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Tne jp rx ic ;;.nt, Shri Ho r «irn Singh filer,, this Review

.-^plicaion against the judgementjtated n,7.1i92. The

a;:: xlicsnt in the filea the c-a f©r the correcti©n

of his date ©x birth to 25.12.1936, vTnile th'- recorded

o site @f birtn is I9.e.i93i, yiiich is ..is© recorded in

the certifiCiite ©f passing the High Sch®ol dxa;iiin.;tion

fran the 0.2. B®.,rd xni950. The application has been,

dismissea as barred by time as v.ell as deveid of merit at

the aamission stage itself by the judgement under r-rview.

2. The .^rounds taken by the applicant in this that

the applicant is t.*ntitled tu agitate for.'comcticn ®f the

dare ©f birth till the last d.;te-(jf his re>.,.ching the age ®f

superannuation. He has plaa-d reliance ©n the decision

of Hxra Lai /s . Union ®f inrjij Ors., reported in i987{3)

aTC 0-130 decided by the Principal Bench of thx Central

Admi.nistrative Tribunal. in an®th:_.L- context in the Review

Petition, the applicant has als:.:; referred to the judgement

@f the Hsn'ble Supreme Court in the matter of H.R.Hntulay Vs.
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R.i. ir, reported in nl.-i 1933 30 to threw light on

the fact th,;t a decision becomes perincurlum which is

delivered in ignorance of lav; or ohich violates the

Funaarnent,;! dight ^nd it is the duty to correct the

judgement as seen .«s it is br®ught to the n®tice af the

Qourt.

3. 1 hive Cj'iSidered the grounds t-ken in the Review

.op 1ic-t io n. There is « cleijr finding in the judgement

itself .^nd the matter h=.s beend:alt with elio. oately in

the oe dy-;© f the judgeme nt. The f in „1 ©nls r ©f rt joct ie n

by -the r^on dents on the repre se ntat i.wi of the d.:plic..nt

- • 23/23.6.1989 is dated august 23, 1989, which is

4-\nnexure h2 to the C/-v. This is the starting ocint ®f

limitation in the case of the applicant fer coming f«r

r&oress of his grievance before the Tribunal and the

sutherity of 3.3. dathore Vs. 3tote of tiadhya T'r.,desh,

repsrtea in hLh lygc 33 p-ic fully coveos the pro^sent

case. The uriginal ^plic^tisnwas files before the

principal Bench on 22.1.1992. ^ile disposinc of this

«pplxcoti«n, this fact has also been considered that the

d«-w of oirth recerded in the nigh School Certificate is
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1. 19.3.1931 and the applic ;,nt p assed the High 3ch©®l

-xsminatIgn in i95C-. The applicant h.-.s not m»ie «,ny attempt

to get this High School Certificate corrected fr m the

c .'mpeterit aiuthority wtiich issued the same and the date

of birth recorded in the High School Cartif ic-tc is taken

03 authentic. The case of Hira ial referred to by the

applic ant in the Bevlaw rtpplicition has n® aring t®

the present case, ilir.j Lsl was engaged as a B®11 Ticker

vvinen he ,,'as a boy and was illiter»,ts . The applic ant is an

sduc atsa parson and last worked as Oejuty Hegional director,

so the facts of that case are tct^-lly different. The

applicant cannst reopen the case afresh.

4. .HS provided by Section 23(3) (f) ©f the .-^ct, the

Tribunal possesses the same powers of review -•s art; vested

j-n a '-^ivi.1 waurt v»hile trping a civil suit. i-iS pa r the

provisions of Order XL/II, Rule i of the C©de of Civi.1

Proccoure, a docis1©n/judgement/'®rder can be reviewed :

(i) if it suffers from ,n error appar;nt ©n the

foes of the record; @r
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is 1iable to be viewed on account ®f disc® veryUi; 1

if any new material ©r evictence i.vh-cnwas n@t

within the kr '̂wledge ef tine party ©r could net

be ;)r©ducei:. by him ^it the time the judgement

w;.5 made, despite due diligence; ©r

(ili) fer any sther sufficient reason construed ts

mean "analogous re aSt: n" .

5. The case ®f the applicant is not c®v. red by any «f

the above gr©•..) no s . Tne Review /^plic i^tisn h »s, the refers,

no force and is dismissed.
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