
IN THECENTRaL ADMINISTRATHIE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENO^ NEW 8ELHI*

RA {ao»264 of 1994 in p,A. mo«2402/l989.

Ney Oelhi, dated this tJi© 26th day of August, 1994^

Mori*ble Justice S. K« Dhaoa, Acting Chairman.

Hon*bIe Mr. P»I» thiruvengadam, fleoiber (A)

Parmanandy
S/o Shri Hdshiar
R/o l/illage Ohansa^
P,G» Dhansa.
Delhi.

Applicant (

By Advocates Shri A«S« Greual.

t/ersua

1. Lt« Governor off Delhi,
through Chief Secretary,
Delhi Administration,
Delhi.

2. Conimissioner of Police Delhi,
Delhi Police Headquarters).
mao Building, I.P. Estate,
Neu Delhi.

3. Additional Commissioner of Police,
Slew Delhi Range, Delhi Police Hdqrs,
R30 Building, I,P. Estate,
New Delhi. ^

4. Deputy Commissioner of Police (Uest Districti
Near Uishal Cinesja, ^
Police Station Rajoori Garden,
New Delhi. Respondents,

By Advocatej None

ORDER (Oral)

JUSTICE MR. 5.K, CmOftt. ,

The applicant Is seeking the rewieu of the judgement
dated 9th June 1994 given by a Bench presided over by Hen"ble
Mr. 3ostice U.S. flaliniath, the then Chairman.
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It appears on reading of the judgement that on

the date of the hearing# no one appeased on behalf of the

applicant. The learned Memiaers, therefore, after perusing

the record disposed of the 0,a. on merits.

In the departmental proceedings, the applicant had

y been charged that he has misbehaved in adrunken sta|l in
a police station. The learned Members noted the fact that

the applicant has been subjected to criminal trial for the

offences -under section 92 and 93 of the Delhi Police Act,

The learned Platnbers noted that those provisions

pertain to obstruction and annoyance in a street in public

place. Section 93 pertains to breach of peace. The Bench

Observed that the subject matter of departmental proceedings

and criminal charges uere not the same. In support of this

application, the learned counsel for the applicant cited

the case of Raj pal Singh vs. Union of India, Secretary,

Plinistry of Home Affairs (l 994)1 AT3 page 190, Ue have

gone through the judgement carefully and ue find that the

same is distinguishable. The learned Members there f ound

that the subject matter of the departmental proceedings

and the criminal proceedings uere substantially the same.

Even on merit the learned Wembers found that in the depart

mental proceedings, no case has been made out. This case

is not apposite to the facts of t he present case. Therefore,

the Tribunal was right in ignoring the same, Ue, therefore,

cannot exercise our power under Rule 1 Order 47 of the CPC

wherein our powers of review is circumscribed and accordingly

the application is rejected summarily,
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