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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH, V
NEW DELHI ' '

RA NO,78 of 1991 i Date of decleion 2=8=S1 .

Shezi Pooran Singh . oes | ‘ Applicent
versus

Union of India and another eee I Respondents

BeSoSEKHON, VC:

Petitionars(respondents in OA 479 of 1990 titled 'Shri Pooren

Singh ve, Union of India and anothe;) soek review of the judgement

dated 15th Januny,199’l rendered in' the aforeseid OA,

2, MP No,1220/91 sseking condunnti.en of dela.y and MR aeeking

s‘tay,’,:-gr the opsration of the jidgaent have alsoc been filed, '

3. Tho RA has been filed on athfnarch,199n, refiled on 25th
naroh,1991. hs per para 2 of the miisaek!.ng- cordonation of delaey, copy
of the judgment wase dQSpatohed te tho Mpordont& oh or after 2ist Jan.,
1991 and the same was received in t.ha of‘f‘:l.ce of the Chief Engineer

(Core truction) Northern Railway on 7j:h Febey199t, The sole

ground Ststed in suppoct of the uqu;t:sst for condonaticn of delay

_i.s that the respondents were under a,‘ bornafide belief that the

pericd of limitation for filing of t::oviw conmences from the date tho|
Jjudgment is received in ite of fice. The sforesaid ground can : }
s_oercoiy' be. regarded as a 'auf‘ficien;f cause! justifying condomation |
of delay, The request for c‘ondonati:;en of delay and Fﬂ;thorefote
merit rejection, Ths same fa. ‘accor;iingl); hereby rejected,

4, In view of ths .foresuiq, RA? merite rejecticn on the
greund of its being barred by 11m1ta%1oh. Even if 1£'h§ assumed

that the request for condonation of ;&olay merits accepttnéo ﬂlﬂ"

the peviev Appncaﬂon accordingly requires to be considered,

it may ps stoted that the pot:lt,icmrs have not been able to make out
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any gmund jmtifying review of the judgment. Petitioners

‘have not aldeged that the judgaent is 1iable to be Teviewed

on account of discovery of any new ov:lde;'nce_ or material ghid's
deSpite exsrcise of duse diligence was not within their

knowledge et the time tho judgment wes nado. Vide pare 2,

the petitioners have averred that tho julgmnt suffers from

a mie take apparent on the face of ncord;, The qlleged mis takes
appearing on the face of record have bu% set out in sub-pares
(R) to (1) of para 2, These subepares oémob bs said to discleoee
-any error apparent on the face of rooordv: from vhich the judgm;:nt:
suffers, Th» judgment was mda after diacwsing and sxanining
all the relevant; pomts and argunonts and the same does not
suffer from an error apparent on the f‘acp of ridcoxrd, as averred
by the petiticners, Nor is the jtdgmenti liable to be reviewsd
for any other 'sufficlent cause® within the wmeaning of Order XLVII,
Rule I of ths Code of Civil Procedure, |

Se In the premises, R,A, as alsc MP 'seaking ‘atay.of ‘operation

of the judgmnt deted 15=1«21 merit uj.ction. W may accordingly

reject the same by circulation,
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‘-—«é%a.,v\s\?\‘i\ _ VICE CHATRMAN

.2 -7/
Hon'.bl.q Membor (A) ' ,
{Shri P.C,lain)




