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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN AT 2025:R}-JD:30861-DB
JODHPUR

D.B. Special Appeal Writ No. 683/2017

1. The State of Rajasthan, through Secretary, Panchayati
Raj Department, Government of Rajasthan, Jaipur.

2. The Block Development Officer, Panchayat Samiti
Ratangarh, District Churu.

----Appellants

Versus

Bhanwar Lal son of Shri Nanag Ram, aged about 52 years,
resident of Bhawan Desar, Tehsil-Ratangarh, District Churu

(Raj.).

----Respondents
For Appellant(s) : Mr. Indra Raj Choudhary, AAG
assisted by Mr. Pawan Bharti,
Advocate
For Respondent(s) :  None present

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SHREE CHANDRASHEKHAR
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SANDEEP SHAH

Order

15/07/2025

Aggrieved by the order dated 08" February 2017 passed in
S.B. Civil Writ Petition No.6764 of 2009 filed by Bhanwar Lal with
S.B. Civil Writ Petition No.1563 of 2010 filed by the Development
Officer, Panchayat Samiti, this Special Appeal has been filed by the
State of Rajasthan primarily aggrieved with the decision rendered
by the writ Court in the writ petition filed by Bhanwar Lal to the
effect that the said employee has been directed to be given salary
of a regular employee.
2. In the first place, we would indicate that against an award

passed by the inferior Tribunal, the scope of judicial review is very
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limited and the writ Court shall not interfere with the award unless
it is demonstrated before the Court that the award suffered from
patent illegality. As we gather on a glance at the order dated
08" February 2017, an award was made on 28 March 1997 in
favour of the writ petitioner wherein it was held that he was
entitled for continuity in service with all consequential benefits.
The writ Court has also noticed that a similarly situated Pump
Driver, namely, Mahboob Khan was reinstated in service but the
writ petitioner was not accorded a similar benefit. Moreover, a
statement was made on behalf of Development Officer that the
entire amount of back wages was paid to the writ petitioner and
only Rs.50,000/- remained due and unpaid to him.
3. In view of the aforesaid fact, we are not inclined to entertain
D.B. Special Appeal Writ No.683 of 2017 which is, accordingly,

dismissed.

(SANDEEP SHAH),J (SHREE CHANDRASHEKHAR),J
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