
- I 

.( 

··6) 
Il1 THE CEllTF:AL ADMIIHSTPATIVE TF'.IEUilAL: JP.IPUP BEHCH: JAIPUP. 

R.A.No.13/97 in 0A No.350/96 

Srnt. Laxmi De-vi 

Unior, • .!: 
1_1 .L In.::lia 

Versus 

0 R D E R 

PEE I-1011 1 BLE SI-IP.I Pll.,TAll PPACASI-1: 

thiz 

Feview ~etitionar 

~~(3)(£) of the 

r2vi2w th~ order dated 19.~.1997 paaa~d in the O.A. The main 

judgment of .Hon 1 bl6 the Su~rema Court in the caze of 

fTabha\·lat i Dev i v.=.. Union .:. f Ind i.~ .=,nd .:• t h·~r a, 1996 SC (Lab. 

Tribunal viz., Srnt. r:arnle2.h Gut:•ta V.3. Uni•:.rt of In•:Ha in OA 

judgments of the Paj3athan and Himach~l Pradesh High Courts. 

2. Thia Tribunal vide ita .:.rdel· elated 19.~.1997 \·Jhile 

Union vf India and .:.th.c:rs Va. Sul:c.nti .=,r,d .=rn.:·th.:::r in Civil 

SLP llv. 109 5/9:. Un i C•n .:• f India and an.:. ti·.,~r Vs. Smt. Mang l i 

~' deci·J•=:•J •:on 30.7 .1996. 
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3. It haa, the~efo~e, to b~ a~~n wh~th~~ omisaion to b~ing 

valid -;yr.:.und 

T'­-L i a a ~ t t l·== .:1 l a vl t h a t th~ pow~r of th~ 

rL.•:-•(~'J(T') - ] j • • • _ - ~ ot t1e A~m1n1str9t1ve Tribunal.= Act, 

Rule 17 of the , .... i) T ('=·1·-~-·,u···-) 
'-' • .1. .., • e !.- _ 1_11_. ~I_( L •= 19.'37 

circumscribed by Section 114 r~ad with O~de~ ~7 Pule l of the 

petition. Ho~'ble the Sup~em~ Cou~t h9a h~ld in th~ cas~ of 

Tax, Bombay (north), 1995 (3) SC 6~6 that: 

"Mo~e L·eas.:.nablenese . .:.f th·=: alte~r.ativ.:- vie\v whi·:h is 
pressed on subs~guent occ3sion need not n.:-cessaril7 be 
an adequate r~aaon for review of the earlier d~cision." 

Furthe~, recently it hae also been held b7 Hon'bl~ the 

Supreme C·:.urt in th·2 .:as·~ ·=·f St·i Dol:J:a SarntE·l V. Dr. Jacob 

La33rus Chelly, JT 1997(4) SC 306 that: 

"The omission to ·:it•== an authc·rit7 .:·flaw 1s not a 
g r c. u n d for ._. e v i ewing t h ·=: t=· ;_- i or j u d ·j m .~ n t a a .. ,d n •j t h =t t 
there ia an error 9pparent on the faca of th~ ~ecord, 
since the cc.unsel has committed an error in not 
bringing teo the notice of the Court th~ rel~vant 
pt·ecedents." 

4. In the instant L·evi•?vl t:•etiti.:.n .alae• the t:.etiti.:•n•=:r is 

claiming the r.cvievJ ·:.f th·~ ·=·1·.:1·~1- ·=·f this Tribunal dated 

19.2.1997 on the ground that a judgment of Hon'ble the 

··---=--- ~~~·.~··-----------------
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•-·I-• t I-,~- ,-_~ ct- t ·--· ,_-, _.c,. r:r 1' l"J -:11 I . f I I 1 . t . 1 1~sr1ng a·· :1e app_lca-lon. 

5. Th~ law ~a declar~d by Hon'b1e the Supreme Court in the 

c.:te·~ ·=·f Th·:- r.::ehav Mi1la c.:.mt:·any Limit.:d (aupr~) and Sl-i 

D.:.J:J:a s.smuel v. Dr. J a.::.:.b L.~::anJ2. C·=-hll~r (JT 1~·~·7 ( -! ) S(~ I 

may be atat~d that the judgment of Hon'b1~ th~ Supremo: Court 

in the caae of Prabhawati Devi Va. Unio~ of India and others 

waa delivered on 16.11.1995, whereaa the judgments of Hon'ble 

Srnt. Mang 1 i D•:-v i ( -·,::. f~t··-..:. ·] L--- '--'- to above) were delivered on 

30.7.1996; i.e. sul:·2·:::qu.:::nt t·:· the de(:iai·:·n in PraJ:.hawati'a 

die]!·~aed O:•f O:•n tl·18 

I-I on I ):,1 •':! t h·=- Sut:.reme 

decided on 30.7.1996. 

6. It ia thua 

cite an authority - ·'= l_t .L 

J:.aa12 .:.f the l ~t\~st law laid du1.vn b•r 
- .l 

c.:.1Jrt in t h·=- a f ·=· 1· em·=- n t i ·=• n·:::d tvK• .:::.~s~~a 

unqu·:::at i on.~bl ·=- that 
./ 

baa1a 

the order paaaed in the OA classifying it aa ·~n error 

aJ!parent on the fsce of the record'. The petitioner haa 

failed to aubatantiate sny other ground on which review 

petition can succeed. 

rejected. 

( RATAN PRAI~ASH) 

MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 
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