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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TﬁﬁEUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

Review Petition MWo.61/92 Date of Order: 2J?’wquq
iﬁ

CA No.354/91

Between
Sri Sitaram Chandraiah .+ Petitioner
and

1. Gerneral Manager,
South Central Railway
Rail Nilayam, Secunderalad

2. Divisional Rly.Manager (P)
BG #Pivision
Secunderabad

3. Chief Personnel Officer,
South Central Railway,
Rail Nilayam, Secunderabad

4, The Inspector of Works(R)
South Central Railway

Vikarabad o .+« Respondents
Counsel for the Petitioner tSri V.Venkateswara Rao
Counsel for the Respondents :Sri V. Bhimanna, SC

' for Rlys
CCORAM 3

-
HON'BLE SHRI T. CHARNDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER(JUDL.)
(Order of the Single Member Bench delivered by .Hon'ble

Shri T. Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member{Judl.))

This is an application filed under Order 47(3)
. ) “Tribwnsls
of CPC and Rule 17 of the Central Administrstive, (Frocedures)
Rules to review cur Judgement dated 24.1,92, passed in
OA 254/91. The facts giving rise to this Review Petition

in brief, are as follows:



(jf%z/-

The Review Petitioner herein had filed OA 354/91
to correct his date of birth from 21.1.1634 to 21.1.1941.
After hearing both sides, as per our judgement dated
24,1.92, the said OA 354/91 was dismissed. The Review
Fetition is fileqko review our judgement dated 24.1.92,
as indicated above. Along with the Review Petition, a

{ Miscellaenous Application is filed to receive the
extract of birth register which is said to{jb}relata;;

to the Petitioner. 1In theEféifiéa;i;_éggompanyiﬁéithe Ma
to receive the said birth extract, it is averred

that the Petitioner came into possession cf the said
birth extract after Riswmis=m dismissal of the 0& 354/91,

and so, it is the prayer of the mgr petitioner to review

the judgement dated 24.1.92 Efdﬁ'_;éiﬁlf:;“A e
TS P, PPN
receipt of the said birth extractﬂ It is the case of

the Petitioner that the birth extract relates tc the

Petitioner only as Qﬁlrééﬁ&ﬂpélhﬁéﬁ'bpt.

When a review of & judgement is asked for by
a party, the greatest care ought tc be exercised by
the Tribunals in granting review especially, where the
ground of review is the discovery of fresh evidence., It
is so easy to the party who lost his case to see what
the weak part of his case. was and ZFQZmptation te try
and procure the evidence which will strengthen that weak
part and put a different complextion upon that part
‘éfzgﬁggjcase must be very strong. So, the rule that

—

permits a new enguiry to be granted on the ground“éf
with many limitations.
fresh evidence has therefore been fenced rround’/ Thus,

a party, asking for review of the judgement must be able

1
to shothat there was no remisness con his part in adducing

all possible evidence r during the: reégular course of hearing

o ..3‘.

of the Ca,
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4, The applicant should have heen fully aware that

his date of birth had been registered at Darcor Village

as he is an employee. ©No reasons are assigned in the

affidavit{) accompanying the application to receive the
said birth extract as eviﬁenéé ‘for not filing the

said birth ektract'at least at the time of firnal hesring
of the QA, S¢, in view of‘the latches on the part of
the  applicant, we are not prepared to entertain

the application that is filed to receive thé said birth

Lo ek RRmE

extracth?nd the same is liable to be rejected and is
accordingly rejected. Even for any reason, if the saig-
birth extract, which is the new e&idence is received,
it is difficult to believe that the said birth eﬁtréct'
relates to the'applicaﬁt (Review Petiticner herein).
It is not pleaded in the said application at least how rany
issues are there to the parents of the Petiticner and |
how this birth extract relates to the Petitioner. So,
even though the birth extract is received now, we are
of the o?iniOn, that there cannot be any change in our
judgement as already pointed ocut, és there 1s no proof
to show that the seid birth extract pertains to the
applicant. Hence, the birth extract thét is filed now
cannot be received as evidence, |
5e The Petiticner in his Review‘Petifion had attacked
“TruAaee Y
our judgement cn ,é’ grounds.,
i) This Tribunal erred in discarding the certificate‘
issued by tﬁe Surpanch of Grampanchayat,bharur
and in not placihg reliance on the ssid certificate
for accepting the date of'Birth of the petitioner.
ii)  This Tribunai also has erred in not placing reliamce
in the Transfer Certificaté issued by the Headmaster
Primary Scheol, Dzmnaram, which contains the daté
of birth of the Petiticner,.

iii) This Tribunal alsoc has réjected erroneocusly the

T N e—F A
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1.‘The General Manager, $,C Rly,
Railnalayam, Secunderabad.

2. The Divisional Railway Manager (P)
BG Division, Secunderabad.

3. The chief personnel Officer, S.C.RLY.
Railnilayam, Secunderabad. '

4. The Inspector of Works (R) S.C.Rly, vikarabad.
5. One copy to Mr.v.venkateswara Rao, Advocate,CAT.Hyd.
6. One copy to Mr.Bhimanna.v. &SC for Rlys. CAT.Hyd.

7. One spare copy.

pvm.
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Certificate‘issued by Sri Anantha Reddy; Teecﬁer

of Priméry éois School, Dannafam, dated 10.1.64.

,The'vary same contentions that aré made as grounds
tor seeking review of thé Judgement, had b@gn taken
as groundg in the main OA. We had negatived all the -
said éongéntioés for validyréasons mentionediin the
judgement and we need not repeat the éame réasoﬁs for
not accepting the said contentions in this Review
Pefition. Hence, we éee no Qalid‘groﬁnds‘at all to
review our judgement dated 24,1.92 passed in Ca 354/91.
By- £iling a birth extract as new evidence and by . |

raising the very same grounds which he had raised .in the

Rt b

main OA, the Petiticner's ain seems to be to obtain an’
order in his favour, by meking the Tribunal to re-hear

the OA, That cannot be the scope of a Review Petition.

The Petitioner seeking review of our Judgement dated
24,1.92 passed in 0A 354/94 should beAable to peoint ocut.
any error apparent on the f£ace of the recofd'of scme
mistake that is committed Dby the Tribunal which goes
to‘the.robt of tﬂe métter. - The Petiticner has utteriy
failed to peint out any such error appzrent on the face
of the record. If the Petitioner is aggrieved of ‘cur
judgement dated 24.1.92 passed in CA 354/91, the remedy
of the Petiticher lies by way of an 3ppeal to the
Hon'blé Supreme Court. We see no merits in this

Review Petition and this Review Petition is liable to

be rejected and is accordingly rejéctéd.

7 - \"—‘7“" =
(T.CHANDRASEXKHARA REDDY)

Member (Judl.)

. ‘ R ‘ | 0
Dated: l;ﬁy|b August,1@94 i
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AND /
THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANLDRASEKHAK REDDY:
MEMBER(J)
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