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Open Court

CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH
AL L AHAB AL
Review Applicﬁgﬁon 82 of 2001
Uriginal ﬂpplicatioﬁ NO. 1721 of 1994

this the 29th day of “August, 2002.

Hon'ble Mre. S. Dayal, iember (A)

gon 'ble i, A.K.Bhatnagar, kember (J)

Ganesh pratap Sinch, son of Late
Surya Pratap Singh, Resident of
560=A, 3 Revenue, Smith Road,
Railway Colony, Allahabad

se e o .Applican'l‘..
By Advocate ;- Se S: Sharma .
VER2 U3
1. Unlon oi India, throucgh CGeneral Manacer

Northern Rallway, Rall Bhawan, Borada

House , New Lelhi,

24 Divisional Railway lwanager, Northern Rly.,
Allahabad.

3 senior personnél 0iiicer, Northern Rly.,
Allahabad

4e Senior Divislonal Commerclal Superintendent,

Northern Rallway, Allahabad
5 Station Superintendent, Northern Railway,
Allzhabad

& & 0 88 8 W Respondents

By Acvocate :=Shri ZAIK.Gaur.

By Hon'ble ir, S. Layal, hkember (A)

Heview petitions 81/01 and 82/01 have been heard
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together because the issues are the same and both arise

from the same order,

18 The orcder dated 22/5/01 has been challenged by

this review petition which has been illed on 18/9/01,
There is a delay condonation application No. 4174/01l in
the review No, 8L/0l and i A iO0r delay condonation No,
4176/0L in review application No. 82/0l. It has bzen
mentioned in the application that the applicant came to know
about the judgement in the second week of August 2001,
Counsel for the applicant was authorised to obtain a

copy of the judcement which was awvailable to the applicant
on 20/8/01, Thus, the delay has been on account o
non-communicaticn of the order by the erstwhile counsel
for the applicant and in sendin¢ a copy o' the order by
the present counsel, Counsel ior Res, objects to the

prayer ior condonation of delay on the (round that there is nc

proci 01 earlier counsel not havince communicated the

“N
judement to the applicant, Since there 1s an adwerse
ei.ect on the prospects oi the applicant as alleged in

the review petition, we consider it appropriate to condone
delay in this c ase and consider the review petition on

merit,

3e Counsel ior the applicant has contended that the

applicant had been working for a long period as typist

and had bzen appointed as typist, The prayer made by the

counsel for the applicant for direction to the respundents
{ing vatn A

to consider the cases of the applicants in g that ke
cq, A— in "L

J\J:‘Eu_utlari:-*w':ﬁ'-if:lrvt ¢ e UA lo. 1501/94 was inadvertant and

was not authcrised by the applicants., Therefore, the ordars

shoulc be recalleu so that the applicant's intercst could be =

safeguarded by re-hearing of the case, i has, in this cc.n ¢
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connection, relied upon the judcement oi HHon'ble Supreme
Court in Central counsel ior Research in Ayurveda and
8iidha and another (2001) 5 SCC 60 in which it has been

held that ii counsel made and admission or concession
inadvertantly or under the mistaken impression of law,

it would not be binding on his client., He has also c-ited
the judegement of Hon'ble Supreme Céurt in Uptron India Ltd.
Vs Shammi Bhan and another 1998 SCC L&S 1601 in which it
has been held that the wrong concession made by counsel on

a question of law is not binding on the client.

4, Counsel itor the Res., contests the claim for counsel
for responcents that these cases should be reviewdunder the
authorities cited on the ground that only a concesslon made
cn the question o1 law would entitle an applicant to claim

the benifit of the ratic of the decisions of Hon'ble

Supreme Court,

57 Counsel for the applicant,on the other hand, has
drawn attentlon to the judgement to the effect that an
admisslon Or concession made inadvertantly or under mistaken
impression of law was not binding on the client. The iacts
of <the cascs decided by Hon'ble Supreme Court ior which
law has been derived show that there was a wrong concession

with regard to the law as prevalent.

6. Wwe have considered the submissions of counsels.

We find that the prayer of gounsel for the applicant in
both the case *wa? inLtrB interest 01 the applicant . Under
the circumstances, we dismiss the recview petitions.

NO order as to costs,
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wember (J) wember (A)
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