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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBWNAL |
PRINCIPAL BENCHs NEU DELHIs

R.A.390/94 in |
0.A.976/94 \\\“’///

New Celhi, this the 20th November,1994

Hon'ble Shri J.P. Sharma, Member (J)

ShriJagpat Mishra,

s/o Shri Raghuraj Mishra,
aqu about 55 years,
worTking as Scale PoTter
(Under CTI) attached with
Magistrate Squad

Central Railuway Station,
Faridabsd(Retired)

R/o 80/63, Panchkuian Road,
Karol Bagh, New Oelhi. eee Applicant

Vs,
1. Union of India,
through its General Manager,
Central Railuay,Bombay V.T.
2. The Divisional Railway Manager,

Central Railuay,D.R.M. Office,
Jhansi,. ; ee. Res:ondents

‘0 R D ER
Hon'ble Shri J.P. éharma; Membe £(J)

The Review applicant has filed this Review Petiticn
against the judgement of the Single Bench dated 30.9.94 by which
the application praying for the correction of date of birth iom
15,7.,36 to 15.7.39 was rejected.

2, The: first ground taken by the Review applicant is thab
tre cases which have been referred to in the judgement aré not
applicable to the present case, These cases are quoted boloui=

a) Executive Engineer,Bhadrck (R & B) Division Vs.
Rangadhar Malik (3T 1392(5) S.C. 364)

b) Union of India Vs. Harnam 3ingh (1993 (24) ATC 92)
) State of Tamil Nadu Vs. T.V, Venugopalan (JT 1994 (s, 8.,
d) secretery & Commissioner, Home Department Vs,

R, Khumbakaran (a7 1993(5) S.C. 404 )
This contenticn of the learned counsel cannot be accepted, TH&
established law by the Hon'ble Supreme Court is that at the Tzg end
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of the service thers can b8 no change in the nature of dale

of birth which has continued during all his service cares,

Regarding the fact that thafe is a mention in the judgemert inal
the applicant had retired on 31.1.94, it appears that tnghead
the digit 7 the digit 1 has been typed and this has not made

any difference to the reasoning arrived at in the judgement,

In para 4 of the judgement the figure 31,.7.94 has been rigntly
typed as the date of retirement., This therefore has ro ground
for reviewing the order for reasoning given in the judgeﬁcnza
Regerding the ground taken in para B of the grounds, the raitor
has already been considered in the body of the judgement. Ths
averments mede in Ground 0,E and F have already been conuidered
in the judgement under revieuy, There is no errol apparent on
the face of the judgemeqt nof there is any matter which was left
untouched and averreediiin the original application -or a~gued

by the learned counsel at the time of hearing, The Revizy
applicént . is not relying on any fresh evidencs to considedr

his case,

2, In view of the above facts I find no merit and the

Review epplication is dismissed as totally devoid of merit,
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(3.P. SHARMA)
MEMBER(3)
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