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Central Administrative Tribunal
Pr ineipal Bench, New Delhi, g://

R =88/ 94
MA- 680/ 94
0A-672/88

Neu Delhi this the 16th Day of May, 199&{

Hen'ble Mr, Justiece s, K, Dhaon, Vice-Chairman
Hen'ble Mr, B,N, Dheundiyal, Mamber(A)

Sh, Hardesp Slngh,
s/e Sh, Hari Singh,
R/w 24/1, Newdid Lina,

‘Delhi Cantenment,

Delhi-10, » - Review Applicant

(By advecate Sh, R.V. Naik)

Usrsus

1, Unien eof India,
through its Secretary,
Ministry of Defsnce,
Gevt, of India, .

Ssuth Blesck,
New Delhi,

2. Deputy Chief af the
Army Staff,
Ministry of Defence,
Seuth Bleck,
New Delhi,
3. Magor General, -
Genaral Officer Cemmanding
Delhi Area,

Delhi Cantenment, -
Delhi, Respendent s

OPDER(ORAL)
delivered by Hen'ble Mr, 3ustice 5, K, Dhaon,V.C,
This is an applicatien sesking rauieu‘ef the
judgement of this Tribunal dated 27,08,1993 passed
by a- tu.-Nember Bench ef this Tribunal (Hon ble

sh, 1.K, Rasgotra and Hon'ble Sh, B, Se Hegde)

The applicant was subgected to dlscipllnary
preceedings, A charge memn uvas given te him alleging
that he had submitted a filse L.T.C. claim, He uas
avarded tha'punishﬁeﬁt of remsval frem service, He
filed a writ petitien in the Delhi High Ceurt which

was transferred te this Tribunal, The transferred

applicatien vas dispesed of 5y the aferesaid judgement
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by the aferesaid Bench,

The only centsntien advanced is that the

Tribunal eérred in maintaining the erder ef the

-~ appellate auther ity that the pdnishment-auarded

>tc the applicant was cemmensurate with the guilt

aftributed te him, Be that as it may, in eur epinien,
the Tribunal did net cemmit any errer apparent en

the faée of recerd while dismissing the 0,A, The
Tribunél has- adverted te the questien ef punishment
and hés r.térded reasens as to why it agrees with the
view peint of the Appeilate Authority, Even if the
Trlbunal has cemmitted an errer, ne ground has been
made out te reviey ths judgement within the framewsrk
of Order 47 Rule 1 ef the Cede of Civil Precedura

wherein the peuers of Teview are tn.rcums.».cl‘-‘Ll:led

‘Merit apart, this appears te be a highly

- belated applicatien, The judgement under revieu

was given on 27,8,1993, Accerding te his auwn
averment, hs recelved a cepy of the judgement en
7.%.93, This appPl icatien uas presented in the

Tribunal sh 25,2,84, It is to be‘noted that an

"application fer revisu has_t- be filed within a

peried of 30 ‘days frem the date of receipt aF the
ordor. The review appllcatlen is alse acc.mpanled
with an appllcatlln seeking the cendenatien oF delay.
We have censidered tha quest ien of delay and we

are net satisfied with the explanation effered for

cendsn ing the dglay, The applicatien is rejected

summarily,
(B.N, DHOUNDIYAL) (s;a? DHAON )
MEMBER (A) . VIC CHAIRMAN
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