:¥2se documents have been discussed as if 

t~y-were related to t_he respondent and consequently,the 

conclusion was affected due to this. This is -an error 
• • 

apparent on too face of record arid deserves to oe corrected. -

It is also stated by t i1e respondents that as against 

the notice to show cause for terminating the services 

·of the applicant, appeal vJas -peooing ·be£ore too corrpetent 

authority for consideration an::l thus the departnental 

remedy of redressal was avai~ble to the applicant,yet 

-the _OA has been decided finally without any direction 

. for disposing .of the appeal. This is also an error 

apparent on the face of record and the conclusion drawn 

by too Tribunal was affected. These facts are sufficient 

enough to necessitate the review of the order and the 
\ -

error de serves to be set right • 

5. . We .have gone through the cr der and have also 

seen Annexures· A/6 arrl A/7 presented by the respondent 

in the O.A. Iu fact, these t~o docun-.ents do rot relate 

t·o him. Neither they were addressed to the applicant 

in the OA yet in.para I'iO. 9 of the order dated 21-.7.2000. 
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.3.' 
these documents have been taken into consideration to 

COnclude that the applicant . Was in service WhiCh. Was 

in fact not correct. Thus, the ·error is apparent on 

the face o£ record and consequently, the portion discussifl:d 

! the~ two docunents treating trlti!m to be connected with 

tte applicant, deserve to be deleted in para No. 9 and 

the error needs to be corrected. 

6. .!!"'rom tha facts of the case, it is clear that 

the appeal filed by the applicant against the show cause 

notice Annex • .:Vl of the O.A., was pendiD:J before the 
could 

COiilpetent autoority am the applicantLhave been grantedti"E. 

desired relief by the authority itself. Tberefgre, the 

respondents should have been d.iJ:'ected to diSpose of the 
. . 

appeal which was pending before the concer~d authority~ 

.However, this aspect seems to have gone un-noticed in. 

our order and to this extend, the error is apparent which· 

needs to be corrected now. 

1. In view of the above discussions, the Review 

Application deserves to be accepted and is hereby accepted 

with the folloWinJ observations ao:i directions :-

In Para :tb. 9 the portion "therefore ,in view 

of Annexs. "•/6 am A/7 dated 19.6.98 and 1.9.98 

respectively, it can be conclu:led that applicc.nt. 

still conti~ues to l::e in the service of the 

resporrlents• occuring from third line to 6th 

lire, is hereby deleted and shall always be 

deemed to have been deleted. 

In the end of the Para No. 9 the observation 
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"rk>wever, the app_eal preferred by the 

. applicant against the show cause notice Annex. 

A/1, which is perXiing with the coJDPetent 

authority, can be directed to be dispe sed of 

within a reasonable time" is hereby added 

atXl. shd.ll always be deenEd to have been 
I 

added. 

In view of this, the relief deserves to be 

suitably nodified am Para 1\b. ll of our order dated 

21st JUly, 2000 passed in 0:' ig ina l App licat io l;l 
, / 

No. 

-
96/1998, shall read as ·follows 1-

·9. 

"The o. A. is, therefore, accepted. 

··The Respon:lents No. 2 ana 3 are ~·eby 

directed to dispose Of the appeal Of the 
i 

applicant, Annex.A/5, preferred against the 

imPugned notice Annex.A/1, w ithj.n a period of 

·two roonths and the applicant shall be at 

liberty t~ t ake appropriate. steps if he is 

aggrieved of the decision of the· conpetent 

authority."This para shall be substituted and 

always-be deemed to have been substituted. ~ 

The_ period of two months, as ·1~ icated 

above in the order of review,· shall coumence from 

the date of communication of this order. · 
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.s. 
A copy of this order should be pJa.ced alotiJ-

withthe.originalorder and shall always be deen-ed to 

form a part of the original order dated 21st July,2000 

passed in O.A.NO. 96 of 1998. 

11. The Review Application is, therefore,disposed of 

accordingly. 
----~. -- ·-.....___----,~ - -......_ ____ . ·--------------- ~ .. _, ___ ~ 

U/ 

( GOP~L Sli'D~ 
Adm. Member 

mehta, 

JlillfURt ~ ~ 
~~<4(2-Col 
tRltf~ afllftf.rU ('~ lf4~ "* •••• 
~ stiftl~ftt• IAAl«' 
~ 

{ A.K,.HISRA ) 
Judl. Hember 


