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The upoiicwnt, 3hri Heram Singh filed this Review
Aapplic.tieon «gzinst the judgementéatfd Je7 01792, The

zxolicant  1n the A& filed the CA for the carrectien

ez, Ak

sf his date i birth te 25.12.1936, while th: recorded
wate of birth Is 19.4.1931, which 1s .lse recorded in
the certificute of passing the High scheol Z2xaminetion
from the Jor. 3o.rd in1950. The applicstion has been
dismisset o5 barred by time &s vell «s deveid of merit at
the somission stage itself by the judgement under mview.
. 2. The srounds taken by the applicant in this Ra that
- .
’ . - - - A' B
- the applicant 1is ¢ntitled te agitate for'corriction eof the

d@at‘e ¢f pirth till the last dv.;te.vef'b:is Ebrlé;:!_'ching the age of
suggrannuati@n. de has placed reliance @nvthe decisien

of Hira Lal Vs. Unieh of Iidia ¢ Urs., resorted in 1987 (3)
Ale p-130C decided by the Principal Bench of the Central
Administrative Tribunal. in ansthe o contexg in the Aeview
Fetition, the epplicunt has sls. referres to the judgement

of the Hen'ble Supreme Court in the matter of A.R.antulay Vs,
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Pisso +
R.5>. dulr, regerted in AI] 1933 5¢ to throw light on
n
the faect th.t 4 decisien becemss perincurium which is
deliver2d in ignorance cof law or vhich vicl.stes the
funaament:l Right and it is the duty to cerrect the

judeement as sven x5 it 1s brought te the netice sf the

kourt.

3. L hsve c.sidered the grsunis t.ken in the Review
sppolic.tion. Thers is 4 clew.r finding in the judgement
itself .od the mett:r hus beenaalt with =lao rately in

the ba&ggef the judgement. The finsl erder of oo ject len
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oy the p¥soondents vn the repressatstiog of the aplicunt

ety
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SRV 23/25.6.1959 is dsted aungust 23, 1339, which is
Anexure A2 to the CAa, This is the starting ﬁ@int ef
limitstion in the ¢ as: of the spplicant for coming fer
redress ef his grievence befers the Tribunal and the
sutherity of 3.5, Rathore Vs. St.te of “isthya Prodesh,
repgrted in AId 199C 3C o-1C fully covers the present
case . The Criginal Aoplicstion was file” befere the
Frincipal 3ench on 22.1.1922, While dispusing of this
«olicotien, this fact hes slss bee Cunsidered that the
de2 of birth recerdsd in the digh Sghecl Certific ite is
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Ct. 19.3.1931 and the spplicant passed the High 3chsel

axsminaticn in 95C. The gsoplicant hus net male any attempt

tn get this High Schosl Certificete corrected fr m the

competent authority which issued the same and the date

of birth recorded in the High SChecl Certific.te 1s taken

5 authentic. The case of Hirs Lal referred to py the

spolicant in the Review Applicetion has ne b-aring to

the present case. dirs Lal was engagec s a Bell Ficker

P

when he ..gs a bay snd was illiterite. The applicant is an

c¢duczted parsen and last vorked as Je_uty Reginnal airsctsr,

se¢ the facts of that casse are totully different. The

Lt

gpplicent cannet respen the case sfresh,

4. As provided by Secticn 23(3) (f) of the act, the

Tribunal possesses the same powers of revisw s are vasted

in g Livil Court wvhile tryiny & civil suit. as p= T the

crevisions ef Urder XLVII, Rule 1 of the Cade of Civil

Freciodure, ; decisisn/judgement/arder can be reviewed s

41/ 1f it suffers from snerrsr suparsat on the

fece of the record; er
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(i1) is lieble to be reviewed on acciunt ef discevery
of any naw materisl er evidence which was not
within the kaeswladge of the party of could net
b sreduces by him wt the time the judgement
wis made, d2spite due diligence; er
(111) for eny sther sufficient reusen construed te
mean "analngeus r2.scin’.
3. The case &f the applic.nt 1s not cov. r2d oy any ef
the absve jrouncs. The Review ~polic.tisn h.s, thersfcre,

e force znd is dismissed.
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