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Tha applicants have filed the Review Application

aaainst tho aiKioefrsMit dt. 4.9,1992 Iw wtiich the QA was

•dirvnlssed as barred by 1 imitation. In this Review

Application, the applicants acjain want, to raise cert.ain

arqurnents and also annexed a copy of the j'oAiHsment of the

Pri.ncioal Bench in the case of Namsh Kumar & Ors. Vs. Union

of India (OA 2014/90) decidad on 31.5. .1991. He has' also filed

a copy of t.he j'udcjement in the case of R.S.Verma Vs. Union of

India (OA 161/90) decided on 10.3.1992 and in OA 601/B?

decided cn 16.9, 1992 by the Principal Bench, The ieaj-ned

counsel has also filed another copy of the judcjement in OA

339/90 decided by the .Jabalpjr Bench on 25.B. 1992. I have

oone thrcsinh the above jiiidqer»w»ts also which were not cited at.

the time of hearincj. In any rase, the case of the appli-cant?

has beer, considered in the llqht of the of the

Hon'ble .Supreme Coi.irt in thorase of Bl»oop Sinqh Vs. Union of

India, reported in 1992 (2) ATJ 153. This case has not beem

at all discussed i.n any of the authorities cited by the

learned co».msel for the appl icants.

As provided by «se«ri:,lon 22(3)<f) of the .Act, the

Tnbnnai possesses the same powers of review as are vested in

a, Civi 1 Court, while trylno a • civil suit. As per the
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provisions of Orrter XL.VH'. Riile!- t of ths (..i::)de of Civil

P!'OC.^.ii)re, a de<"r:isi.c)rv/ii.K5q«rjBnt/otTier' can te rtwits»-.!ii ;

(i ) if it. suffero frt:)fn an error aptjarent. on tlte I'ac^

of t-he rec:xjrtl: or

(ii) is liab'le t.o be reviewed an acxxjumt of discovery

of any riew iftat.er"i.a.t or evi.den«."xit wh.ich was not

witfiin the knowledqe of the party or cwld not be

produced by him at the ti.me the iisdacsmsmt was

frBde,, despite due diiiq«x:*e: or

{i.ii) for any othei- snfficierrt.. rea'son cxwist-iiied to mean

"analor^ons rs«son".

\

. In view of tte abr>ve facts, there is no foix» in this

fteview ••^Fip.ii.cation and the same is dismissed.

(J.P. SHARMA)


