
1. -II

central administrative tribunal principal bewch

R, A.No.207/98

IW

O.A.No, 648/90

New Delhi? this the day of April

HON »BLE MR.S.R, AOIGE, \flCE CHaIRMaN(a),

HDN'BLEPIRS. LaKSHRI SWAMINaTHaN, MEMBER(3)

Chander Bhan Applicant/Rauieu
Raspon dent®'

Varsus

The Oommissioner of Polica

& others Respondants»/
Review applicants®

(By Adiocatsj Shri Anil singhal)

ORDER

mw 'BL E PI R® 5. R® A01GE® 71CE CHal RM aN ( a).

ya have hgard counsel for rewiau applicants

CCbmmissioner of Polica, Delhi & 0 rs® ) on R, A,No, 207/9B
sashing review of the Tribunal's order dated 27,3,98 in

0, a.Nd, 648 / 98 filed by review respondent shri Chander
Bhan (Applicant in 0A-64a/9B), None appeared on his
behalf when the matter was heard, although reply
to the Ra has been filed which has bean perused by us,

2* Impugned order dated 27.3.98 recorded

Shri Chander Bhan's counsel's contentions that

applicant had filed an appeal on 18.6.87, upon rsceipt
of which the CJommissioner of Police & others had
sought certain further details, ,u,hi ch shri Ch^der Bhan
had furnished vide re sen tat ion a dated 28, 4, 97, 26.5,97
and 23.6,97, but the appeal had not been di^osad of as
yet. Accordingly the Tribunal in its impugn ed o rder
dated 27 . 3 . 98 hap directed that If these

iia£e..®Xr^(enphasia supplied) respondents should
dispose of applicant's appeal within 3 months f root the
date of receipt of a copy of the order.
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3. RevAsu applicants(03mniissioner oF Police & other:

nou se^ revdau o f t he a foresaid order dated 27,3.98

contending that no such appeal against the didnissal

order had bean receiv/sd by raspon dents#"

4. In viau of tha sen ten ca underlined above, the

impugned order dated 27,3,98 does not require any review,

5. RP| is rejected#

(MRS. LaKSWI SUAMINaTHaN ) ( S.R.AOlGE )
meM0er(3) vice chairman (a) .

/ug/


