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IN THE CEUTRAL ADMIHISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL:;TABUR ZEWTH:
JATIPUR.

R.ALN0.32/96 .
, in Date of order: ’\1-\0'% .
0.A.NC.274 /96 :
Smt. Bhanwari Devi ¢ Petitioner
Vs ,
Union of India % Orc. : Respondents
"ORDER

PER HOM 'SLE SHRI RATAN FRAFASH, MENBER (JUDTOIAL)

The petitionsr 3nt. Bhanwari Devi has filed this
review petition under Rule 17 of the C.AJ0L .(Proczdure)
Rules, 1987 against the order dated 17.5.1995 in |
C.h ,N0.27 ;/95‘ Smt . Bh.anwari Deéi 75. Union of India
and cthers. The petitioner has claimed review of the
ader dated 17.,5.199 mainly on the ground that the
Tribunal has not appruaciated the facts of the case
properly .and has also not a;_;xplied the law in its
correct perspect ive. Another specific ground taken

by the review petitioner is that the Railway Board

‘Circular datad 13.12.1995 has also not been applied

in the ~orrect perspective. An effort has also been
made to review the order £2vr non=oonsideration oF
application dated 3 .5.1294 (Annexure RP/2) which is

sought to be filed with the pet ition nowe

2. The petitioner Smt. Bhanwari Devi had filed

thiisapplicat ion under Section 19 of the administrative

Tribunals Ack, 1985 for seeking compassionate
appointient of her daughter's son Shri Mukesh Kumar

on dccount 9f the death of her hﬁsband Shri Fhem
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Chand. 3y an exhaustive order under reviewdated
17 .5.1996 it was held that the WA had no merit and it

was accordingly rejected.

3. The ~laim that the appliczat ion dated 3.5.1393

was not traceable earlier but could be found only

three days tefore filing of the review pet it ion

also dzes not appedr to be true. In &y view, this

applizat ion dated‘3.5.1993 on the same subject has been
referred in another application dated 22.6.1993 (Annx .A=4)
to the T3 and has been Auly conzidered while disposing
the 0a vide order déted’l?.s.lagﬁ. Hence this

application Adatsd 3.5f1§98 (annexure RP/2) cannot be
termed as a materiai dociunant and cannnt de Said to
resalt in causing any pr=judice to the review petdioner.
There 1is thus no grouand to feview the order dated

17 .5.1996 on the hasis 5f non-considsration of the

caid application Jated 3.5.1993 (annexurs RP/2).

4. It may be étateﬂ at the outset that the power éo
reviey its own order by the Tribunal under the
Adminiztrative Tribunals ackt, 1985 has heen conferred
under Sectinn 27(3) of the aAct read with Rule 17 of
the C.A}r.(Procedure) Rules, 1987 and is further
circumscriked by the limits laid down ander 3ection
114 of the Code of Civil Procedure read with Order
¥LVII Rule 1 of the C.P.C, Tt is also‘the settled law

that the review of an order is permissible only under

three situat ions Jetailed out under Order XLVII Rule
1 of the ZPC.It is further the settlzd law that any

ground on which a jadgment can e challenged by way

of appzal cannot be taken up in a review petition. wWhat
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the review petitioner is trying to 4o in this review
petition i that this i‘r.ibunal hae not appreciated £he
facts and material on record and the law in its
¢orrect =rspective. If an effort is mades in this
regard, it would amount o overe-stepping the

jurisdict ion conferved upon the Tribunal/coart under
Ocder XLVII Rule 1 of the CPC reéd with Section 114

Oof the CPC. Hon'®le the 3upréme Sourt in the case of
Snmt . Meera Bhanja vs. dirmal Kumar\i Chowihzry, 1995

3., 455 has held that re-appreciating facts amounts

. 0 over~stepping the jurisdict ion confzrred npon it

for review of its own order undsr the law. Hon'ble
the Suprem= 2ourt has also recently held in the case

of The Keshav Mills Co.ltd. Vs. Commander of L.T,

pombay (North ), 1995 (3) 5.2.6258, that more reazsconableness
of the alternative v iew vhich iz presssd on subsequen£
occas ion vnéed n':)t nécc—.ssar ily be an adequate Aréason

for review of the earlisr Jecision. In the present
petition what the review petitioner is trying to

émphas ize is that this Tribunal should not only re=
appreciate the evidence and facts but shoulld also take
into consideration more reasonableness of vitws evpressed
in other authoratitive pronouncem=nts. AS observed -
earlier, this is not permissible as it ‘would amount

to over=-stepping the jurisdiction of the reviewimng

Court .
5. Consejuently, there “eing no £orce in this review
petition, it is rejected. By circualation.
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(RAPAN PRAKASH )
MEMBER (J)




