
V
1

CAT/7/42

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL (?
NEW DELHI

RA-30/9 2 u/ith
i^P-223/92 In

O.A. No. 1644/BO iciq
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION ^ ^
Smt. Krishna Devi Petitioner

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus

Commissioner of Palico & Anr, Respondent

- Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

The Hon'ble Mr. Karthaj .UiGs-Chairman (3udl.)

The Hon'ble Mr. S,N, Qhoundiyal, Administratiy a flembor,

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allovi^ed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ? {VV!)

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?/ ^
4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ? j

(Dudgsmant by Hon'ble Plr, P,K*. Kartha, V.C,)

This R,A, has been filed by the original applies! t

o in DA-1664/90 uhich uas dispossd of by jurigsment datad

8,11,1991, nP«223/92 has bean filed by thg petitioner

seeking condonation of the delay in filing the M.P.

s

2, In OA-1664/90, the applicant, uho had uorked as

a Constable in the Delhi Police, challenged the impugned

order of termination dated 13, 4, 1908 and had prayed for

reinstating him uith all back uagas. During the pendency

of the proceedings, he passed auay on 29, 10, 1990. Thereafter,

his uidou, uho is the petitioner in this R,A,, filed
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mP-3171/91 claiming that she is the only surviving member

oP decaased gousrnmant servant's family and that shs bs

substituted as the Isgal rspresentativ® sf tha'dsceasad

gouernmant servant. Th® fl.P, uas alloued. After going

through the records of the case and hearing ths learned

•counsel far both the parties, tha Tribunal hald that tha

impugned order of termination was not legally sustainable

and tha same uas sat aside and quashed. In the facts and

circumstances of tha case, .the Tribunal dirscted that the

petitioner should be given 50 per cant of the pay and

allowances which uould have been otheruiise admissibly to

her husband. In addition., she would also be entitled to

family pansion. Aftsr going through the grounds in the

R.A., we sae no error apparent on the faca of the judgement,

Tha petitioner has als© not brought out any frash facts

warranting a review of the judgement. The'relief in sach

case is moulded according to the facts and circumstances

and the j udi ci al, pronoun cements relied upon by the patitioner

in the R.A, are distinguishable on their own facts. Tho

petitioner has also not brought out any fresh facts

warranting a review of the judgement. RA-30/91 and

P1P-.223/92 are, accordingly, rejected.

L /i/.-Jui-A
(3,N. Dhoundiyal) (P.K. Kartha)

Administrative Rembar \/icB-Chairman(3udl, )


