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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIETFATIVE TRIBUMAL: JAIPIE BENCH: JAIPUR,

R.A. No,1/98 in OA 207/96 Date of ordars /1. 2 .98
Union of Indi* 3nd 3nothsr ¢ Petitioners

Versus
Smt. LAxmi Bai : Respondent.

PER HON' BLE SHe I FATAN PRAFASH, MEMBER (JiD ICIAL)

The petitionsrs Unisn of Indi3 3and the Division3al

Fajlway Minager, Western Railway, Ajmer (respondents in the

- 0A 207/96) have filed this revizw petition unler Section

22(3)(£) of the Administrativwe Tribunala Act, 1985 re3d
with Rule 17 of the Central Administrativé Triruml
(Procedure) Rulez, 1987 to review ths order d3ted 2,12.1997
passed in OA Ho,207/96 Smt. laxmi B2i Vs, Union of India
dnd 3nother. The m3in ground t3ken by the review pstitioners
herein is that the Tribun3l vide ite order A2ted 2.12.1997
disposed of thz OA on the baziz of order 33ted 8.5.1972,
whereds, Shri Chadthmal'hquani.of the patitionsr Smt;
L&xmi Baj was ne&er screensi by the Screening Committee

as his Co-workers S/5hri Bhimﬁ_Gulab and Shri Hasir Mohi,
werz screened on 28.,1.,1977 3ni ﬁheif orders of regular
@ppointment Wers issued on 9.10.1980.-It has, therefore,
been d@sserted tha£ before the year 1977 Shri Chauthmdl

the decedzed husband of the petitionszr was never screened,

moreso when he expired on 9.10,1975,

2, At the outset, it miy ke s'taﬁed that the power to
review its own orders h3z bhesn confarred upon the Tribun2l
under Section 22(3) (f) of the Aiministrative Tribunals Act,
1985; redd with FRule 17 of tha Central AdminiStrative
Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1987 which is further

circumécribed by Section 114 and Order 47, Bule 1 of the
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- Code of Civil Procesdure. It is 3130 settled 13w that the

- grourds which m3y be raised by w2y of an appeal c3nnot be

raised in review petition. What the petitionerSigiaiming
through thisg review petitibn is that thiz Tribun3l should
re-ippreciste the miterial on record Anl 2Also the orders
dated 28.11.1977 (Annz. RA-2) anl 2,10,1980 (Annx RA-3)
which h3ve now been 2nnexed with the review petition,
which is beyoni the psrview of this Tribunal while exerciszing
the povwer of review conferred.upon it under the‘laW. It is
settled law thit if iny effort is made to re-Apprecilte
the evidence, it émounts to over-stepping of juriédiction
conferred'upon a Court/Tribun@l under -its power of review,
Further, in the case of Indian Oi) Corpordtion Ltd. Vs,

Municirdl Corporation and another, JT j995(3) S.C. 626

it h3s been held that "mor= re3sordbhleness of the

alternitive view which is pressed on subsequant occd@sion need

not necessirily be @n 3dequite redzon for review of the
e3rlier decision." In the inftant ¢3se, the petitioners
herein is trying not only L0 re-3pprecidte the evidence, but
2120 tike into considerdtion the miterizl which h3z not been
m3de av2ilable by the patitioners-respondents in the OA,

The petitionzrs hive not brought-forth 2ny of the three
permissibl; grounds on the bﬁaistf>¥hich a review of the

order dated 2.,12.1997 could b mide.

3. Consegusntly, I do not find any merit in this
review petition which is rejscted, By Circulation.
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(Ratan Prakash)
- Judicial Member




