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Control Adralnistrativo Tribunal
y Principal Bench# Now Oolhio j Q i

P>-v'̂ I < ]y j

Ro A, No, 102/95 in
0, AoNo. 859/94

Wow Delhi this the Oay of Nowombor# 191»5o

Hon^blo Sho B.K, Singh# Rerab0r(A)

Shri yikro© Singh#
S/o Sh, Raroo Singh#
R/o yilloAPoO, Painga
( Rodinagar )# Oistt, Chasiabao, - •« j „4,
> uy » Houiow Ap pi i cani;
iUPJo
(through Sh, N, S<, Vorma# advocatoj

ver su 3

la Union of India® through
ths Secrotary#
Gout, of India#
Riniatry of Oefencb(Finance)
Wow C^lhi,

2, The Controller General of
Oafenco Accounts#
yiost Blocl<«»y# R«ko PuroKJ#
Wgw Delhi,

3, The Controller of Defence

0R0ER(8Y CIRCULATIOM)
doliuorod by Hon'ble Sh, B,K. Singh# RoQborCA)

The review application has boon filed ogalnst

the judgetaont/ordar dated 22, 11, 1994, In tho 0,A,#
the applicant had been charged of uncuthcriood afesonGG,
It was adEDitted that he proceeded on earrod leavo
without the sanction of the coropotent guthority and
did 90 when ha was under orders of transfer, The
enquiry was etill on when this 0,A, was filed. The
foundation of the charge was unauthorised afssonco

of the applicant and ainco the enquiry was still oh
in the light of the judgement of the Hon'blo aip^ooe

Court in case of U.G.I, Us.^pondra Singh
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(see 1994(3) 357)0 uhoroin tho caur t/Tribunolo aos'o
restrainod frota passing intorlocufcary ordors whsn tho

Doe, is pending. The departmental proceoGinga cor^«

neither be stayed nor can the court substitute

in place of the enquiry officor/disciplinary autharlty^ ^
appollate authority. The aggrieved person haste uait,
till tho departmental enquiry comes to an end, HouovoJa ;

a judicial review is permisaibla if it is shawn that
it is a case of no evidence. The same could not bo

done ando thoroforso the 0,A, was dismiasod as ptQ^

mature, Areview application under Rule 1? of

cat (Procedure) Rules, 1987 can be filed uithin SO

and a perusal of tho review application shows that It

was filed on 31,1,95 when the judgomont was made on
22, 11,94 and not on 22, 12,94 as reportedly the Fioglivti-y,
The order was made on merits, Apprt from liraitatisho

there is no ingredient as stipulated under Grdor 4f

Rule 1 of the C,P, C, i, 0, there is no dioeovory of.

a now and important piece of evidence, ncr is there
any error apparent on the face of the ro^^ord nor arr
analogous ground in the review application and so

it cannot bo entertained. The same ia suram;

rejected under Order 47 Rule 4(1) of tho C,
/T)
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