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T anplicants have preferred this application for
-ﬁw:’aw of  the Judgement dr.  9.9.1992 by y."hich on 105782 of
the applicants was dismicsed. The applicant  Mo.l had
requested e authority Lo allot the quart.m"' oy has  SONn,
apolicant MNO.Z. whey was also amployed  in the corporatlion
pafore his reti roment . This recuest. Was rejected by the order
at. . 9.3.1991. Ultimataly, the eviction order was nassed
against the applicants On g 8.1991.

ae provided by Section 29(3)(f) of the Act., the

Tribunal  POSSesses P Same DOWers of review as are vested in

a vl Court while trying & ewil  sult. Ae per the

provisions of Order xivil, Rule 1 of the Code of Civil
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of tiwe peaenrd Or

15 liable to be reviewod on account of discovery
of any e material or evidence which was not
Wiiﬂhiﬁ s k@lm’iﬂe of the party or cm;ld not'»ba :
produced by him at the time the judgement was

made , cespiite due diligence: OF
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1'6 he Review Apol feation 1s hat.

le ground raken

the am}imntta z;ouilés ot Furnish the details of offict
WETE simiiar‘ly placed to the applicants ang all otted he
residential accommodation o) out of turn basis. The fresh
wvidencs desired to be tenderad by the appl icants cannot 52
said to be not in thwe rnowledoe of the applicants Wi the A
was Filed. - The applicants cannot reopen the whole case AN
for fresh adjmiica‘ﬁicm. anri Amar Sinah, the father has fiied
e came o know  that in o similar

an affidavit that
co pemshanTes out of tom alilotmant has heen matde O “hri

@iy Ravi naer e learnt on visit

y. K. Sharma and Kumar . which
o the office of the respondents On 21.9.1992. This cannot be -
raken 8% &8 ground that the applicant was pot. in the kmyladqe.
The point has already been discussed and mwmé in para b of
e plea of discrimination was t;akén by‘

rhe Judousmert where b

jeants that certain )

arters have been 81 jotted out of

the appl

furn on compassioante qmtmds;; B,e}sidas there 1% 8180 @
ehsarvat Lo 1in the said para that this alone j5 not  enought
s whown 15 that relavant conditions

and what = 18 recuired to be

are applicable to the facts of @ prasent. Case.
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Application. The Review Apolicstion, is therefore, devoid of

merit and 1s dismissed by circulation.
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