
Central Administrative Tribunal
ItinciPai Bench

R. A. No.^JD9/95
in

O^A. No;! 238/90

New Delhi, this the /72^ay of May, 1995.!

Hon'ble Shri J-P.Sharma, Member (j)
Hon' ble Shri B.K. Singh,Member ( a)

Sifi Brahasn Singh ,
s/o Shri Mansa Ram,
R/o vllage 8. fbst .office Sarurpur KalaJi,
Tehsil Baghpat,
Distt. Meerut, U.P.

( By none)

Revie'-v applicant

Versus

i, Commissicner of Police,
Delhi Police Headquarters,
MSO Building, I.P,Estate,
New Delihiv

Aciiitional Oommissioner of Police (CID),
D^lhi fblice Headqt^arters,MSO Building,
I.PiF state.
New Oelhi.

2.

3. Deputy Ccffimissioner of Police,
Crime and Railway Delhi,
Oelhi Police Hgrsv
MSO Building, I.P.Estate,
New Delhi,:

( By none)

Hon'bfib Shri J«P. SHaima,Member( j)

Ihe applicant filed the O.A. 2298/90 which was

decided by the order dated 24/3/1995 granting certain

reliefs to the applicant and quashed the order of punishment

on the ground that the premature retirement of the applicant

has been accepted oh 8«5»i989 and so the punishment awarded

Respond erts

o
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on 10.t5.1989 was quashai.' In this review application, the
applicant has urged that for reviewing the juigement that
the Older of respondent no. 3 relating to voluntary retirenent
dated 11,^5.1989 is quashed and set aside with, all cmsequential
benefit£/.1

There is no error aPParant on the face of the

judganent and the case of the applicant is not covered by

the jrrovisions of oider 47. rule 1 of the G P.C. vyhich

lays down that any person c^ seek review of the judgement

on the discovery of a new and important matter Qc evidence

which after the exercise due diligence, was not wittiin his

knowledge or could not be produced byhiin at the time v^ien

the order was Passed or there is some mistake or error

on the face of the record or for any other sufficient

reasons,' There is no further evidence adduced by the applicant

nor there is error aPPflBant on the face of record and or

any other reasons have been illustrated by the Lordship of

the Perva; Council in the case of Chhajju Ram Neki Ran

oOd others reported in AXR 1922 Pervi Cbuncil Page 11^' The

'Pervi council held that other sufficient reasons means

a reason sufficient on grounds atleast analogous to those
X' set" asi^de immediately previously#^ Such an interpretation

excluses from the power of the review of re-hearing aid

re-deciding the case or^erits#'
There is another fact also which is clearly noticed

in the jviigonent that dixring the course of the hearing, the

counsel for the applicant did not press the application G^f'the

provision of rule 48(a) of the C.C.S. (gensicn) Htdes, 1972
in the matter.^ The punishment order has been set aside only

on the ground that the applicant haS been allowed pronature

retirement from service and when the pre-iaature retirsnent

has been effected, no order of punishment can be Passed as

the relationship of master and servant has, seized;'
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There is no merit in this review aFplicaticn

th e s ,:^eis dism issed b/ circulation.

'0

( 3'!k-StNGH) (J. PSiarma)
MEMBEiH( a) MB^3ER(j)

/nk a/


