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IN THE CENTR\L ADNIHI:>TRATIVE TRI~~AL JAil?UR BENCH (i:l 
JAIPUR • 

R .A .NO .23/1996 
in 

0 .A .t~o. 562/92 

S .N .I<hande lwal 

vs. 

... . .. 
Date of order: '2. L k · 9-'- • _........ . ._.,.,_......._...ot ___ 

: Review-pet it ioner 

Union of In:iia an::l another : Respondents 

ORDER -.... ... -. . ......... 

has filed this rev .i.ew :pet it ion ·t.ln:ler Sect ion 22 (3) (f) 

of thE::.~dminist rat ive Tribunals Act, 1985 read with 

Rule 17 of the Centr.::~l 2\dministrctt ive Tribunal (Procedure) 

Rules, 1987 aggrie-ved by the im£Yt.lgned •)rder datt?d 19.4 .96 

\'1hereby the OA fil-sd by the rovie\'J-pt:t itioner has l:>!!en 

rejected. In the OA he has S•')ll<Jht .revision vf his 

Pension P3ym:~nt Order (for short, 'PPO') alleging 

tha.t the Pensi·:m Payment Ord•?.r dated 21.1.1992 iSStled 

b:i' the resp .. :mdents has 1:>.;:en vr r.;)ngly con1puted. In the 

Qi\ he .3lso sou.;tht a direction to the respondents to 

issue in favo~u ::>£ the apf-licant th~ revised PPO treating 

his date of retirement to be 28.2 .1991 ·:lnd not 28.2 .1990 as 

sh.:x-m in the imp11gned FPO dated 21.1 .1992 (Annx .A-1). 

2. The only grot~n:l on \tlhi.:h this review .f.~tition 

has been filed ~r the petit iona r is th3.t the Tribunal 

has committed 3.n ert'vr ::.pparE:ht on the face of record 

by giv·ing a firrl ing b.:tsed .~n ·!in asst.tmpt ion that the 

representati•:ln made by the r:.oetitioner on 28.5.1980 

for corrE·::t ion of his date of birth was rejected by 
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tht: respi)ndents on 7 .5 .1920 which c.:>tll:i not h::1ve 

been the sit:1at ion as the representation itself was ,-· 

made on 28.5.1980. 

3. l hav•= given ami·~us t.h.:,ught to the grourrl on which 

this r€ v iet·1 pet it i c·n h~ s b:: en filed by thG re·v· iew 

petitioner. It apr:~ars that the rev.:iE'w'1 petiticmer 

has not gone through the- t:>L'der dated 19.4 .1996 

t·lhert:·by his OA Ho.56:!/92 was re:je.cted. While assessing 

the evidence it has been explicitly stated in parc:t 8 

of the order that the applicant review petitioner here 
first 

made his/re~present~:tt ion On 10.3 .1980 and S1.lbSeqtlent 1~,. -
on 2B.S .1980. In both thes£: represent~tions the 

re\rie'o.~ petitioner has requested f•")r 'the ch3.nge of his 

date C•f birth from 22.2.1992 to 30.1.1993. His request 

made in this rega.td to the State oovernr..1ent .~s early 

as on 10.3 .1980 was e-xplicit 1~{ rejected by the respondents 

·..r t:le cc.1111rnunicat ion dated 11.4.1980 (Anm: .R-1) and 

th~reafter also on 7 .s .1980 vide Anne!!:tu:e R-2. It 

is in this background that it was observed in para 

8 of the order that : 

4. 

"The applicant has not moved any competent 
C•:Jurt /I' r ibuns 1 to seek cor re: ct i.on in the 
date of birth even thouc;,h his req,J.est made 
in this reg.:trd to t~ State Goveomrrent .:ts early 
as on 10.3.1980 an:i there,after- en :28.5.1980 
, .. Jas explicitly rejected by the respondents 
vide cormnur-dcations d·3.ted 11.-t .eo (J:~..nnx: .R-1) 
and 7.5 .19BO (Annexure R-2) .•• 

In the above sent~~ nee th .. ~. re,f-:: renee to his first. 

repn~sentatic·n dated 10.3.1980 ar.::out which a conm,l..lnication 
of the respondents 

{: d~ted .li .4.1980 (l}.nnx .R-1) anj su.bsequentl;.·· tv th~t of 

1 .S .1980 (.hnroc .R-2) ;has been made. A rr.ent icn of the date 
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28.5 .1980 in the ::tbov-s r~prodTJcec1 sent.::: nee is only 

to emphasize that the applicant he~s reiterated his 

request made earl~r by him in his first repr~sentation 

dated 10.3 .1980. It never meant that vide communication 

dated 7.5.1980 {Annx.R-2) the respondents rejected 

the applicant •s (revi.ew-pE:titioner's) representation 

d·::tted 2:-:::~.5 .1980. l~ccordingly, the grourrl raised by 

the re,_riew-petiti•:Jner that his representation dated 

2.8.5 .1980 vtas re-jected by the respondents vide their 

communicatic.n dated 7.5.1980 {Annx .R-2) is mis-placed 

an:I the cc,rnrnunication d~ted 1 .5 .1!.:•2.0 h::ts been explicitly 

in resr.ect of his f~}st representation dated 10.3 .t980. 

In an~t vio:::t-1 eo£ the matter, it cannot be termad as an 

errr.,r .~pparent on the face of the record if the \1hole 

of the impugned ?rder doted 19.4.1996 re-jecting the 

applicant •s 01\. is read in the correct pers1:,ect ive and 

the analysis made therein. 

5. t-1oreover it is also the settled law that a 

Revie\i ing •:ourt camot re -appreciate the evidence 

a/it would amo,lnt tc. over-stepping lts jurisdiction 
..) 

to re"\rie\-7 its ~m order. This principle of law has 

recently been L~.id d·~m by Hon ·~)le the Suprerr.e C01.lrt 

in the c·:tse of o%rr.rt. !-~era Ohanjc:_ vs. Smt. Nirm3.la ro.unari­

Choudh:=t.r;r:, 1994 (4 )SCAlE 985. The revie~JoJ f:etit ioner has 

been unable to makE out any of th:: three situations 

enlj.sted 11n:ler Order XLVII R;.lle 1 CPC for revie\"Jing 

its own order by a. Tribunal/Court • 
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6. For all the reasons mentioned above, this 

review petit ion has no substance and is hereby 

rejected. By circulation. 

~'Q_ N;t~l__ -/7-:::::::-
(RAT AN PRAf~ ) 

ME.fv7J3ER (J) 

---------------- -- ---~---~--- -----


