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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIB&];I.’—‘;L JAaIPUR BENCH -
JAIPUR . '

R «A 0423 /1996
in Date Oof order: "2“-1"9‘" .
O.A JNO. 562/92

S JN.Khande lwal ¢ Revizw-pet it ioner
VS e

Union of India and another : Respondents

ORDER

RATAN PRAIASH, MEMBER (JUDICIAL)

The review-pstitioner shri 3.W.Khandelwal
has filed this revisw petition under Section 22(3)(f)
of theAdministrative Tribunals act, 1985 read with
Rule 17 of the Central Administrat ive Tribunal (Procedure)
€ Rules, 1987 aggrieved by the impugned order Jdated 19.4 .96
whereby the OA filed by the review-petitioner has been

rejected. In the OA he has sd>uaght revision of his

Pension Payment Order (for short, 'FPO') alleging

that the Psnsion Payment ‘Order dated 21.4.1992 issued

by the respondznts has bzen wrongly computed. In the

CA he alsn sought a direction to the respondents to

issue in favour of the apjlicant the revised PFO treating

his date of retirement to be 28.2.1991 and not 23.2.1990 as

shown in the impugned FPO dated 21.1.1992 (Annx .A-=1).

£ 2. The only grounl on which this review petition
has been filed by the petitioner is that the Tribunal
has committed an error apparent on the face of record
by giving a firmding based on an assumption that the

representation made by the petitioner on 28.5.1980

for corrsction of his Jate of birth was rejected by
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bzen the situation as th2 representation itself was
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thz respondents on 7.5.1980 which could not have

made on 28.5.1980.

3. I have given amxious thsught to the groumd on which
this review pet iticn has been filed by the review
petitioner. It appears that the review petiticner
has not gone through the order dated 19.4.1296
vher=by his O4 M0.562/92 was rejected. while assessing
the evidence it has been explicitly stated in para 8
of thre gn:‘ier that the gpprlicant review petitioner here

first
made his/representation on 10.3.1980 and subsequently
on 28.5.1%¢0. In both these representations the
review petit ioner has requested for the change ¢of his
date of birth from 22.2.1992 to 30.1.1993. His request
made in this regard to the State Government as early
as on 10.3.198C waz explicitly rejected by the respondents
vide communication dated 11.4.1980 (anm:.R~-1) and
thereafter also on 7.5.1980 vide aAnnerure R-2. It
is in this background that it was ohserved in para
8 of the order that:

»The applicant has not moved any conpetent

Court /Mribunal to seek correction in the

date of birth even though his reguest made

in this regard to the State Gwermment 3s early

as on 10.3.19580 amd thereafter on 22.5.19280

was explicitly rejected by the respondents

vide comrunications dated 11.4.80(anmx .R=1)

and 7.5.1980 (Annexure R=2) "
4. In the above sentence the refzrence to his first

representat ion dated 10.3.1980 ahout which a comrunication
of the respondents

/dated 11.4.198C (Annx .R=2) and subseuently t£o that of

7 .5.198C0 (Anx .2=2 )shas been nade. A ment icn of the date
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2845.1980 in the above reproducedvsentence is only

to emphasize that the applicant has reiterated his
request made earlier by him in his first representation
dated 10.3.1980. It never meant that vide communicat ion
dated 7.5.1980 (annx .R=2) the resgpondents rejected

the applicant's (review-petiticner's) representation
dated 23.,5.1980. accordingly, the groumd raised by

the review-petitioner that his representation dated
28.5 .1980 was rejected by the respondents vide their
communication dated 7 .5.1980 (Annx .R-2) is mis-plzaced
anl the commmunicztion dated 7.5.1920 has been explicitly
in respect of his féfst representat ion dated 10.3.4980.
In any view of the matter, it cannot be termed as an
error apparent on the face of the record if the whole
of the impugned order dated 19.1.1996 rejecting the
applicant's OA is read in the correct perspective a2nd

the analysis made therein.

5e Moreover it is also the settled law that a
Reviewing Court cannot re-appreciate the evidencé
asgt would amounmt to over-stepping its jurisdiction
t; review its own order. This principle of law has

recently been 1l2id Joun by Hon'hkle the Supreme Court

in the case of Smt. Meera Bhanja Vs. Smt. Nirmala Komari.

Choudhary, 1594 (4)3CAIE 985. The review petitioner has

been unable to make out any of the three situat ions
enlisted under Crder XLVII Rule 1 CPC for reviewing

its own order by a Tribunal/Court.
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6. For all the reasons ment ioned zbove, this

review petition has no substance and is hereby

S /W”Q /Lﬁ

(RATAN PRAFKASH
MEMBER (J)

rejected.By circulation.
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