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f;. .A. No .1/98 in ~ '2 07/96 Dat-2 ·:>f o:>rde.r: /f. ')__qfj • 

Union of Indi3. 3.nd :tnoth:r : Petitioners 

Versus 

Smt. Laxmi Bai : Respondent. 

The peti tionE:r~ TJni-:>n of Indi·3. and the Divisional 

f~ail~;ay M3.nager, Western RaihJay, Ajmer (respond.ents in the 

oA 2 07/96) hove filed thiS revi•=\I>J 1::-.etiti()n un:ter SectiQn 

22 {3} (f) of the Mministrati '\P- Tribun-:11:=. ·Act, 1985 read 

with Rule 17 of the Centr:tl Administr=tive Tribufl3.1 

{Procedure) Rule.:, 198 7 to rev h?.\-J the c.:>rde r dated 2. 1'2 .1997 

passed in OA ·No.207/96 Smt. Laxrni B:ti Vs. Uni·:-n of India 

and a nothe:r. The m3. in gr.:;,unj t:tl:en b::-l the rev i•?\'>1 r:~ tttit:::mers 

here in is that the Tribunal vide its order .:tated :2 .12 .1997 

disposed of the oA on th'= b:t.:: is of order d3.ted 8 .5.1972, 

~xmi B~i V1·3.s ne?er screened by the Screening Committee 

as his Co-v-'orkers S;Shri BhinFt Gulab .::lnd Shri U?J.~ir r~~h:l. 

\~ere scr•=:ened on 28.1.1977 anj their orders of regular 

appointment were issued on 9.10.1980. It ha~, ther~fore, 

moreso vlhen he expin=d on 9.10.1975. 

2. At the outs~t, it rrf-ly be stated th2lt the J;X>"Jer to 

un:ier Section ::2 (3) (£) of the A:lministrativ~ Tribunals Act, 

1985, read \•1 i th. F~ule 17 of the Centra 1 A.jrninistr·:itive 

Tribunal (Procedure) Rule~, 1987 vvhich is further 

circumscribed. by Section 114 ·:ind Order 4 7, Rule 1 of the 
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groun:J.:= ·1.-1hich may re rai:=ed by \-t~:ly of an appeal cannot be 

~ 
raised in review petition. Wh:lt the i:.~titionersh.claiming 

through this review petitic:m is that thiz Tribunal should 

re-~ppreci·::tte the m~terial on record an:t ~lso the orders 

which have no\~ reen annexed \oJ ith ·the revieM :petition, 

\vhich is be~rond the per..rie\11 of this Tribunal ltlhile exerc i3-in;r 

the po',ler of reviet·1 conferr-=d 1..1pon it under the 1aw. It is 

settled. ld.\-J. that if :tny effort is made to re..appreciate 

the evidence, it am:)lmts t.:-•. :nrer-stepping ='f jurisdiction 

conferred upon a Court/Tribunal gnd~-~-·it'3 po1t1er of revie"t-J• 

Fq;-_~l}.~_J;".,. _in __ ~tl~_,c:~s~ _ _.-:>f Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. Vs. 

!i,unic ipal Corporation and -:lnother, \JU9'95~t3) S.c. 6~ 6 

it has been held that ~more reasonableness of the 

alternative vie\·J \·!hi-::h .is pressed on sr..1bsequent occasion need 

not necess::trily be an adequate reas.:-n for review of the 

earlier decision ... In the in::tant c:ise, the petitioners 

herein is trying' not (>nly to re..appreciate the evide~e, but 

The peti ti.')n.::rs have not brpt.lght-forth :lny ·~f the three 

p.:::rmiss ibl...:. gror..1nds on the b3s_1s, pf \'Jhich a rev ie\·1 of the 

order dated 2 .12 .1997 could l:e made. 

3. Consequently, I do not find any merit in thiS 

revi·~M petition \-Jhich is rejected. By Circulation. 

~~· 
(Ratan Prakash) 

J,..ldicial Member 


