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CENTRAL A0"'1INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH 

J1..A.No~63/99 'with M.A.No.516/99. 

IN 

0 • A.No.100/96 i;\ 

New lltl hi 1 this the 13 - day of f!J-' 19990' 

I-ON 1BLE: MR~ S.R.ADIGE, VICE CH.l\IR"lAN(A). 

li:JN 1BLE DR.A~VEDAVALLI, MEl"IBER(J) 

1. Head Om stab! a J ~i Om No. 7074/ OAP, 

2. Oms tab! e Ki ran Pal 

No .793 3/ ot:P 
Versus -------

QI. O:immi ssioner of Police 

••• ••• ;pplicant$""1 /revieu 
re ~on den ts. 

. •:• • • • • • Re sploni dfllt /Review 
app cant • 

0 RDER (BY CIRCULATION ) 

f{}N 1 BL E M R.·.s. R: nol,GE'z VI CE CHAI FM_BN (~ 

Perused the RA~l 

2~~ f\t the C)Uteet we no ts that the RA is 

g ro s sl Y. t im s b a rr e d an d hi t by RW. e 17 ( 1 ) 

C.!\ T (Procedure) fi\Jl es. M-A No.'516/99 has bet:n filed 

for con d:>no ti on or" del aY in which it has be et1 

stated that respondEnts decided to file this RA 

after they came to know of the 1-bn 1ble S~reme 

OJurt•s judgment in. State of Rajasthan Vs. B.K~Meena 

J T 1 995 (8) SC 68 4 •. 

3. The Trib U"I al 's impugned o rde r is dated 

25. '7 •':96. It was a consent o rde r di eta te d in op El"f 

court with the ag reem e:n t or both p arti es~1 The 

Hanible Supreme Court's judgment in B.K.Msaia 1 s case 

( 9;.lp ra) was delivered in August, 1996, that is 

subsequent t.o the impugn ad order dated 2 5. 7. 56 

and in the light of the provisions of Section 22(3) 

( f) AT Act read with 0 rde r 47 Rule 1 fl:l C dJ es not 
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pro vi de justification for reviel4 of' the order. 

4. In para 5 of the RA it has bean stated that 

the lt'ibunal did not consider the submissions 

made by re span dEtl ts 1 OJ Ujsel, but this assertion 

is without merit as the impugned order was a 

5~ In para 6 of the RA referS'lce has been 

made to decisions in certain other 0As~' In so far 

as the decisi.ons prior to the impugned order 

dated 25.7. 96 are concerned, 'it was opsn to 

respondents 1 eoun sel to he ve cited than when the 

OA came up for hearing but he did not d:> so, 

and as stated above, the order dated 25Ji7.96 was 
.,. 

a consent order. AS rege.rds decisions in DAsdelivered 

arter 25.7.96 are concerned, they cb not provide 

justification to review an order passed before those 

decisions we re tak En. 

6. The RA is rejected. 

~·Y*· 
( DR~ A· \/EDA VALLI ) 

M EMBER(J) 
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