CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH
i RA No.61/95
) ~ ' MA No.553/95
b RA No.62/95 in
- - 0A No.1444/91

Hon‘b1e Shri A. V Har1dasan, Vice- Cha1rman(J)
! Hon'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(4)

New Pe1hi,,this 13th'day of July, 1995

: The Commissioner of Police Delhi
- Delhi Police Headquarters
M.$.0.Building . - :
~I.P.Estate : s
New Delhi. .

Additional Comm1ss1oner of Po11ce
(Administration) Delhi

Delhi Police Headquarters
M.8.0.Building

‘ﬁb’l . I.P.Estate /

New De]h1

Deputy Comm1ss1oner of Police (HDCRS- I)

Delhi Police Headquarters -

M.5.0. Building, I P.Estate -~ s

New'Delhi. . Sea AppTicants

(By Shri Jog Singh, Advocate) ' L
Versus
Shri Sunder Singh, 4
Constable No.11413/DAP .
1077 /NE .
r/o Quarter/Barrack
~ Police Station Seemapur1
“De1h1.
(By Shri Shyam Babu, Advocate)
ORDER(Oral) .

Hon'b]e Shri A.Ya Har1dasan, Vice~ Cha1rman(J)

The Rev1ew App11cat1on No.61/95 has been filed by the

original respondents in the 0A No.1444/91 for review .

Judgment dated 26.7.1994. As this RA has been filed after
expiry of the period prescribed in Ru]e;i7 of the Administrative.
Tribunals Act, 1985, Mﬁsce11aneous application No.553/95 has bean

f11ed by the Union of India for having the delay condoned.

as the 1ega1 advisor retired from servicejat Took him, to have the
matter processed and to f11e the RA. This prima fac1e does

disclose any sat1sfactory ground for having the de1ay condoned.

Al .

f
{LL/ ’

the MA {supra) for conddnatﬁon of delay,. it has been averred tha%



-

We have gone th}ough the Review &pplication. The only ground
stated in tHe Review Appiicatidn js that a different view was
taken in a similar case decided on 28.10.1994 (in 0A No.1414 &
1415)94, Shri Rooplal &_Khadag Singh-vs. Delhi Administration &
Others) énd therefore, in the iight of thi§. development, the

order in this case.is liable to. be reviewed.

2. It has also been contended in para V “of the .Review
Application that the hature of du;ﬁes performed by a\Constab1e in
B.S.F. and in Delhi Police ~énd their péy scales are not
identical oF similar\ The}réview appﬁﬁcanf cannot put forth any
new contentions in the review app1ﬁcation.( Any of the order
suffer from any error apparent on the face of records or of any
important piece. of evidence which if phoduced at the hearing
.
would have affected the decision and if such evidence cou]d‘ hot
be produced even in spite 6f due de]ﬁgen&;dr forAény such reasons

and that a different view was taken on a subsequent date in a

similar matter s not at all a ground for review of an order.

Hence the RA lfi1ed by the  Union of India and the MA for

condonation of delay are dismissed.

3. This RA No0.62/95 has been filed by the applicant, Shri
Sunder Singh in the original 0A No.1444/91 for additional relief
whicH has not been granted him by the order dated 26.7.1994. It
is seen that on the OA, thg applicant Héd hot prayed fpr this
additional re1ief. Therefore, finding no grounds the RA also is

dismissed and the MA is also dismisséd. No costs, :
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