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(pers Hon'ble Shri B.S. Hegde, M(J)).

BEPORE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, BOMBAY

R.P. NO, 125/94
in

O.A. KO, 535

Smt., 85.K, Sawant ese Pet it loner

v/s

The Estate Manager,
Govt. of India Estates, :
Bombay & Others " eee Respondents

CORAM & Hon'ble Shri B.S. Hegde, Member (J)

TRIBUNAL®S ORDER (&y ciwvculokiom) pareps 2/ /'z"-ﬁi_’
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1. The review application has been filed by the

satisfied that the reviow application cam be disposed
of by circulation uudeg mle 17 of the CAT (Procedure)
Rules 1987 and 1 proct' to do so.

3. The Review applichint in his review application
has pointed out certain alleged errors ‘occured in the
Judgemént which may be perused and reviewed, Firstly,
she states that instead of disposing of her Misc.
Petition No, 892/94, this Tribunal has wrongly disposed
of the O.A, itself. Secondly, this Tribunal had gome

_-on wrong footing that the only prayer made Dby the

applicant was for regularisation of the existiag

Goverament quarters in the mame of the son of the
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deceased G&vernment servant which is incerrect.
Thirdly, the comtentiom that his department has enough
accommodation at Mahim and hence the éomphssionate
appointee should not ask for regularisation ef present .
Govermment's quarters. He challenged by saying that
the Respondeat's quarters at Mahim are oniy for
Subedars and officers and not for labourers to which
category the Applicant’s son belongs. Lastly, the
alleged non-fulfilment of the conditiom regarding the
maxim period of 12 months withian wh ich ithe existing
accommodation can be regularised in th® name of the

deceased employee’s son/daughter if he/sh% secured 7’

compassionate appointment within 12 months. In the

regqularisation in the name of the son is ﬁcgfwatipnted
I
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etc,

4. It may be recalled that the Appiicant in his
OC.A, has prayed for reguiin{fation of the gnarter in
the name of her soa who has ‘been grante& compassionate
appointmeat. Though he‘hgﬁ made a prayer that the
damage rent/market rent is mot to be recovered but
nowhere it is stated that the Department in fact has
recovered the market rent or damage ren£ as the case
may be. Since there is no specific ple;diigs on the
part of the Applicant that neither the damage reat/
market reat has been deducted by the Respondents, it is
necessary for the Tribunal to go into that &t this

stage.
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5. The law is well iettled. that the scope of the
review application is very limited and the R.A. is
maintaiuable only 4if there is an error apparent on
the face of the record or some mew evidencCe has come
to mocice which was not available even after
exerclise of due diligence or ény other sufficient
reason, Review Application cannot be utilised

for rearguing the case traversing the same ground

again.

6. A perusal of the Review Application make- it

clear that none of the ingredients refefrgﬁ to ahav.

have been made out to warrant a review of the

aforesaid judgement.
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7. The contention of the Applicant that the
quarter at Mahim is only for the Subedars and
of ficers amd not for labourers is not biased en
record and the Applicant has mot furnished any

tary proof to this effect, il this comnection,

Government Mint and it is the duty of the India

Government Mint to provide him with accommodation

S50 far as Estate Manager or birectorate of Egtates

is comcerned, the aforesaid officer deals with
general pool accommeéatiOQ. The department, which

is having own peol of accommodation, is not entitled
to get general pool accommedation and India Governmmeat

Mint is one of the few departments which are haviag
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tre iy own pool ef accommodation and therefo:’:e/ the
employees of India Government Mint are n?t |ent1t1ed to
get general pool accommedation: that be:l#g the

position, it is mot open to t;he ApplicanL t.a|:> contend that
the quarter which he is occupying should be regulariged

in his name. | ’

8. Ia the cimumstances,. 1 am of the Op;nion. that
neither an error on the face of the record |ha_a been
I+ e\ ut ROor any mew facts have been .bro|nght to my
{{ﬁo% c:)ling the review of the judgement., Further,

i Je | )
);e@ g Az view of the provisions of the Order 47 ’

I .,,3

ad with section 115 of the CPC, the grounds

raised in the review application are more germane
i
for an appeal against the judgement referred to above
|

and not review of tke judgement. The revilew application
is, therefore, dismigsed.
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Mrs. 5.K. Sawant, Secuon Offi
cer
C/o, Mr, R,R, Dalvi,ndv. tral Admn, Tribuna?

2, 'lt:::e Union of India & Ors,, \ Bomhry Ber-l-
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