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'1 he instant review DetitI Ofl in UA 990/99 has dean 

r.referre.c on the orcund that tnere are errors.. aoparent. 

iniirrn tieS as stated in r.are 2 of the review ar.o.iicatiori 	10 
1 

qous 
 

have been mentloned. 	They inciude icave shkouid have 

been ciranted for this ic.nci ar.senca of 14 vears 	orivate medical 

certificate snoui.d have been considered. enuir/ was not 

conducted in accordance with princirles of natural lUStiOC and 

that all judciemnents cited by him were not considered and Since he 

had resumed cuties he could not have been oroceeded ac!ainst. 

2.. 	The sc:Ooe of review under the PdfflifllStrative Tribunal Act 

has been explained by the Aoex Court in Al t Kumar Rath 

of Urissa & Others 2000! C SWI. 

/ne nisions - 'act'ed ahova nd ca re tm' t t/e 
c2h'er of reJ aw available to the T -'i'na.i is the sa,'ie 

has been ilven to a court t'nor Jection 114 reao wi tll 
, 	't 	The ocwer  is not ahsolute aihy is fiYao 

in by the res rr ctwns rot'ca Eeo n )rJar ..... the rowar 
can be exercised 0!? the aDDJ!c13tJ0n OP Dd?!'$0!? 0i7 tTh3 
iiscova-ry or new anY inror tan t matter or ev ferice 

at tat' the exe,t'cise or ciue dil ieice.. was not within the 
1070w! eye or cor'l i not he proot'cai by his at the time 
WOE!? the !'Qe9,t' was fflé3(fC. / /19 power carl also be exerc5sed 
on cocoon .• 

 
of some mis tae or error aa ran C on the I'act 

or the recara or for an v othiar sufr1 cierl t reason - 
review cannot be c1ameo or asicd for mer'e1 V for 1r'esh 
tiearnç' or aruiiients or correctIon of an erroneous VI&W 

taken earl.l er that is to say, the nowar Or !'&V,. &?W can be 
C.kT'CISe<Y O/14i" br carrecting of r)atant &t'f'O!' 01 law or 



wnic, stu'es in the face WJflCW riY eicirUc 
l.?rit 3fflc.7 flQJ for estabjIshing 7 7 	 ft ñiV oo- 

fOJfl CecY OUt tfl t tfl& 	V!'C.S1 011 	1? ottier UY IJCI&7 1 

reason us&i 
 

in 	rocr 41 kZ/f a I .ieins a reason 
urfici an!;] y anaf 000us to t!;ose 	ci yieLv 111 the rule.. 
(1 ( 1? ? 	 /')t e .LL 	 C" 	t.. 

an apparent,  error or an Rttanof PlOt 	60 011 aI1Y 	OL'P1c! 

Set Out 111 UrtYeP' 4/ WOL!fJ 	I.Jfl to fl 	'SC C'! 

i .wer tv ri c/el? to the fl'iuna] L'rl(!er the 4cr to review i ts 

7uopemen t'.. 

it is clear from the above juaoement that error apparent 

on fact of record or new materials wnicn could not be found 

ear1er even after due diliigence can resuit in review of the 

aptl ication.. 

It is a case of absence from 1984 to 1998. 	Ouring the 

departmental enQulry the applicant had admitted his absence 

rnentonino neaith grounds. 	The 	issue 	reqarthng 	methcal 

certificate of private doctor have been dealt in nara 10 of 

judgement pointing out that cross cneckinci is not possible after 

such a long .!arse of tiMe.1 If the cnarçes are admitted then as 

per Rule .1400) the Enouirv Officer has to record a finding of 

cu1lt and senc; the report to aisciplinary authority for furtner 

action.. The reort was maae available and then the orders 

passed.. 	As regaras the plea that after the letter asing nim to 

rejoin and he riaving joined action for absence cannot be tacen 

the A.ex Court aecisicn in Maan Sinçh Vs.. Union of India 2003 LCC 

L&S) 314 refers.. 	This asDect has been considered in para 9 of 

the judgement. 	All the relevant decisions cited 	by 	trie 

a.plcants lawyer have heenc considered and it is not necessary 

to consider each and every cited :ludciement.. 

5. 	fhere is no merit in this review application and the same 

is aismissed at the circulation stage.. 
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