
CENTRAL AD'1.INISTPATIU E TRIBUNAL 

8NUMLORE 

DATED THIS THE 25TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1987 

Hon1  ble Shri Justice X.S. Putaswamy, \Jice-Chairman 
Present: and 

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A) 

REVIEW APPLICATION NO. 109 /1 987 

Shri U.C. Tiuniramaiah, 
Scionb.ist-B, 
LRDE, ORDO Complex, 
Sir C.V. Rarnanna.jar, 
Bangalore. 	 .... 	Applicant. 

(Shri M. Narayanaswamy, 'Advocate) 
V. 

The Secretary, 
ministry of Defence, 
New Delhi. 

The Scientific Adviser, 
l'linistry of Defence & 
Director Lieneral, 
Research & Develooment 
Oranisat ion, 
New Delhi. 

The Director, 
LRDE, 
DRDO Coniolex, 
5r C.V. Rarnan Nagar, 
Bangalore. 	 .... 	Respondents. 

This a2plication having come up for hearing to-day, 

Jice-Chairman made the following: 

0 RD ER 

In this application made under Section 22(3)(f) of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1935 ('the Act') the 

aoplicant has sougrit for a review of an order made by 

a Div Lsion Bench of this Tribunal on 20.7.1997 'rejecting 

his Application No.572/37 at th7 admission stage without 

notice to the respondent. 



I. 

-2- 

in his applicatin, the applicant souht for 

enforcement of a civil court deore obtained by him 

without imleading the respondents to the said decree. 

On an examination of the sane, this Tribunal held that 

that decree, to wht:h the respondents were not parties, 

was not uinding on them on whtch view it rejected the 

aoj.L tcat ion sumrnarjl y. 

Shri M.Narayanasuamy, learneJ counsel for the 

applicant, contends that his client was only seeking 

for the enforcement of the corrected date of birth in 

the SSLC Marks Card and was not seeking to enforce the 

decree as such and by its failure to anpreciate the 

same had committed a patent error apparent on the face 

oF the record. 

Je are of the vidw that the contention of Shri 

Narayanasuamy even if correct, bee not constitute an 

aoeaient error to justify a review by us. In reality 

and in substance, the applicant is asking us to re-

examine the earlier order, as if we are a court of appeal 

and come to a different conclusion which is impermissible 

in a review. 

On the fore,oing discussion, we hold that this 

Review /plication is liable to be rejected. We, therefore, 

reject the review application at the admission stage, 

without notice to the resPondents. 

ø. 
Vice-Chairma 

1 Jr7\ 

dms/Iirv. 

Member (A) 
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ri 	 REG ISTERED 

CEI'\IFRAL ADA1INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH 

Commercj -'1 Co1 plex(BDA), 
Indiranagar, 
Bangalore - 5E0 038 

Dated : 
REVIEW APPLICATIOJ\j NO 	109 

IN APPLICATION NO. 572/87(F) 

W.P. NO 

Applicant 

Shri. G.C. Muniramaiah 
	

V/s 	The Scrst.ry, N/c Defence & 2 Ors 

To 
Shrj G.C. Munjramajah 
Scientist 'B' 
LRDE, DRDO Complex 
Sir C.V. Remannagar 
Bangalore - 560 093 

I" 	'9k  
CQA 

Shri M. Narayaraewamy 
Advocate 
844 (Upsteire) 
Vth Block, Rajajinagar 
Bangalore - 560 010 

Subject: SEWING COFIESOF CEDERPSEDayTHL BENCH 

Please find enclosed herewith the copy of 	DER/X/ 

XMIRPTAXXpassed by this Tribunal in the above said Review 

application on 	25-8-87  

bEPUTY REGISTRAR 

End : as above 
	 (JbIcIAL) 



CEJTRAL AD•rNIsT: AlIVE TRIBLrAL 

8AftALCR E 

DTED THIS THE 25TH DA( OF AJUST, 1987 

Hont ble Shri Jusbice K.S. Pu'tasuarny, Vice-Chairman 
Present: 	 and 

Hon' ble Shri P. Srinivasan, Member (A) 

RE\IIJ APPLICPTICN NO. 109/1987 

Shri L.C. Muniramaich, 
5:ienist-5, 
LRDE, DRDO Comlex, 
Sir C.J. Faiannaar, 
analore. 	 .... 	Aoplicant. 

(Shri . Narayanasuamy, dvocate) 

V. 

Tne Secretary, 
'inistry of Defence, 
New Delhi. 

ThO s::enttric Adviser, 
Ninistry of flafeice 
Direobor beneral, 
Research & Deveiciment 
ü r an I s at ion, 
New Delhi, 

The Director, 
LRDE, 
DRDL Comlex, 
5r :.. Faman Naar, 
5ana1ore. 	 .... 	Resoondents. 

This aiplication having ccrne up for hearLn to-day, 

Vice-hairman made the followin;: 

0 F ) E R 

In tis aa1ictcn rnae under S3:blon 223)(f) of 

We AiinLstrative Truunais Ait, 133 ('the Act') tne 

aipl icant nas scu;nt for a review of an order nade by 

a Divsion Benri Ef tris Tiuna1 on 2E.7,1937 relertin; 

his .4piication No.572/37 at tn admission stae without 

notice to We rescndents. 

I 



-2- 

In his application, the aoplicant souIit for 

enforcement of a civil court de:re ontained by him 

without imaleadinj the respondents to the said decree. 

On an examination of the sane, this Tribunal held that 

that decree, to wnLsti tac resondants were not parties, 

was not Andino  on them on which view it rejected the 

aoJ.itcetion summarily. 

Shri M.Tarayanasua-- ', learne -J counsel for the 

applicant, contends that nis client was only see<in 

for the enforcement cf tne corrected Jte of birth in 

the SSLC Mer(s Card and was not see<ir-i to enforce the 

decree as such and by its failure to aspreciate the 

same ned committed a patent error apparent on the face 

: the record. 

Je are of tne \Ji2w that tae contention of Shri 

Narayanasuaey even if ccrre:t, :oes not constitute an 

aosa eat error to j isti fy a review by us • 	In reality 

and in suOstance, tne annuicant is askinj  us to re— 

examine We earlier order, as if we are a court of anneal 

and come to a 0]. t ferent conclusion un.cn is WnErmisTible 

in a revieu. 

On the foreoLn d].s:Jss.on, we hold tnat this 

freview Ansli:sticn Ls lianle to to rejected. Ic, tnerefore, 

reject the r:vieu a?l1ctton at the admission st:e, 

without nctice to toe resjondents.  

1; (A) 

dms/1rv. 


