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The ipplicant in OA 489/92 has filed the Review

^olicati^n against the judgment dt.li,i2.i592. The

aferesaid OA was "?-sp©sed of at the admission stage itself

holding that the relief claimed by the ^plicant is barred

by limitdtian and also not maintainable because #f non joinder
of necessary parties.

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

possesses the same pov^ers of review as are vested in a Civil

C^urt while trying acivil suit. As per the provisions of ^
Order XLvll, Rule i of the Code of Civil Prx>ceduie, a

decision/judgaent/order can be reviewed :

(ii) is liable to be reviavied on account .f disc.verv .f
^ i«w material »r evidence vihich was n»t within
^ the party «r could n.t be produced
dL ri n ' "* judgment was niaii, despit»due diligence; or

(iii) f.r any other sufficient reason construed to rae in
analogous reason*.

3. The petitioner has again raised new arguments and
also referred to certain precedents mentiening them as grounds

, for review of the judgrnent aforesaid. The findings in
the judgment thatthe»iief clairied by the petitioner is barred
by Section 21(3} are based on proper appreciation of the facts
and circumstances of the case and the case cannot be
reopened only because the petitioner has referred certain

pre^nts. can. hov^v^r. refer t. the recent deci.1„n
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Bh«op Singh Vs. Unisn cf India, Judgen© nt T«d«y 1992 (3) SG

p-322 that the judgment and orders ef the G®urt d« net give

d Cause #f actien. The cause ©f action has tu be reckoned

from the .actual dste . Vfe al sd refer t& the case •f S.S.RAthore

vs. State ®f M.P., rep®rtad in AH 1990 SC 20. The ab^ve

au'Uierity ef the Hon'ble SqprernB Court in unambigueus t0rm5

lays d®wn that cause •f actien shall be taken t» arise #n

"Uie date ®f the #rder ef the higher auth«rity dispesing ef the

appeal er repre sentation.(tiere ne such order is made within

six manths after making such appeal ®r repre sentatian, the cause

• f action viould arise frcm the date of ej^iry ©f six mcnths*

Repeated unsuccessful representations n«t provided by law
d® not enlarge the peried of limitatisn.

4. Wfe have gone through the averments made in the Review

/^plication and alse perused the record and we find th^t

there is ne error apparent cn the face of the judgment.
The present application was apparently filed beyond the
date of limitation. The Re vie w^pl ic atio n is, therefore,
devoid of merit and is dismissed circulation.
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