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CENTRAL ADMINISTRTATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, AT MUMBAT.

R.P.No.87/2004
in

C.A.No.873/2001

CORAM: ION'BLE SHRI ANAND KUMAR BHATT, MEMBER (A)

HON’BLE SHRI S5.G. DESHMUKH, MEMBER (J4)

v

Shri Chandrakant Shankarrao Marne ... Petitioner

1. Union of India and 2 Others. ' ... Respondents
ORDER BY CIRCULATION IN R.P.NO.87/2004 DATED .i? /11/2004.

Per: 5.G.Deshmukh, Member (J):

-
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The present R.P. has been filed by the applicant i

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

Tribunal in O.A.No. 873/2001.
0.A.No.879/200%1 was filed for quashing and setting aside

val order dated 11.10.2000 nassed by the disciplinary
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authority and the appellate order dated $61.03.2002 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.
3. The O.A. is disposed of by setting aside the orders

dated 11.10.2000 and 01.3.2002 and the matter is remitted to the

disciplinary authority with a direction to give adequate

his presence during the inguiry. The applicant shall be given a
reasonable opportunity to crass examine the witnesses and to
examine the defence witnesses. The applicant was to co-cperate

with the Inguiry Officer in the conduct of the enquiry. The

+ + )
18Tanc as




proceedings as

from the date of

suspension
the disciplinary

deemed

under

be

proceedings

disciplinary

The

A
I

the O

in

o
- ®

obser:

l are
is
(5)

Rh

Al

is to be

receipt of
ribun

1996

the

+£
JT

¥

-

in

r by the

rde
ingh Greasy,

the o

4 months from the date o
in

Harbhajan

eriod of
is filed for reviewing the order on the
rulings cited
Dr.
the

P

in a
‘e considered

icable as the applicant had raised the grounds.
A\

e of Punjab vs.

4 4
Stat
TEW.

s

a copy of the order.
A\

of

0
[¢}
r
4=
£

v

State of Orissa and Othiers 1988

Rati vs.

Kumar
Tribunal

under

tc a Court

available

same as

is

G
43

—

£

[ ol
-

o
[\

and
Taw

reheard
of
is also apparent
that these

it
hority

his point before the
auvvr

1

“that

d
appellate

judgement

e
the

th

can hardly be said as an error apparent on
i

erroneous
erroneous view of the
.i

d

for an
The

of i1ts review.

~» detected by reasoning,
an appea?.

,
N §
Lad



_3_

three wftheéses "were not examined on 18.5.2000 if the witnesses
would not have been examined on the date of 18.5.2000 the
applicant would  have raised this point  while making
repiresentations against the report pf the Enquiry Officer and
also in the appeal .preférred against the order of the
disciplinary authority. " There lappearsv no mistake or error
apparent on the face of the record. The power Qf review can be
exercised only for correction of patent error of law and fact
which stat¥es 1in the face without any e1aboréte argument.

8. It~ is also observed in the judgement "that Shri Baila is
not an Inquiry Offfcef in the applicant’s case against whom the
5bp7icationvfor taking action for perjury under sec. 181, 192

and 193 of IPC was filed."” It 1is . observed "that he was not

’"directly concerined with the proceedings in question. The

submissiohs"whatever'maae by him in the sur rejoinder are based
on the record which are made available to him. He had no
personal knowlédge on the applicant.” Thus, there appears no
apparent error on the face of the record.

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

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