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	 ,i.w' IN R.P.NO.87,'2004 DATED 17 /11,'2004. " CIULATTL4 

Per: S.G.Deshmukh, Member (J): 

The present R.P. has been filed by the applicant in 

reviewing the order dated 14th September, 2004 passed by the 

Tribunal in 0.A.No. 879/2001. 

O.A.No.879/2001 was filed for quashing and setting aside 

the removal order dated 11.10.2000 passed by the disciplinarY 

authority and the appellate order dated 01.03.2002 confirming the 

order of the disciplinary authority and directing the respondents 

to reinstate the applicant with effect from 11.10.2000 with full 

pay and allowances. 

The O.A. 	is dsposed of by, setting aside the orders 

dated 11.10.2000 and 01.3.2002and the matter is remitted to the 

disciplinary authority with a direction to give adequate 
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reasonable opportunity to cross examine the witnesses and to 

examine the defence witnesses. The applicant was to co-operate 

j with the Inquiry Officer in the conduct of the enquiry. The 



applicant shall be under deemed suspension from the date of 

removal till the culmination of the disciplinary proceedings as 

observed in the O.A. The disciplinary proceedings is to be 

completed w1thn a perod of 4 months from the date of receipt of 

a copy of the order. 

The present R.P. is filed for reviewing the order on the 

ground that the rulings cited in the order by the Tribunal are 

not applicable as the applicant had raised the grounds. 	It is 

also the contention of the applicant that the ratio in the case 

of State of Punjab vs. Dr. Harbhajan Singh Greasy, JT 1996 (5) 

'- 	S.C.403 is not applicable to the present case and hence the 

review. 

We have considered the contentions raised in the R.P. 
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,. 	wi tti urur -, o, 	r.,. 	uflui 	c,ii iS 	L.& iL/il' 	IL. is nu& 

perr,issib7e for an erroneous decision to be reheard and 

corrected. 	An error which is not self evident and has to be 

detected by reasoning, can hardly be said as an error apparent on 

the face of the record justifying the Court to exercise the power 

of its review. The erroneous view of the evidence or of law 

cannot be thea  ground for review though it may be the ground for 

an appeal." 

7. 	it 15 observed in the judgement "that it is also apparent 

that the present applicant has not raised this point before the 

disciplinary authority or the appe77ate authority that these 
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three witnesses were not examined on 19.5.2000 if the witnesses 

wou7d not have been examined on the date of 19.5.2000 the 

app7icant would have raised this point while making 

representations against the report of the Enquiry Officer and 

also in the appeal preferred against the order of the 

disciplinary authority. 	There -appears no mistake or error 

apparent on the face of the record. The power of review can be 

exercised only for correction of patent error of law and fact 

which stages in the face without any elaborate argument. 

It is also observed in the judgernent "that Shri Bai7a is 

not an Inquiry Officer in the app7icant's case against whom the 

app71cation for taking action for perjury under sec. 191, 192 

and 193 of IPC was fi7ed." It is observed "that he was not 

directly concerned with the proceedings in question. 	The 

submissions whatever made by him in the sur rejoinder are based 

on the record which are made avai7able to him. 	He had no 

personal knowledge on the app7icant. 	Thus, there appears no 

apparent error on the face of the record. 

In view of what is stated above, the R.P. deserves to be 

rejected and we order accordingly. No order as to costs. 

(S.Dhmukh) 	 (Anand Kumar Bhatt) 
Member (J) 	 Member (A) 
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