In fhe Central Administretive Tribunal
Calcutta Bench

2

MA Ne,160 of 1008 ' .
(CA Ne.259 of 1997)
Present ¢ Hen'ble Mr. D,-Purkayastha, Judicial Member

Estate Office

Vs.

J K Mukher jee

Fer the Applicant ¢ Ms. K, Banerjee, 1ld. Advocate

”2,  : Fer the Respondents:

s
Heard en : 13-8-98 ‘ Date of Juydgement : 13-8-98
. | ORDER

1d. Advecate Ms. Banerjée en behalf of the reSpendenté of
the Original OA Ne.259 of 1997, has filed this applicatien bearing Ne.
MA 160 of 1998 under Rule.24 of the Centrel Administrative Tribunal
(Precedure) Rule, 1987 fer recall of the erder dated 11.3.98 passed
in OA N6}259 of 1997. The greunds taken by the respendent:cepplicant
for recalling of the erder are stated in the para (III) & (IV) at page

7 & 8 of the présent applicatien fer review.

2, I have considered submissiens of 1d. Advecate fer the appli-
cent!, Nene appears on behalf eof the respondents. Rule 24 of the CAT
(Precedure) Rule, 1987 shews that the tribunal may make such orders
gr/give such éirections a@s may be necessary er eXpedient teo give
effect to its erders ér te prevent abuse of its precess er te secure

the ends eof justice.

In view of the aferesaid circumstances, I have censidered the

facts eof the applicatien filed by the respondents for recalling ef the
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erder. But I de not find any patent errer in the erder which is
seught te be recalled. vIt may be stated that the recalling ef the
erder under sectioen 24 of CAT Rules is net @ reutine procédure.
Material errer manifests on the face of the earlier erder'resulting
miscarries ef justice must be preved, These ingredients are absent
in this case’ Thereby, application is dismissed awarding Rs.2000/-

te be paid by the applicamt.
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( D. Fu astha )
Member (J)



