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~n Court 

CENTRAL ADi~1INLTRAT I VE TRlJ:3U~I-\L 

ALLAHJi.BAD BENCH 

ALLAHABA!J 

Revie w Appli~ifon 82 of 2001 

uri9inal App licati on No. 1721 ot 1 994 

this the 29th day Of .:Al.Jgl.lSt , 2002. 

Hon 1ble Mr . s. Dayal, i .. amber (A} 

I::En 'ble Ur 1 A. K . Bhatn a gar 1 l$rnber (J l 

Ganes h pratap~ Sin <; h , son of Late 

Sur ya Pratap Sin£h , Res i de nt of 

560-A, 3 Revenue , Smith Road , 

nailway Ool ony , Allahabad 

• 

•••• • •• Applicant • 

1 . 

2 • 

3 . 

4 . 

5. 

V E 11. .;, U .::> - --- - -
Union Of India , throu~h Ce neral i-•iana~er 

• • Northern .Rail way , R.al.l Bhawan , Borada 

House , New ce lhi. 

Divis i onal .Rai l way iHanaser , Northern .Rly. , 

Allahabad • 

Senior personnel o1i i cer , Northern Rly., 

Allahabad 

Senior Divisional Commerc ial Superintendent , 

Northern Railway , All ahabad 

Station Superintend~nt , Nor t hern Ra i lway , 

Al l ahabad 

•.••••• • Re spond.e nts 

ORDER ._ ___ _ 
By Hon 'ble Ncr: . s . Dayal , /.ember (A) 

H.e view petitions 81/01 and 82/01 have bee n heard 
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together be cause the issue s are t re sa roo and both arise 

from the sane order. 

2. The oraer dated L2/ 5/0l has been challen~e d by 

this review petition whic h has bee n .1. iled on 18/9/0l. 

There is a delay condonation app lic ation No. 4174/01 in 

the review No. 81/01 and Ni.A t or delay condonation No. 

4176/0l in r e view apglic ation No. 82/01. It has b~en 

ment i one d in the applic ation that the applicant came to knov 

about t he judgement in t re s e cond v-~ek of .Au gust 2001. 

Oounse l f or t he applicant was authorised to obtain a 

copy of t he judce ment whi ch was availabl e to the applicant 

0n 20/8/01. Thus , the de l ay has be en on account o: 

non-communic. atiqn of t he order by the er s t v1hile counse 1 

f or t he applicant and in se ndin ~ a copy o the order by 

the prese nt counse l. COunse l t or Res . o bj ects to the 

pr aye r i. or condonation of de lay on the sround that t here is nc 

proo1 0 1 earlier counse l not havin l communicat ed the 

jud ~e ment to t he applic ant . Since there is an advers e 

ef . e ct on the prospects ot the applicant as alle c;ea in 

the r e vievJ pe t ition, .. ~ con s i ae r it appropriate to c ondone 

de l ay in this c ase an d cons i der t l-e revievv petition on 

me r it. 

3 . Counsel 10r the applicant has cont e nded t ha t too 

applicant ha d been wor king for a long period as typis t 

and had reen appo inted as typist. The pr ayer made by the 

counse 1 for the applicant for dire c t i on 

c ase s ~ 
t'w . ·(, . 

t he app lic ants 

to t he re sp un de nts 
{i'o\ 'l w; ~ .L 

in~that~ to consider t he 
~ )v 1 . . 
r et u ar ~s at~on 

.\ - ~A W UA No . 1501/94 was inactvertant and 

\Jas not author ised by the applic ants . Th~re f ore, the ord.:rs 

shoulC: be r~c alle u ::;o that t ha applicant •s inter~:: st could be 

safe 9u arde d by re -he aring of t l~ case . 
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connection, relied upon too judserue nt 01. Hon ' ble Supreme 

COurt in Central counsel f or !lese arch in Ayur veda and 

Siua ha and another (2001) 5 5CC 60 in vJhich it has been 

hela that i 1 counse l made and admiss ion or conce ssion 

inadvertantly or under tlla mi s taken i mpress ion of law, 

it would not be binding on his client. H:! has also c-ited 

t he judgement of Hon 1ble Suprena Court in Uptron India Ltd. 

vs Shammi Bhan and another 1998 sec L&S 1601 in which it 

has be en held that the wron g conce s s i on made by counsel on 

a question of l aw i s not b inding on the client • 

4. Counse l l or tha .Res . contests t he claim for counse l 

for r e sponc.e nts that the se cases should be review,~noer tre 

authorities citea on the sround that only .a concession maae 

on the qu~stion 0 1 l aw v1ould entitle an applicant to claim 

t he benifit ot the ratio Of the dec isions Of 1-k>n ' ble 

Suprene Court. 

5 . Counse l f or the appl i cant ,on the ot her hand , has 

dr awn attenti on to the judge ment to the effect that an 

admis s ion or concession made in advertantly or under mistaken 

i mpress i on of law was not bindino on the client. The 1acts _, 

of the casa s decided by Hon 'ble Suprerre Court f or which 

l aw has be en der i ved shovJ that there was a wrong con cession 

with re gar d to the l aw as pre valent • 

6. VJe have considere d the submiss ions of counse l s .. 

~~e find that the pr ayer of counse 1 f Or the appl i cant in 
' ~~ ,{__ 

both t he case s w as in the interest 0 1 the applicant • l.hder 
~ 

the circumst ances , we d ismi ss tre r ..:: vJ.C w petitions . 

No order as to costs . 

k 
Ivember (J) 

madhu 
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