CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL. PRIMCIPAL BENGH
RA No.28F/99 in OA No.314/99
_ P L4
Mew Delhi, this 17th day of Decamber, 199%

Hon“ble Shri Justice V. Rajagopala Heddg, Y {T)
Hon®ble Shri 5.pP.Biswas, Member (M)

sub-Inspector Birj ral gingh Mo.D-3012
c-10, Police )
Delhi~-110 041 .. dpplicant

station Shalimar Bagh

'(By shri Shankar Raju, advacate)

versus
Union of India, through
1. Secretary
Ministry of Home affairs
‘Morth Block, Mew Delhi
2. Dy. Commissioner nf Police
Morth West District Delhi
ps ashok ¥ihar, Delhi L.  Respondents
ORDER (1N circulation)
Hon’ble Shri 5.P. Biswas
This review application has been filed on behalf of
the applicant‘$eeﬁing review of the judgement and ordear

dated 17.11.99 by which 0A 314/98 was dismissed being

devoid of merit.

2. The ground adwvanced by the review applicant in  the
Re is that during the pendency of the 0f, the department
themselves issued instructions dated 31.8.9% statind
that in case where parallel DE has been ordered on the
criminal case on the same racts as given in the criminal
case, OE can be held in abevance in the interest of
natural justice till the conclusion of the criminal case
and that despite due deligence,revieaw applicant could

not procure these instructions to be produced before the

Bench.



w

. _Ih’this conheétin, it may be mentionsd that the O
was dimissed on merit for the détailad reasons mentionsd
therein Following the law laid down by the apex court in
the cases of State of Rajasthan Vs. B_K,v Meesna & Ors.
IT 1996(8) ST 864 as well aé Capﬁ, paul anthony Y.
Bharat Gold Mines Ltdnﬁl& anr.  JT 1999(2) SC 455, which
are binding on us. Theraefore the instructions relied
upon by the review applicant as raferred to in para ¥
above do net render any haelp to him. Tﬁerefor@, th§ R&

ie not maintainable and dessrves to be dismisse

(o)

"

4. That apart, it would be pertinent to reiterate hers

that the scope of review is very limited. The Tribunal’

under  Section 22(3)(f) of the administrative Tribunals

act, 1985 read with the provisions of Order 4%, Rule 1
of ope exercises the power of review if there is (1)
discovery of a naw and‘impOFtant pisce of evidence,
which inspite of due diligence was not awvailable with
the review applicant at the time of hearing or when the
arder was made; (2 an arfor apparent on the face of
the record or (3] any other analogous ground. Since
none of these ingredients is available In the present
ey,  ths same deserves to be dismissed. We do  so

accordingly.
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