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Ne« Oelhl, this the lilL- <,3^

Hon'ble ihrl J.P. Shsrms, MemberC J)
Hon'ble^i B.K. 3i,gh, Mai.ber(A)

Ne« ■'^"^kpurl,
♦•• Afplicant

1. Union of India
through the Cabinet Secretary,
Oabinet •secretariat
Rash^apati Bhavan,'
New Delhi.

2. The secretary.
Research and Analysis .Ving,
Cabinet secretariat.
Room No.9-3, Couth Block,
New Delhi. '

• •. Res pond e nts

O R D

Hon'bleSiri J.P. aierna, M9iiber( J)
The Review applicant who Is applicant

in O.a.341/94 has sought the review of the judg„,nt
P-el in -bunch Of HAS.. ci,Wo.bao/94.aA.No.
757/94 and O.A.No. 1531/94 by the order dated 7th
^tober,l994. The relleSprayed for by the applicant
is t« direct the respondents to treat the period of
suspension fro. 29.U.90 to 1.3.S7 as perlcd spent on
duty for all practical purposes including for the
purpose of pay and allowances with conse„ential
benefits were disallowed.
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2- The Review applicant has ri^tly referred
to the provisions of order (47) Rule(l) of the CCP,
which giv6s the orounds +hn+ tgrounds that a review of a judgement
Can be allowed,

t) Error apparent on the face of the records.

ill)

applicant at tho +■• available with thadu'f ie^n\'e^c\''o^ h'lrplJr'"''
the abwe^So^co^^ition,"®^"'*' ^"«i®90u$

3- Though the Review petitioner has menti onei
9rou„ls free, 4 to „ hut 1„ fact th.e/SWssd only
on one ground that certain authorities cit«l hy
applicant at the time of hearing has not been given

«oight including the full Bench decision-
*** 0^®* oT Sallabh Dass »athura Oas,s

i-akhanl V. Municipal Coemlttee reported In AIR,
1970 oC 1D02, the Hon'ble Supreme Court regarding
binding nature of its judgement under Article I4i
observed that a decision of Supreme Court Is binding
and cannot be ignored by oteerving that the judge-
a.ant is perimeurld,. Further it has also been held
in the case of T. Govlnd Raja Mudliar V. State of
Tamil Madu (1993) 1 SCC 336 by the Hon'ble Supreme
Court that if a point was expressly decided then
the mere circumstances that particular arg^mient
which could have beeh raised was not raised before
the Hon'ble Supreme Court does not detract from
binding nature of that precedent. In the j.xige».„t
under review we have observed the law laid down by
Hon ble ajpreme Court In the case of Reserve Bank
°f India V.Bhopal Singh Pand.ai reported m
U994)isX541, in the case Of Depot Mahager.
Ahdhra Pradesh State Road Trahsport Corporation,
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a utaakonda VS. v. Venkates^arulu and another reported
« M. .... ... .... .....

•ith „pa.,ii„ », .. ^..

^  ̂..p„ ... „ ...
in the circunistances of the

case was unjustified.

I' and ctreu«tanc«,the case of the appUcant has heen decided according
toiawand thePe is „o ecp. a^aPept op the face of
the judgeaept. The Review appilcatiop is therefcce
evoi Of oierit and is dismissed by circulation.

(-J.P. iHABMA)
MEM3S^( j)


