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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL \

PRINCIPAL BENCH.

RA_NOQ36Q;2008wMWﬂW_

L. An .-
e MA No.2593/2003 ...
NOA_NO,629£ZOOZH -

.. New Delhiimthjsuthe_J?th‘dayvof”Deoemberé 2003 . .,

. _Hon ble Shri.J ustice V.S.Aggar wal, Chalrman._. .
Hon’ble_ShriuS.AA%WSinghLWMembermiJL -

i. The Commissioner of Police,
Police Headauarters,
1.P.Estate,

New Delhl.

Z. ' The Joint Commissioner of Police.
(Southern Range), T.P.Estate,
New Delhi.

The Additional Dy. commissioner of Police,

3.
(south District), Police Headquarters,
I.P.Estate, pNew ‘Delhl.

4. shri Jagdev Singh E.O.,

D.E. Cell,

/o Commissioner of Police.

police Headquarters, A

1.P. Estate, New Delhi. ... Review applioantsf
respondents 1in OA

(By Advocate: shri Ashvini Bhardwalj proxy for Sh. Rajan
Sharma)

Versus

shri Shriniwas,

s/o shri Mange Rain,

R/o 25/478, Ashok Nagar,

Wear Power House,

Bahadurgarh (Haryana). .. ..Respondent/
- ~Applicant in OA

(By advocate: Hone)

ORDER (ORAL)

,AJusticewv,S%"Aggarwal,_Chairman_-.

Applicants seak review of the order pnassed by

this Tribunal on 13.03.,2003.

~

Z. The short subinission made 1is that this

.“Tribunal,,hadmpressed_into service Rule 172 of the Delhi
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PoliceNQPunishmeﬁt‘and_appeal)mRul@ﬁmﬁmﬂmﬁeepihg in view
the same and the fact that original applicant had bheen
acquitted by the court of competent jurisdiétion, it was
held that departmental proceedings could not be

initiated.

3. Learned counsel for the applicants contends
that the original applicant had been acquitted by the
learned Metropolitan Magistrate on a techniéal .grounﬁ
hecause the evidence of the proseoutidn was closed in
pursuance of the application Tiled by the original
applicant and, therefore, the departmental proceedings

could continue and Rule 12 of the Rules, referred to

~above, will not he an embargo in continuing. the

_departmental proceedings.

4, The review would be available only if there
is any error apparent on the face of the record. IT the
matter has to be hewargued with fresh . application  of
mind, it cannot be taken to be the ground for review.
Not only the aforesaid, in the facts 1t is patent that
the original applicant was acquitted as per 77 his own
showing because the evidence of the prosecution was
closed on the application filed by the accused. The
recoird reveals that the . offence  was  committed on
6.1.199%4. The learned Metropolitan Magistrate acguitted

the accused on 726.4,2000. Sufficiént,timeg therefore,

seemingly had expired. Thus, it Qénnot he taken that it

was a technical ground because it was not a procedural

flaw that had occurred. Opportunity had been granted



_and 1T the prosec

ution Taills to produce the evidence, 1t

would tantamount to an acquittal rather than acauilttal

on technical ground.

5, No good ground. Dismissed.

oy

{(V.S.Angarwal)
Chairman

Memher (A}
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