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11l THE CEITREAL ADMINI STRATIVE TRIEUIIAL: JAIPUR EBENCH: JiIPUR.
F.AM2.13/97 in O& No.350/96 Date o nLder:é;é.
Smt. Laxmi Devi | : Feview petibfloner

Versus
Union <f India and another : Respondents
ORDER
PER HOII'ELE SHRI BATAIl FRA[ASH:
-
Smt. Laxmi D:vi who has been applicant in OA No.350/96,
, (smt. Laxmi D2vi Va. Union of India and anothery), has filad
Ve |

thiz review petition under Szction 22(2)(f) of the
Administrative Trikunals Aci, 1985 read with Fule 17 of the
Central vﬂ1m1u1 strative Tribunal (Proceduve) Pules, 1927 tao
review the ordsr Jdated 19.2.1997 paszzd in the O.A. The main
ground talen v the review pé-ltlunwr in thiz petition
relates Lo not brinihg te the notice of the Tribunal a
judgmént of Hon'ble the Supremz Couri in ths case of

Frabhawati Devi Va. Union of Indiz and obthzrs, 1296 SC (Lab.

& I.C) 762 (18%¢ (1) SLE 28)  and other judgments of this

Tribunal viz., Smt. Damlesh Gupta Ve. Unicon of India in OA
Mo, 410/91 Azcided con 11.4.19965 3mt. lzhni  Bai Va. Union of

*“

India in 0OA 110.2%99/471 Lculdcd on 14.9.1994 and scoms: other

—

judgm=nts of the Fajzasthan and Himaclzl Przadeszsh High Courts.

2.1997 while
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2.  This Tribunal vide itv
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ng the O0A 112.2350/%¢ haz dismissed thz OA rvelying upon

the judgments of Hon'ble ithe Supreme Court in th: cass of

Union of India and others Va. Sukanti and ancther in Civil
Lppeal 10.2821/9%6 ariszing out of SLFP HNo.2351/92 and its
ancther Jdecision in Civil 2Appeal Mo.2271/96 arising out of

India and ancobther Ve. Smt. Mangli
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3. It haz, thereiore, to be 2zen whether omizzion to bring

valid ground @ for review of its  own  order  ky  the
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powsr  of the
Court/Tribunal Lo review itz ovrder is governzd by Section
22(3)(f) of the Administracive Tribunals Act, 192 ~zad with
Rule 17 of the C.A.T.(Frocedurs) Fulez, 1937 and is fuvthsr
| ‘ £

circumscribed Ly Ssction 114 razd with Ovder 47 Fule 1 of the

Code of Civil Procedure. It iz also undispuited that the
. grounds which can be raized Ly way of an appeal khefore the
Appsllats Court canncot ke the anbject mattse of & reviesw

petition. Hon'kle the Supreme Couvt hzas held in the cazzs of

The Leshav Milles Company Limi

Tax, Bombay (Hovih), 1995 (3) &C 626 that:
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Further by Hon'blz +the
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upr Convrt in the case of Sri Dokla Samusl V. Dr. Jacch
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"The te an avthority of law is not a
ground prior judgment i
there iz an =zrror apparent on the face of
since the counzel has committsd =an  srvor i
bringing t¢ the notice of the Court th: ve

chpcdchto.
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4. In the instant reviesw petiticon alzo the pextiticner is
claiming the review of the ovdsr of this Tribunal Jdated
19.2.1997 on  the ground that a judgment of Hon'kle the
Supreme Court in the cazs af fmb. Frabhawati Devi could not

be brought to the notice of the Tribunal before the dizpozal
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of the OA sz the counsel for the applicant was not available
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306) iz explicit and doez not leave any ground of doukt in

may ke stated that the judgmenc of Hon'ble the Supreme Court
in the cast of Prabhawati De2vi Va. Unicn of India and othsrs

was Jdeliversd on 16.11.1995, whereas the judgmesnts of Hon'ble

'.u

the Suprems Court in the caze of Unieon of India and othsrs
Va. SZunlanti and another and Union of India and others Va.
Smt. Mangli Devi (referred ©o above) were delivered on
30.7.199%6; i.=2. subszguent to the Jdelizion in Prabhawati!

cagz. The O0.A. of the review petit ioner  was accordingly

digpoaed of on the baziz of the latest law laid down hky
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ble the Suprems Court in the aforemencionsd twoe Cas:

G. It iz thua uncmestionalls that, neithzt  more
[ - "

reaacnablenszzz of the alternative view  nor an ommizsion t©o

cite an authovity of lag,can e mads z bazis for rveview of

failed to substanciate any other ground on which review
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has no mevrit and is

(wé’“\gn&,
(RATAN PRAFASH)

MEMBER (J TDICIAL)




