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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH
CIRCUIT SITTING AT NAGPUR,

0.A.NO. 645/94, 199
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DATE OF DECISION 06,07,1994,

Sharad Dinkar Saths

arad Dinkar S e e o i ommm. Pppiicant(s)
Versus . R
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%tate of Maharashtra & 1 other _ Respaonddnt (s)
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1. uhether it be referred to the Reporter or not ? vV

2. UuWhether it be circulated to all the Benches of the

Central Administrative Tribungl or not 7 R
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& IN THE CENTAAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
' BOMBAY BENCH, 'GULESTAN' BUIL ING NO.6
PRESCOT ROAD.’ BOMBAY 1

CAMPs MAGPUR
0.A. No. 645/94
Sharad Dinkar Sathe «sApplicant
V/s,
State of Maharashtra & 1 other « ofRespondents

Corame Hon,Shri Justice M,S.0eshparde, V.C,
Hon,Shri M,R, Kolhatkar, Member (A)

APPEARANCE 3

Mr, S.G. Aney with Mr, M., Sudame
counsel for the applicant

fMr, G.K. Nilkanth
counsel for the Govt, of Maharashtra

ORAL JUDGMENT: DATED: 6.7.1994
(Per: M,S.,DESHPANDE, Vice Chairman)

We have heard the learned counsel, There is no

mention in the reply filed by the respondents regarding

%ﬁgfgféﬁéjthat ware being taken by the Inquiry Officer

shri M.S., Parasnis, Chief Conservator of Forests after we

made the order dated 6.7.1993 for expeditiously completing

the emuiry, Shri Nilkanth, learned counsel for the respondent
states that we have already held the charges against the
applicant, who is a Oivisional Forest Officer, were serious
and, therefors, we were not inclined to revuke“tﬁe suépension.
it is true that the suspensiocn was quite in order, but we

alsoc directed that the emguiry bse completed with dus despatch,
and preferably within & period of nime months, There has been
no compliznce with the directions which we had issued ard it

is pathetic that though an officer of the rank of Divisicnal
farest Officer was subjsct to an emguiry, the Cénsaroatur of
forests did not find time for this enquiry, Shri Nilkanth,
learned counsel for ths respondent, states that the :Lonservator
of Forests will have to complete the emguiry in addition to

attending to the other weorks, We are not impressed by such a

submission. It is for the department tg consider to which officer
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BEFCRE THE CENTRAL ACMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BOMEAY BENCH

REVIEW PETITION NO,73/95
IN ORIGINAL AFPPLICATION
NO.645/94.,

sharad Dinkar Sathe se+ Applicant
v/s.

1,state of Maharasht#a,
through Principle Secretary.,
Revenue & Forests Iepartment,
Mantralaya, Bombay.

2.Unicn of India
through its secretary,
Ministry of Environment,
Forests and Wild Life,
New Ltelhi. sos Respondents

CORAM: Hon'ble shri Justice M.S.Teshpande,Vice-Chairman.
Hon'ble shri M.R, Kolhatkar, Member(a).

TRIBUNAL'S ORLER IN REVIEW
PETITION NO,73/95 by circulation,

; - _Fs-

Y Per shri M.R.Kolhatkar, Member(s) | Jare® ¥9= 8-
Thig ig a review petition filed by original

respondent-1, State of Maharashtr¥ seeking a review

of our order dated 6,7.1994 in vwhich we had granted

.a further period of nine months for completing the

enquiry against the applicant. We furtter directed
that the suspension shzll stand automatically

revoked if the enquiry is not completed within that
period, subject to the applicant coorerating in the
enquiry. The grounds urgeé for the review of this
order sre that when this order of automatic reingtatement
was passed, the petitionerwthat is{state of Matarashtra
was not aware of ttre responsibili£y of Respondent

No.1l in regard to the irregularities in 6ther case.s
wvhile functioning as Deputy Conservator of Forest§;
“that the Original applicant is facing in all 5
departméntal inguiries on serious charges and
reflecting doubtful integrity, and that this order

of Automatic Reinstatement is inconsistent with
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the subgeguent order of dismissal of QA No,1385/95
passed on 6/3/95, A Review Petition No.,37/95 in
0.A, N0.1385/94 has also been dismissed on 29/3/95
It is stated that this inconsistency in these

two orders was brought to notice of Tribunal by
way Of MP NoO,290/95 which was Gismissed on 24/4/95
with liberty to file Review Application with
application for condonation of delay.

Z, The present review petition ig accompanied

»

by MP-528/95 with a prayer for €ondonabion of delasy.

The reasonsfor delay adduced in the MP are that the

material on which the'subsequent order of suspension

was passed came toO the knowledge of the peritioner
very late and some time was 1lost in pursuing
MP—290/95 ané hence the delay is sought to be

congoned,

3. The reasons for condohation of delay are not

very detailed, all the same we propose to dispose
Of the matter on'merits° MP-~528/95 in review

petitidn 73/95 is allowed and thué digposed of,

4, The main reason for seeking réview of our
order dated 6/7/%4 is tbat that order of automatic
‘5ginguatement ig inconsjistent with the subseruent
order of the dismissal of the OA No.1385/94., 1In
that 0a, we had ncoted that the aprlicant had not
exhalsted the departmental remedies while filing
MP againgt the impugned order of Suspension and
that in respect of another inquiry the applicant

L

Eas SWspended, ﬁfglng regard to the facts, we
dismigsed the OAu{ the review petition No,37/95 in
OA No,1385/94, we ﬁad'noted that the order to
which automatic revocation of suspension applied,
was in connection with purchase of stores during
the financial year 1991 whereas the suspension in
réspect of OA 1385/94 was about.clearance of
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., afforestation N > - .
Qy . o8 wWorks at”Gorewada and Ambazari. We had
accordingly-noteé the facts which had come before
us in the OA and the'rejection of Review Petition
- only confirmed our orders dated 5/%/95 in OA:1385/94,
The Tribunal was made aware of mulfiplicity of
inquigifzgainst the Officer at the time of passing
‘the orders in OA 1385/94 itself. We do not therefore,,
see any inconsistency betwéen but orﬁer of Aﬁtomatic
Revocatibn of suspension in OA 645/94 passed on
6/7/94 and the subsequent orderé, Tﬁe order of
automatic revocation applieé only to the DE which
was tpe'subject matter of OA 645/94 whereaé the
order in OA 1385/94 related to sdspensién in relation
to the LE which was the subject matter of that OA.
In the circumstances, we see no measons for
reviewing our order dated 6/7/94 in Oa 645/94, The
' revieﬁ pefition is accordiﬁgly dismissed with no
orders as to costs. We dismiss the review petition

By cr circulation as permigsible under the rules.
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{M.R. KOLHAT KAR) (M.S.CESHPANLE )
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
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