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this loﬂ\’a« ot -February,

Mew Delhi, 1297

Hon“ble Sh.i .2, Biswas, hembﬁr(n)
U;visi:nal Railway Manager .
Northeirn Railway, New Dalhi . Applicant
{13y Shri P.S.Mehandru, advocate)

. Versus
. ,
- Respondgent

1 This review application is filedg on 21.1.77 on
behalf of rwe Unicn of India, respongsnt in the 05,
For review of the judgement date g 146.2.78 in  0OA
Ho .5/ %7 . The Qround advanced by the review
applicant 1 iat the Tribunal nas not proviaged any
safeguard to the recovery agf the amount dugs ~ Trom
theigwrigindl applicant while guashning the impugned

order thersin and oordeiring refund of Rs.20,647 to
the woriginal applicant. ~
2. The review applicant has also filed MAa fToi

condonation of  delay in filing thes RA. The
court/Tribunal has to record in wiriting that the
ﬁxplahation for  the dslay was reasonable  ana
satisfactory. This 1is the rre~.eqﬁis}fe foi
Condﬁnation of delav. I fina that the Groundas
taken [by tﬁe_ aviaw appllbantvanw not  convincing
sriough to  condong the delay and therefore the MA
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raeview applicant cannot coms with the pled  that

there is & mistake appairent o the face o

Cjudgemsnt on this score.  However, para 65133 of the
judgement makes it clsar that "ouir orders in  this

. —
oy, DOWEYED , woula  not coms in  the wWay ot
respondents in effecting the recovery but should be
done oy putting the applicant on notice, hear Bim
and examine his representation....” Thus this
stould take care of the recoveriss, if any, to e
made from the original applicant.
o)
4. For the reasons aforesaid, the RA deserves  to

Lo NAiamimamd snel o an o enm e s
be dismissed and I do 80 accoirdingly.
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