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IN ':'HE cc::::irRA.L !...Ol-1It·H.3TRA'r IVE TRIBUnit.L;JAl!UR 3EI:~!O::H: 
J A r P U R • ..... 

R .,.A .. t~o .3 2/96 
in Date of order: h1.l\) · ~ • 

0 .. A .No. 27 4/96 

Smt • Bhanwar i Dev i 

vs •· 
Uni.:;.n of India ::.c· Ore. 

ORDER 

: Pet it ione r 

: B.es p.:mde nt s 

The pet. it loner Smt. Bhan\-Ja.r· i Devi has filed this 

Rules., 1987 a9ainst the ord~r datad 17 .s .1996 in 

O .... i\ .• No.~? t/96 Smt. '3hanw;:tr i De•.;oi Vs. Union of India 

and others. •rhe petltL)ner has cb.imed revie"t·l •:>f the 

crder dated 17 .5 .1996 mainly on the •;}round that the 

Tr .ibuna.l haG r1ot appt-·::ciated the facts of ·the case 

correct perspective. Another specific grvund. taken 

Circular dat.ad 13 .12.1995 has also not been applied 

in the r:oorrect perspect ·ive .. An effort has also been 

rr.ade to 1:evie\-: the order f:•.l: non-consid.eration ·:=tf 

appl icat icm d3ted 3 .5 .199-t. (i~nnexu.re RP /2) \-Jh io::h is 

sought: to be filed v1ith the :pet it ion nc'w. 

2. The. f.>etitioner Smt. Bhan¥-rari .Devi had filed 

th].sappl i,:c.t ion under Sect i.)n 19 t;>f the Admin i.strat ive 

TriJ)'lna.ls .;.ct., 1985 for seeking c·:>~npassi•:>n3.te 

appointrrent..:. of her daU•;Jhter •s son Shr i Hukesh Kumar 

on acc,)unt c>f the death of her husband Shr i l~em 
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Chand. By an exh.:lllSt tve •::.rder und.er reviewdated 

17 .5 .1996 it was held tha.t the Oi\ had no mer it ana it· 

was a.-:·~ording ly rejected • .. 

3. The t::laim that the applicat i•::>n dat.ed 3 .5 .1·393 

was nOt. traceai')le earlier ·but c·:n .. tld be found only 

t.hree days bef·::>re filing of the· revie,.: pet it ion 

also d ::es not ?.IP}.Je:lr tc• be trile. In ~ view, this 

appl i·:at L:m dat.:.:d 3 .5 .1993 •:'In the same subject has been 

refer red in anothc::r appl ic::at i.:m dated 22 .. 6 .1993 (Annx .A-4) 

to the C1Z\ 3nd has bE:en duly c·.:>nside.r:ed v..nile ·disposing 

appl i·=·::tt ion dat~:::d 3 .5 .1 ~93 (Arm~v. ure Rl? /2 ) cannot be 

te·rmed as a material docurn~nt and cann1:>t be said to 

result in causing any pro2judice to the revie\>1 .Pet'li.i-::mer. 

There is thtlS n•J 9rcmnd t•;:, revieyJ the c:)rder dated 

17.5.1996 on the basis .:,f non-c.:.•ns:i.deration of the 

said applicat-i•:.n Ja.ted 3 .5 .. 1993 (Annexure RP/2). 

4. It ma:l be state .. :i 3.t the outset that the pcMer to 

reviet-! its o•,·m .:')rder by the Tr ibun-'3.1 under the 

Administrative Tr ibuns.ls Act, 1985 has been conferred 

1..mder Sect it)n :2:! (3 ) •?f the .:;ct r~.s.d with Rule 1'7 of 

the r; .A .T. (Procadure) Rules, 19S7 and is fw:·ther 

circumscrfr...ed by th•E limits laid do\m ·1n1er Se<;:tion 

114 C•f the Code of Civil ~r·Jcedllre read with Order 

XLVII Rule 1 •:lf the G .. P .. c,. It is al:s.:.• the settled law 
I 

that t.E~>:teviA;w of an or·der is permi3.sible only under 

thr·ee situations detailed •Jilt un.i.er Order XLVII Rule 

1 of the (:PC .I·t is further the settled law that any 
-

ground on \'Jh ich a j 'J·:lo,Jroent can .!::.e dnall.enged by \'lay 
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tho re'' iew pet. it ioner is trying to dv in this rev ie\•1 
-

pet it ion is that thi.3 Tr ilJunal has n·:•t appreci·3ted t'he 

facts , and material on record ::tnd the la\oJ in its 

correct t:~ rsp.e ct ive. If :J.n effort is rr.ade in th js 

regard, it t•NUld amount t.o ·:>v·er-st.epping the 

j:-trisdict ion c<:mfer:t·ed apr.:m the 'rribunalj.:o•-lrt llrrler 

Order XLVII Rule 1 of the CPC read \·dth Sect ion 114 

of the CPC. H·:m 'bl.e; the a.upr.~me ·=·~·lUJ.:"t in the case of 

Smt. l·2~E:ra Bhanja vs. Uirmal Ktlmari ChOtl::Jh~ry, 1995 

S.c .. 455 has held ·that re-appreci.~ting facts amounts 

to ~~ver-ster:.ping the jurisriicti1:>n c·::>nf-::rred upon it 

for revie:w of its ()vJn or.:.jer und.t.::r the la'\11• Hon •t.J..a 

the suprerrto:? court has also recently held in the case 

of The Keshav l·lills C•.::> .Ltd. vs. Cvrnmander of L .T,. 
--....-............ -.. _... ........................... ~---- .. ··--~--....-~·-·----·· ....... ._. .......... 

~~Q!~l."th )_,_!.W._ill_§._~.:.ili• that morE: reasonableness 

of the altornat iv.; v i•.r;•.-1 vlh i·~h is j;)ressad on subsequent 

occasion n~ed not necessarily be an a.4eqt1ate reason 

for ;.:·evievt .:-.1f th~? earli•?r decision. In the present 

};)etition what th1=: review petiti·"Jner is trying to 

em}?l."'ld.S ize is that this Tribunal sh·.)Uld n.:)t only re-

apprecir'lte the evidence ~nd facts but should also take 

into cons ide rat ion nt·~re r€:aS•:>nableness of "'i~\-:S e,.~pre.ssed 

in other author at it ive pronouno=m=nts. As ob:3erved 

earlier, this is n·:.t rJ~:..nnissihle as it \lould amount 

to over-stepping the jur isdict: ion of the reviewirg 

court. 

s. conse-::rcl.E:ntly, there '·~oeing no fort::e in this review 

pet it ion, it is rejected. By circulation. 

. a(!,~{, R-----
(AAN~N PRAKASH ) 

t-1El'·1BER (J) 


