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This ap 

of the A 

seeking a 

10.11.199 

Tribunal 

portion o  

lication has been filed under Sec.22  (f ) 

ministrative Tribunals Act, 1985 

review of the judgment and order dated 

which a Single Member Bench of this 

llowed O.A. No. 314 of 1992. The operative 

the said order reads as follows; 

" I view of the discussion aforesaid, this 

pet tion is allowed. The order impugned 

dat d 21.3.1988 is hereby quashed and the 

the respondents are directed to appoint the 

pet tioner in a suitable post in Class—III 

cat gory having regard to her qualifications 

wit in a period of 3 months from the date of 

com unic tion of this order." 

2. 	The aforesaid order is sought to be reviewed 

on the g ound that on inquiry, it has been 
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I 

found th 

pendency 

been averr 

was furth 

level and 

to comple 

averred 

has repor 

t the applicant got married during the 

f the O.A. before this Tribunal. It has 

d that on receipt of the order, the matter 

processed at the divisional headquarters 

the Sedior delfare Inspector was deputed 

e the formalities. It has further been Cat@ 

hat the said Senior'Welfare Inspector 

ed that he was informed by one Smt. Sudha 

Asthanakfe of the elder brother of the applicant' s 

husband that the applicant got married at Jaunpur 

during t e pendency of the Original Application which 

was allo d in her favour. A copy of the report of 

the said valf are inspector has been placed as 

Anne xur e 

submitte 

applican 

marriage 

att ent 10 

of the j 

of the fa 

their kno 

3. 	Th 

counter 

there is 

got marr 

Applicat 

applic at 

3 to the ravievy,  applic.:tion. It has been 

by the respondents, who are the present 

in the review application,that the f act of 

of the applicant required serious tiactSitdar/4- 
4estra"-tt- 

of this Tribunal and would 'net review 

dgment and order already passed. En view 

t that the Applicant' s marriage came to 411 

/ledge only subsequently. 

applicant in the O.A. has filed a 

ff idavit to the review application. Though, 

no specific denial of the allegations that sh( 

ed during the pendency of the Original 

on, she has submitted that the review 

on is not maintainable and that there was 
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no question of completing any formalities after 

specific order has been passed by the Tribunal 

directing the respondents to provide her employment 

on compassionate ground. 

4. 	The review application was filed on 10.2.1994. 

Since the judoment and order of which review has 

been sought was passed on 10.11.1993 and was 

communicated shortly thereafter to the respondents, 

the review application was not filed within the 

period of limitation. The erstwhile respondents 

and the present applicants in the review application 

have filed a delay condonation application along with 

the review application. It has been submitted therein 

that in view of the facts averred in the review 

application, the delay in filing the said applicaI/N 

be condoned. It would iesZ appeared from the averments 

made in the review application that the delay has been 

caused by the respondents in the 0.A4undertaking 

an inquiry intoimarital status of the applicant. 

The direction given byA Tribunal in its order dated 

10.11.1993 is absolutely clear and unambiguous. It 

directed the respondents to appoint the petitioner 

an a suitable post in Class—III category having 
4-- at 

regard to her qualifications and that was required 

tti the respondentyo ascertain the qualifications 

of the applicant and to offer her a job commensurate 
04Q4A,61-"% 

with her qualification in Class—III category1to 

undertake an investigation withregard to the suitabili-

ty of the applicant on any ground except her 
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qualific 

status. 

are 4:a 

review a 

dismisse 

tions and least of all into her marital 

view of this, the reasons for delay 

convincing and cannot be condoned.The 

plication is, therefore, liable to be 

on the ground of limitationotemp.ou-1,4 

A 

5. 	A, 

we find 

for revi 

her alleg 

original 

the cont 

got marr 

such ma 

on comp 

an orde 

already 

an error 

any fres' 

the ord 

be brou 

find no 

on the 

now bro 

controve 

art from the delay in filing the application 

hat the only ground taken in this case 

w of the earlier order is the fact of 

ed marriage d:Iring the pendency of the 

application. We see no reason to enter into 

oversy as to whether the applicant really 

ed or if so what would be the effect of 
t, 

iage on her eligibility to be granted iv-rite 

ssionat ground. The scope of review of 

already passed is very limited. The order 

,assed can be reviewed only ar there is 
ti 

apparent on the face of the records or if 

matter is brought out requiring review of 

passed provided such matter could not 

ht out earlier despite due dcligence. je 

error apparent in the order dated 10.11.1993 

act of the record. The fresh fact which is 

ght out is wholly irrelevant to the 

sy in the Original Application. 

6. 	I view of the foregoing, we find no merit 

in the eview application which in any case is barred 

A 



by limitati n. The said review application is 

therefore, ismissed. The interim order passed 

staying the judgment and order dated L0.11.1993 is 

vacated, here will Le no order as to costs. 

Mice—Chairman 

(n.u.) 

Me m er CA) 


