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fENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE IRIBUNAL
PRIMaPAL BENCH : NEC DELHI

RA No.77/95 in '
OA No.215/95

Del hi thi s the if/'av ° f '
Hon'ble Hr. N.V. Kriehnan Vice-Chair,.an ,
Hon'Ble DP. A. Vedavallv, Ne,.ber

\

Chancier BharVa
Working as Constabis in
Delhi Armed Police,
Kingsway Camp., > • ..Applicant
Delhi.

.(By Advocate Sh. Shyam Babu)
Versus '

\

1, Asstt. Commissioner of Pol ice,
5th Bn. D.A.P. i Kingsway Camp,. ■ .
Delhi.

2. Addl. Commissioner of Pol ice,
(APST);. Police Headquarters,
I.P, Estate, „ ....Respondents
New Delhi.

ORDER (By circulation)
(Nr. N = V. Krishnan,-Vice-Chairman t-i;

Thic application seeks a i-^evie» of the order

dated 31.1.95 by aiiich OA-215/55 eas disnissed at the
4- n-a I'j's ha-e seen tive Review Applicationadmission, stage- We na.c ouc,,, i

and »e are satisfied that it can be disposed or by
circulation and we proceed to do so.

2, The Original Application was to

challenge the penalty' of censerc imposed , on the
applicant in a discipl imary pi-oceeding. This »as in
respect of a mistake comrtitted by the applicant in
handling a leave application, The fact .hat tne

•i i.,en in disDuts. That beingnrlstdks wbs coiiunillsd iw ■ ■ .

+1, "r' rh"'t i-hf- tinoel 1 ate authoriL'y dio
the case, was not I'ceo tiiot luc .app.,.! ...

not accept the submission made by the applicant ̂ that
there was no malafide intention- in verifying the.leave



v-^

-Q-

application and that it was only a clerical mistake.

Hence, we did not find any merit for interference and

dismissed the OA.

3, In the Review Application, the substance

of the grouiids stated is that the applicant could not

have dealt with the leave application in any better

manner and that, therefore, the imposition, of tlie

penalty is unjustified. This is no^ground to justify

a review. We only held that the appellate authority

was justified in rejecting the appeal of the

appl icant. It was for the appellate' authority to

appreciate the reasorls given by the applicant. As

that authority has considered the matter but not

accepted those pleas, it maintained the order of

penalty. We, therefore, did not see any grdund for

interference. ' 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

dismissed.

(Dr. A. Vedav:alli)
Member(J)

(N.V. Krishnan)
Vice-Chai rman(A)

' Sanju'


