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Cf-*ntral Ad.nlnlstratlve Tribunal
* Principal Bench
Re Ae N0,109/95
- in
Q. A. Noj' 2298/90
New Delhi, this the {7#Day of May, 1995
Hon ble Shm J.P .Sharma, Member (J) "
Hon'ble Shri B.K. 3ingh Member ( A)
. Sh#i Brsham Slngh
s/o Shri Mansa Ram,
R/o vllage & Yost.of fice Sarurpur Kalan,
Tehsil Baghpat,- )
Dls'tt. Meerut, U.P : Review applicant

( By none)

Versus

1, Commissioner of Police,
. Delhi Police Headquarters,
- MSO Building, I. C}l’ Estate,
New Delhi,

2. Aditional Commissioner of Police (C"LD
Dglhi folice Headygyarters,M30 Building,
I.}‘P St te’

New Jelhi,

.3, Deputy Commissioner of Police,

Crime ard Railway Delhi,
- Drelhi Folice Hgrse
MSO Building, l.P.Estate,
New Delhi,: Responderts

( By none)

‘Judgenent
Hon'blle Shri J.P. SHarma,Menber(J)

The applicant filed the D.A. 2298/90 which was

' de01ded by the order dated 24/3/1995 granting certain

rel‘-er to the anllcant and quashed the order of punishment
on the ground that the pre- mature retirement of the applicant

has been’ accepted on 8.,5.1989 and so the punishment award ed
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on 10.541989 was quashedy In t[his Teview applica;f,ion, the -
applicant has urged that for reviewing the judgement that
the oder of respordent hb. 3 relating to voluntary retiremnent
dated 11.5,1989 is quashed and set aéide with a1l cOnSec;uential
benefitsi

There is no error apparant on the face of the |
ju gement and the case .of the applicant is not covered by‘
the m:ovisions' 6f order 47. rule 1 of the G P.C. which
lays down that any person can seek review of the judgement
on the discovery of a new and important matter or evidence
which after the exercise due diligence, was not within his
knowledge oOr cculd not be produced byhim at the time vhen
the order was passed or there is same mistake or error
on the face of the record or for any other sufficient
reasonss’ There is no further evidence adduced by ;che aPplicant
nor there is error sppapant on the face Of' record ard or
any other reasons have been illustrated by the Lordship of
‘the Pervgy Council in the case of Chhajju Ram Neki Ram
and others reported in AIR 1922 Pervy Gouncil page 112y The
Pervi council held that other ’sufficient reasons means
a reason s@fficien-‘t on grourds atleast analogous to those
éxc;luses from the power of the review of re~hearing and
re-decididg the case omheritsy

There is another fact also which is clearly noticed
in the judgement that during the course of the hearing, the
counsel for the applicant did not press the application lg-f/fi;:he
provision of rule 48(8) of the C.CeSe (gensim) RﬁleS, 1.972

i

in the matters The punishment order has been set aside only
on the ground that the'applicént has been allowed premature
retirement from service and when the pre-mature retirement
has been effected, .no order of punishment. can be passed as

the relationéhip of master and’ servant has seizedy

e



-.3-

!

There is no merit in this review application and

the szmeis dismissed by circulstion,

1 . .
6\67\/\/ S U

( J. PSIARMA)
M BV 3ER( J)
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