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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BOMBAY BENCH 

S.. 

R.P.Ng5  68/94 
in 

O.A.No, 1113 

Shri Jairaj Arokiaswamy 

v/s 

Union of India & Ore. 

... Applicant 

,•• Respondents 

Tribunals order on Review Petition No, 68/94 

D a t d 

This review petition is filed against the 

order and judgment dated 16.2.1994 in O.A. No. 

1113/93 rejecting the appiicatin for change of 
	

FA 

date of birth. I have carefully perused the 

petition and the application for condonation of 

delay in filing the review petition. 

2 	The applicant has not pointed, out any error 

apparent on the f'ace.of the record. Al.]. the grounds 

raised in the petition have also been raised at 

the time when the O.A. was considered and the appli-

cant was heard in support of the O.A. The,applicant's 

grievance is that the order dated 16.2.1994 is erroneous 

but that ground cannot be a ground for a review of the 

ordr There is no error apparent on the Pace of the 

record or any other grounds justifying review of the 

order. 	The Supreme Court has held in Chandra Kanta 

and Anoth,r v. Sheik Habib EAIR 1975 SC isooj that Qflc 
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an order has been passed.by  the Court, a review thereof 

must be subject to the rules of the game and cannot be 

lightly entertained. Hencov  this petition is liable to 

be rejected. 

3 	ihere is also delay in filing the review petition. 

Rule 17(1) of the Central Administrative Tribunal (Pro 

cedure) Rules, 1967 provides as follows::- 

" No application for review shall be enter-

tamed unl,seit is tiled within thirty days 

from the date of receipt of cop.y of the order 

sought to be, reviewed'. 

4. 	In the result, this review petition is die- 

misd under rule 17 of the CAT (Pradedure) Rules, 1987 

read with rule 49, •Appdix IV Para 11(b) of CAT Rules 

of Practice, 1993. 
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(Lakshmi 3uaminathaq.)_— 
fember (Judicial) 
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