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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PR I NCI PAL. BENCH: NEW.DELHI

RA 193/98 in OA 948/97

New Delhi . Hi i s the | ..day of January . 1 999 '

HON'BLE SHRI T.N. BHAT. MEMBER fJ)
HON'BLE SHRI S.P.BISWAS. MEMBER (A)

In i|>e matter of:

R.C.Gupta,

1 534 D i na Na t h Bu i Id i ng.
Chandrawa i Road.

0!d Subz i Mand i .

Delhi' 110 007. . ..Review appl icant

I By .Advocate; Slu" i K.B.S. Raj ant

V s .

Union of India through:

1 . The Secretary,
Department of Defence Product ion.
South B I oci-; ,

New De l l i i .

2. The Director General ,

Electrical & Mechanical Engineer ing Dte.
M ,G . 0 ' s Bratich . D . H . Q .

PO New Delhi- 110 011 . . . . .Respondents

(By '.Advocate: None)

ORDER fBy Ci rculat ion)

del ivered by Hon'bIe Shri T.N.Bhat , Member (J)

The appl icant had f i Ied OA No. 948/97

assai l ing the order dated 3.11 . 1995 passed by the
t  ■ .

Commandant, 509, .Army Base Workshop. .Agra Cantonment as

also t he:, appe M a t e order dated 14.12.1995 passed by the

Director Genera I . EME. By the former order the punishment

of compulsory ret irement wi th ful I ter'mi iTal benefi ts had

been awarded to the review appi icant and by the appeI late

order his appeal was rejected.
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The aforesaid OA was dismissed by us by Wv
judgement dated 14,8.1998, I t was foond on facts that the
enquiry officer and the discipl inary authority had val idly
recorded findings against I he review appI icant and were
perfect ly iust ified in holding that the charges were
estabi ished against him.

The appl icant in the OA now seeks to re-agi tate
the matter by way of review appl ication and has taken a
plea that some submissions taken in the OA have not been
leferred to m the judgement nor - any finding given
lllere^,. I f further stated that the counsel for the
appl icant haS made some submissions during the course of
Hearing and had hrghl ighted certain points for cur
considerat ion. However, we do not find any error apparent

the face of the record which alone could warrant
exercise of our powers of review.

o

We are convinced that the .ooints agi tated in
the lev lew appl icat ion are on the meri ts of the OA and can

-ore approprai tely be taken in the appea1/wr, t pet i t ion
that the appl icant may fUe against our judgement , if so
advised. io far as review is concerned, we find no
grounds for review of the judgement .

We accordingly reject the R.A. , by
c i rcu i a t i on

( S . P .^=(-tsT7as.
Member (A) (  T.M. Bhat )

Member fjj
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