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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
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D.A.No, 877/93.

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (3)

Shpi A,B, Chavan “ee Applicant

. usrsus

Union of India & Ors, eee Respondents

The Respondents in 0.A. No, 877/93 have sub=-
mitted this Review Petition for review of my Orcer
dated 29.10,1993, The Respondents/Petiticner do

not depend on tha discovery of any neu and important
materiel uhichtt}la‘yﬁero not able to secure and producs

inspite of due diligence uhen the original applicetion

came up far‘haéring.and wvas disposed of, The lesarned

" Counssl for the respondents had himself produced the

telegraphic messags'raproduced in para 2 of the Order
in which it is stated that the Tribunal may be apprised

for closuraof the case, as the reSpondents have concurred

for chaaga of date of birth, On this, thbvlearned

&

‘counssl for the applicant sought permission to withdraw

\

the case which was allowed, The respondents argue in
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the Review Petition that the Tribunal had wrongly
recorded in its judgement that thavrBSpondents are
ready and willing to change the date of birth of the

applicant to 3,6.1942; This avernment in the Review

Petition is fagtually incorrect.
2. 1 find that thare is no error apaatent on the

face of the record and there is no good ground for
review of the Order, This Revieuw Petition is rejectad

both on merits and limitation.
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(Smt. Lakshmi Suaminatnﬁﬁjzzfﬁ—‘\ :

Member (Judicial)



