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This review application is filed by the applicant
against the order passed in 04 167/87 &ated 30.10.91
claiming a relief that the order be reviewed and- to
pass any such further order or directioﬁ as the

Tribunal may deen fit.This RA is posted before for dis-
posing of.-

2, The DA uas disposed of when none for the appli-

ok

‘cant was present and the extracts of the entire prayer

- . of the OA were mentioned in the Tribunal's order, i.e.
.“‘k - . . B
¥ i) To pass orders for payment of pay and

allouances for the priods 8.7.82 to

ii} To pass orders for crediting the sarned
leave and half pay leave ezrned oy him
during the month of March, 81 to August,
82 and June, 84 to Uecember, 84 to
applicant's leave account.

iii) Applicant has also claimed the interest
on arrears of pay from 28.5.82 till the
dqte OF final order. ®
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3e The Hon*ble Member considered the case and observed
the case of the respondents as well gnd disposed of the 0a

with the following direction:

“In the premises, applicant Ws hereby directed to
.meke an application for regularisgtion of his
absence for the period 8.7.82 to 10.8.82 within
a peried of one month frem today. Respondents
are directed to take a decision on the appli-
Cation to be submitted by the applicant within .
a period of ope month from the date of receipt

. of the ssme. Respondents are further directed
to make payment of the pay and allowances which
may be found due to the applicant for the afore-
sald period within a further period of twe months
of the recdipt of the application from the
applicant for regularisation of his gbsence.t

9.

4o Now the applicent has failed this RA stating that

-

he was transferred on the same day to two places and
that he was in a fix as to whdch pléce he shoulﬂ go
and he sought clarificgtion. He received the clarifi-
cation_only on 9.8.1982 and the next day he has jéined
his duty. Therefore, for the perdod for which he was
claiming salary is to be paid to him, as claimed in
the relief.

5. The learned Member has considered the pros and

[

cons of the case of the applicant and élso the counter
- and having found that none for the applicant was pre-
sent, the judgemént was pronounced with the directioﬁs
as stated gbove. The applicant has not made any repre-
sentation.

6.  Now this revieu application is Filed on 29.3,93
claiming thaf the judgement delivered on 30.10.91 is
not known to the appli&ant untill he insgpected thé
records and learnt it on 15.2,.,93. 1 have heafd the
learned counsel for the applicant Shri V.K. Garg who
states that undér Rule 13 and 22 the Kegistry should
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have communicated the erdér by regisfered pOSt-and he
vehemently denies that he has not received the ordér.
Te I haué called for the offiée Uespatch Regigter
and also the 'Journal of uninsured registered letters
posted' and found that the office has sent the orders
to the aépliCant and the respondents by registered post
against Sl.No.6284, 6285 gnd 6286 on 20.11.9j/22.11.91.
There fore, the cﬁntention of the learned counsel for
th; applicant that the order was not despatched at all
Can not be sustained. I have no hesitation toe say that
the contention of the applicant that he learnt this
only on 15.2.93 can not be accepted. The review is
barred by limitation. When repeatedly quéstiened,'the
learned counsel for the applicant veheééntly argued that
heihas not received any copy. I am not persuaded to
agres with his argument, after having seen the office
recordé stated above. uhen the judgement- is commun i~
cated by registered post, the service is complete.

. Qen

8.  Fherefere, I havs seen the office records as

stated supra and hence I hold that the case is barred

by limitation.

9. As far the relief claimed oy the applicant,

hié plea that had he appeared in person he yould have
presented his case on gll the peints can not be a ground
for filing & review. For reviewing the case, there must
be some information which could not be placed at the

time of heariny with due diligence and gbbsecuently got
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that informatdon which altersd the position, that there
is g mistake apperent on record or that there are suf-
ficient reasons as per Urder 47, Hule 1 of CRC. None

of the conditions are presént in the reviesw application.
I have also guestioned the learned counsel whether he
wou ld ﬁake a representat ion BVEN NOW. HE replied that
he is not at fault and why should -m=e any representat ionlawasls
and started reurging the whole case; After patiently
hearing, I find that the csse is not only barred by
Limitation but there is no mistake apparent on record.
The applicant was present.on some of the occasions and
not present on some other occasionsy, he Could have taken

Cale as Lo when ihe case 18 postec next.

10. In vieuw of the conscious decision taken by the
Tribunal with reference to the particulear relief claimed
by the applicant and granted to him, I fail to see any
mispake in the judgement. Hence the review fails not
only on the point of limitation but alsoc that there is
no mistzke apparent on record and that he can not reurge
the case as if it 1is an appeal. Therefofe, the review
is dismissed with no orders as to costs,
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