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Misc,. Review application No, 3009 of 1992
In
Qriginal Application 241 of 1992

Surya Prakash eos Applicant
Versus

uynion of India and Ors, 'sses Respondents

CORAM 3

Hon. Mre Justice UL, Srivastava, V.G

Hons Mr. Ko (bayya, Member (& )

( By Hone Mr. Justice UL . Srivastava, V.C. )

The review applicction has been sought on the
enunciation of legal position by the Hon'ble Supreme
Court of India., The case has been decided by hearing
the counsel f or both the parties and thereaf ter the
suspension order was guashed, The respondents in
the review application,thanselves stated that subsee
gquently the Supreme Court deciddddthe cése of Nelson
Motis Vs. Union of India (1991 SC Cases L&S pg 13) whiclh
-h wés decided on 2.9.92 whereas this judgment was
given on 27.7.92 and the view which hes been taken by

this Tribunal iz ageinst the decision of the Supreme
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Court in Nelson Motis case referred to above, The

said judgment was not brought to cur notice. May it be,
by that time it was not published in any Journal. The
Case was decided in the month of July end the review
application hes been filed in the month of December
1992, The review application is liable to be dismissed
on the ground of limitation itself as the explanation
which was given by the respondents who moved the

review application that they have collected coump=age

to approach this Tribunal after the settling of the
legal position by the Supreme Court, There is no ground
for condoning delay and the application is liable to

be rejected ev en on merit, merely becCause a legal
positioﬁ enunciated by the Supreme court and the same
was not brought to the notice of thé Tribunal earlier
S5ome opinion to the contrary were made as the relevant
rule existed @& by itselfjggt be a ground for review or
recalling the order.

2 We have only quashed the suspension order. It

is for the respondents to pass suspension order with-
retrospeciive efﬁect anad it is not a matter in which our
judgment is to be recalled on the ground of subsequent
discovery of & ruling which was in existence, #accordingly,
the review applicution is lieble to ke rejected on merit

application is rejected, ZAZV////’
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