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IN THE CEIJTFAL AI•MINISTPATIVE TF·IBUllAL, .J}UPUF' BENCH, JAIPUR. 

P.P.~1o.79/94 :Dat~ of order: 19.~.1996 

Faran Singh Maurya : Pe-titione-r 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ors. 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr.O.P.Sharma, Administrative Mambar 

PEP HON'BLE MF. PATAN PPA~ASH, JUDICIAL MEMBER. 

In this r~vi~w petition, the p~tition~r has challenged 

Bench consisting of Hon'ble Mr.Justice D.L.Mehta, Vice Chairman 

o.nd Hon 'bl•z Mr.P.P.Srivastava, ~dministrative Member • 

. ~ 1 O:• n 9 w i t h this an 

application for condonation of dela7 in ftling the Pavia~ 

Petition. 

2. After notices were 1ssued to the respondenta, the 

respondents hav~ also filed their reply to the Peviaw Petition. 

J -· . 

merits. 

4. On the application for condonation of delay in filing 

th~ Peview Petition, it is suffice to mention that the reasons 

explained therein ar~ aatiafactor7 ~nd this revi~w petition is 

da~med to hav~ been presented within limitation. 

5. Comin9 to th.~ ITi·=t.·its Cof th·= r:.etition, th·= P·~titi·:·n=L· 

has aought the review of ths- order mainly on the grounds that 

th·= Tribunal while diaposin9 of this O.A has not given 
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me~e surmia63 and conjectures ~nd not on th6 evid6ncea produced 

befo~6 th6 Inquir7 Officer. He haa also raised th~ ground that 

the Tribunal ha.s not 

disciplinary authorit7 had not passed a apeat1ng order. We have 

given anzioua thought to the grounds raiaed b~ the petition~r 

in t h i s pet i t i' on and h a v :: ·;J C• n : t h rough t h ·? dec i s ion given in 

the O.A dated 18.5.9~ and have alao perus6d th~ recorda. 

6. The power of the Tribunal to review ita own orders is 

contained in Sec.~~(3)(f) of the Adminiatrative Tribunals Act, 

1985 vlith 17 of th·= C6ntral Administrative 
aqd 

1987 ~13 further circumecribed b7 Order ( Pr- .~- •J''J ~-.,.) - U-t::: '--- Pules, 

Y~~~VII Fule I of the Civil Proc:dure Code. Through this 

Tribunal should reappreciate the whole evidence and material on 

the purvi6W of the r6viewing Court/Tribunal. Moreover, grounds 

'"hi ch can J-.~ c.s.nnot b -'= raised by the 

the I-Jcin'J:.l.; 2-ur:·r•:::m.::: C.:•u!.·t in th.; caa·= ·:of Smt.M·:::·:::ra Bhanjct Va~''L~J\'lflt..tl 
}(_iJl.,-,~~/ l4i O~l.-i1i>N13-i2...Y 
1,jg.f(4]scA:m~--9-85~:_-~) that r.:::apt:.r.:;:.:i::ti:i.:·n of the evid·?nc~ by a 

Court/Tribunal while ezercising pow:rs of review is beyond the 

:=cop.; of th·:: ~~c·urt.'Tribun::.l. This uould viL·tually amour,t to 

over stepping the scope of the purvi=w of the jurisdiction of 

the Court/Tribuneil. Furthel- me.!.·,:::, the r?vi.:'i-J petitioner has 

Or.:le1· :-::-::-=:·:VII Pul.:: I O:•f th:: C·xl.; .:•f Civil Pt·o·:edLn-.;- on >·ihich 

In vi<:'i·l of l:his, H•? do:. r1<:•i: find an~r substance in the ·review 

petition which is her.;-by dismissed. 

(Ratan PL·akash) 
Member(Judl) 

(). 
(O.P.i.-aJa\ 

Membel.- ( Adm) • 


