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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL *
PRINCIPAL BENCH ¢ NEW DELHI

Ra No, 77795 an !
0f MNo.215/795 ' .

A

New Delhi this the 92? Day of May, 1995.

Hon'ble Mr. N.V. Krishnan, Vice-(ha
Hon'Ble Dr A Vedavalli, Member iy

Chander Bhan,

Working as Constable n

Delhi Armed police,

Kingsway Camp, |

Delhi. .. Applicant

(By Advocate gh. Shyam Babu)
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' N
1. Asstt. Commissioner of Police,
Sth Bn. D.AP., Kingsway Camp,.
Delhi.

2. Addl, Commissioner of Police,
(APST), Police Headquarters,
1.p, Estate, )
Hew Delhi. . .. Respondents

ORDER (By circulation)
(Mr. N.V. Krishnan;~ViCL~Chaﬂrman {80

Thiz application seeks a review of the “order

dated 31.1.95 by which 0A-215/95 was dismizsed at the

. . .’, .. L. \ .
admission, stade. We have seen the Review fpplication

and we are satisfied that it can he disposed of by

circulation and we proceed to do co.

challenge the penalty of censure imposed . on  the

applicant in a disciplinary prbcusdﬁng. This waz. 1n

capect of s mistake committed by the aanﬁcant ;%n

handling a leave application. The fact that the

nistake was committed is not in dispute. That being

the case, we noticed that the appellate authority d{d

not accept the submissioh made by the applicant that
- . P .

there was no malafide intention in verifying the leave
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application and that it was only & clerical mistake.

Hence, we did not find any merit for interference and -

\

3. In the Review Application, the substance
of the grounds stated is that the applicant could not

’

have decalt with  the leave application in any better

nanner and. that. therefore, -the imposition of the
penalty is unjustified. This is no ground to justi%y
a revﬁeﬁ, We only held that the Sppé113te aufhority
WES jusfﬁfﬂed in rejecting the “appeal  of the
applicant. | It was for the appellate” authority fo

o

ppreciate the rezasons given by the applicant. hs

o

that authority has considered the matter but not
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accepted tho;e D , it majntaﬁmed the order of
penalty. MWe, therefore, did not see any grduﬁd for
ﬁntérference‘ © What  is now stated does not disclose
any error apparent on the face of record. Hence,

there is no merit in the Review Application. It is
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(N.V. Krishnan)
fember(J) Yice-Chairman(a)
Sanju'
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