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CENTRAL ADMJNjKTRATM TRIBUNAL
mJNGIPAL BENCH, DELHI.

R.A. 118/1992 in 0.n. 819/1939. UATEQ: 10-4-1992.

Shri Ghanshyam Oass V/s. Union of iid ia 8. Others,

«

CRDER;

The instant R.A. has been preferred under

Section 22(3)(f) of the Administrative Tribunals Act,

1985 seeking review of the judgment dated 21.1.1992,

by which D.A. 819/89 was dismissed as barred by limitation.

2. , As provided by Section 22(3)(f) of the Act ibid,

the Tribunal possesses the same poNers of review as are

vested in a civil court while trying a civil suit. As

per the provisions of ^Qrder XLVII, Rule 1 of the Code of

Civil Procedure, a dec ision/judgment/order can be reviewed;
(i) if it suffers from an error apparent on fAr-a

cu^ic^of the record; or

( ii) is liaole to be reviewed on account of discoverv

3. I have gone through the R.A, and find that It
is not covered by any of the aforesaid provisions. The
bar of limitation was thoroughly discussed in the judgment
and Ido not find any other "sufficient reason" justifying
revi« of the judgment. Consequently, the R.A. merits .
rejection and the sane is hereby rejected by circulation.
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