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APPL ICANT tS i

RESPONDENT (S)

Legal Practitioncr lbr

Mr. S. K. Choudl-rurv

Appellant (s)

Ashoke Kumar'farafdar

Union of India & Othe rs

Legal practi t ioner lbr I{espor-rdents

None
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Mr. S. K. Choudhurl ' .  ld. coutttsel i lppeafs fbr thc applicarlt .

None appears fbr the respondertts. Houerer. Nla.j  Narendra Singh. OICi

l-egal Cell  HQ Bcngal Area is l lresent.

' l -he 
prei;ent Revieu Application has been t i led against the

order passed b1' t l tr is Tribuural on 21.01.2015 in O.A. 02 of 2011. \\ 'e

fir-rd fiom thc record that as a result ot';-u-t irl-!Lrr1 the applicallt \\as

boarded out l l 'om tl te nti l i tar! '  serrice. The l 'r ibLrr-ral br i ts. jr,rdgcntent.

on the lacts  and c i rcumstances o1 ' the casc.  lbund that  thc appl icar l t 's

injur.v r.vas neither attr ibutable nor aggrarated b1 the mil i turr scrricc.

h-r the present rerierv applicatiou the applicarlt  clair l led that his case is

scluarell' cor,'ered b1' the jr.rdgcnter.rt ol- Puniab and Harl'ana High CoLtrt

reported in 2011 \ 'o1.2 SI-R .121 - Union of lndia thror,rgl.r Secretarr.

Ministr l '  o1' Deltnce. Nerl '  Delhi & Ors. Vs. Klrshbash Singll .

According to him. the accidcnt sr-r l fered b1 the applicattt  uas t-tt i t

inconsistent r,vith the rni l i tari '  serr, ' ice. On this plea the applicant \\ turls

us to  re-apprec iate the. judgen:cnt  passed by the ' l r ibunal  in  O.A.0 l  o f



- _

I  he  Cour t "s  po , , \e  r  ro  rev ie*  r ts . jL rdgenrent  i s  l in i i ted  io

the qucst ion as to n'hether thcrt :  is an) en'() t '  l ip l) i , t fe ut t rrr  the lacc of ' t i i r - '

record" , \nv i55119 l i ' i lch requires debate on nrer i t  is belonci the po\\cr

and scope of revier i .  
' lhe 

C.ourt  cal tnot enter into the mcri ts ot ' the

deciston i l t  orcler [o correct the sanre. The appl icant could ntt t  indicate

al l ) '  error or nr istake: which is apparent on thc lacc of the recorci  in th.-

pfcscnt rer icrv aprpl icat ion 
' fhe 

Tr ibunal had ciear l l  conte to thc

cc'nclusion that t l "re acciderrt  surt l 'ered b1 the appl icant u ould bc

inconsistent rv i th the mi l i tarr  s:r" ' ice ar-rd i t  rras neither attr ibr"r table urtr

aggral'ated br.' the ntLlitary' serr,ice.

In vieu o1' th,- '  abor,e. thc present revie* appl icat ion

deserves  to  be  d isnr issed and a<;cord ing l r .  uc  d isnr iss  the  prcsent  l c r i c r r

app l i ca t ion .

'l-hc 
lcarncc'l aclrocate tbr the applicant has n-rlcle an

r r ra l  p ra le r  lb r  le rne  to  appca l  be tbre  thc  Hon"b le  Aper  C 'our t .  On

perusal of  recorcl .  n 'e do not t lnd an) qLrcst iort  ol '  lau ot '  pLrbl ic

impor tance 
" ih ich  

is  rec lu i rec l  to  bc  dec ided b1  the  l lon 'b lc . . \per  C 'oLr r t .

Accord ing lv  the  pr laver  lb r  le r r re  to  appea l  be tore  thc  Hon 'b le . . \per

Court  is re. jected.

(Lt Gen (rautant Nloorthl  )

Mcr t tber '  1 . { . ln r i r r i> t r i l t i \  c  )

l . lL rs t i ce  SLrn i l  I  Ia l i  )

\ lenrber  t  . lL rd ic ra l  t
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