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Shsl Poocan Singh ••• i Applicent
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versus ;|

Union of India and another •••|i Rtspondents
i.

B^S^SEKHON. UCS

'i

Petitionars(respendants in OA 479 of 1990 titled 'Shti Pooran

Singh vs., Union of Itidia and anot^ier) seek review of the judgement

dated I5th Danu»ry,1991 rend«r«i ln|itbB aforesaid OA,
£) i;

2. W No«122D/91 seeking condonation of delay ftnd IS^ jieeking

stay 'of the operation of the jidgfsent have also been filed,

3, The RA has been filed on 8th;Warch,1991, refiled on 25ttJ

riarohfisgi. As per para 2 of the RP] seeking condonation of delay, copy

of the judgment was despatched to the respondents CM^ or after 2i8t 3an,,

1991 and the same was received in the office of the Chief Engiiwer
j' i

(Construction) Northern Railk/ay on 7th reb«(1991« The sole

ground stated in support of the requ^t for condonation of delay

is that the respondents marc under a bonafide belief that the

period of limitation for fiUng of revieu conraences from the date the

judgment is received in its office. Il Ihe aforesaid ground can

scarcely be regarded as a 'sufficient cause* justifying condonation

of delay. The request for condonation of delay and HP,therefore
'j

nerit rejection* The same accor^ngly hereby rejected*

4« In view of the sforesfiid, RA; merits rejection on the

ground of its being barred by limitajbion* Even if it be assuned

that the request for condonation of delay merits acceptance and

the Rivien; AppUcation 5 accordingly requite® to be Coneidered,

it may (le stated that the petiticneie have not been able to make out
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any gcound juet^lfying revleu of the judgment* Petitioners

have not alltgsd that the judgment la liabli to be revieued

on account of discovery of any new evidence or material which

de&plte exercise of due diligence was not within their

knowledge et the time l^o judgment was made* Vide part 2,
;i
i|

the petitioners have averred that the ju^gnent suffers from

a nlBtake apparent on the face of record* The alleged mletakee

eppeering on the face of record have been set out in eub-parae

(A) to (X) of para 2* These sub-parse ^nnot be said to disclose
I

any error apparent on the face of record; fron whlct) the judgnent

Buffers* The judgment was made after discuseing and axanlnlng

all the relevant points and arguments and the sane does not
r

suffer fron m error apparent on the face of sicoxd* as averred

by the petitioners* Nor is the juignent liable to be rsviewed

for any other *eufficlent cause* within the meaning of Order XLVXX,

Rule X of the Code of Civil Procedure*

5* Xn tihe prtmises, R«A* as also l<lP:|BeeM.r^ stay,rOf;!ope

of the judgnsnt dated 15-1-91 merit rejection* Ide may accordingly

reject the some by circulation*
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Hon'ble iembor (A)
(Shri P«C*3ain)

(B*S*SEKHOliiy
ViCC CMAIRTIAN

•U V


