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IN THE 

. (-~ 
CEI:-lTR\L .~ONINISl'P.ATlV£ TRIB~JtlAL J:~IPUR BE:ttCH ....!_,. 

R .A .t~O .. 23/1996 
in 

o -.1\ .No. 562/92 

S .N .I<hande lwal 

vs. 

JAIPUR • 

••• 

: Revie\-J-petitioner 

Union of India and another : Respondents 

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

The review-pet it i·:~ner Shri s .t~ .l<hande lwal 

has filed this re ... ..r:Lsw petition un:ier Section 22 (3) (£} 

of theAdministrative Tribunals Act, 1985 read with 

Rule 17 of the Central Administrative Tribunal(Procedure) 

Rules,1987 aggrie;..oed by the imp11gned ·=>rder dated 19 • .t .96 

where])\] the 0;\ filed by the revie\-1-pl.':!t itioner has been 

rejected. In the OA he has sought revision of his 

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

that the PensL:m Payment Ord•;r dated 21.1.1992 issued 

by the resp·:~ndents h.:ts baen wrongly computed. In the 

Ql\ he also sought a direction to the respondents to 

issue in favour of the applicant the revised PPO treating 

his date of retirement to be 28.2.1991 and not 28.2.1990 as 

shO\-.rn in the impugned PPO dated 21. !- .1992 (Annx .A-1). 

2. The only grotltrJ on which this review petition 

has been filed b}" the petitioner is that the Tribunal 

has committed .:~.n error sppar.'2nt on the face of record 

by giving a firrl ing b:~.sed on ~n assumption that the 

representati·:~n ma.de by the petitioner on 28.5.1990 

for corrr=::t ion Of his j.:a.te of birth tJas rejected by 
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the resp,Jndents on 7.5 .1980 which ·=•:m11 nett h~ve 

bsen the sit,B.tion as th·~ representation itsc~lf was 

made on 28.5.1980. 

3 • l ha·,re given am: i•::lU3 t.h.:.ught to thE: grourrl on which 

this review petitic·n has :b:::en filed by the review 

pe:titioner. It ap~ars that the revjet-7 pet.itic·ner 

has not gone through the order dated 19 •. ! .1996 

t·1her-2J:>y his Oh Ho.562/92 was rejected. ~~ile assessing 

the evidence it has been explicitly stated in para 8 

of the order that the etppllcant revie\'1 petitioner here 
first 

made his£rE:present~::ttion on 10.3.1980 and subseq,lently 

on 28.5 .1980. In both these representations the 

revie\-.J petitioner has requested f~"'r 'the change of his 

date of birth from 22.2.1992 to 30.1.1993. His request 

made in this regard to the State GO\?e.t:nment as early 

as on 10.3 .1980 was &xplicit ly reje ct~d by the respondents 

vide cc~~T~munication dated 11.4.1980 (Anm:.R-1) and 

thereafter also on 7 .s .1980 vide Anne!!l..U:e R-2. It 

is in this b'~ckgroum that it "-1as observed in para 

8 of the order that: 

4. 

~he applio:~snt has not moved any compete,nt 
C•:•ULt/rribunal to seek correction in the 
date .:;f birth even thou9h his request made 
in this regard tc• the State G·:'llo:~-nrr~nt .~s early 
as on 10.3.1980 ard there·aft(~r on 28.5.1980 
"1as expli.citly r:eject.E.~d by the re!spoooents 
vide corr..r.:unications elated 11.4 .eo (.& .. ntlK .R-1) 
and 7.5.1980 (Annexu.re R-2) • 11 

In the ab·::>ve se.ntt~nce tho;;. :co5fereno:::e to his flrst 

representc-.tic·n da.t.ed 10.3.1980 about which a comrnunication 
of the respondents 

1.:_ dated 11.~1.1980 (;. .. nnx .R-1) an:l SIJbsequently t·~ that of 

7 .s .198C (hnnx: .R-2) ;has been made. A ment ic·n of the date 
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28.5 .1980 in the above reproduced .sent.snce 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 communication 

dated 7.5.1980 (b.nnx.R-2) the respondents rejected 

the applicant •s (review-petit.ioner•s) representation 

dated 2:7;.5 .1980. Accordingly, the grourrl raised by 

the review-pet it ioner ths.t his representation dated 

28.5.1980 was rejected by the respoments vide their 

corr®unication dated 7.5.1980 (Annx.R-2) is mi$-placed 

an:l the c;:irrununicat i•Jn d::J.ted 1 .s .1980 has been explicitly 

in respect of his t!tst reprE:sentat ion dated 10.3 .t980. 

In any vie'."l of the matter, it cannot be terrred as an 

error apparent on the face of the record if the 'ltlbole 

of the impugned order d.:-~.ted 19 .:t .1996 rejecting the 

applicant •s OA is read in the correct perspective and 

the analysis made therein. 

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

Reviewing Court cannot re-appreciate the evidence 
(' 

as:it would amount to over-stepping its juri::rlict.ion 
... i. 

to revie~1 its own order. This principle of law has 

recently been l:1icl d ot·m b:r• Hon 'ble the S1~prerne court 

in the case of Slf,!t. M?.era Bhanja vs. Smt. Nirm3.la Kr.nnari· 

Chaudhary, 1994 (4 ),SCZ\IE 985. The revie'lr1 petitioner has 

been unable to make out an}' of the three situations 

enlisted uirler Or:der XLVII Rule 1 CPC for reviewing 

its 0\in order by a T ribuna.l/Court • 
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6. For all the reasons rrent ioned above, this 

review petition has no substance and is hereby 

rejected. By circulation. 

B'Q_ A41t r:9l__ --_/""":/ 
(RATAN PP.A¥MH ) 

MEMBER (J) 

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


