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Lhould have been filed within one year from that.
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Hén'ble Mr. Ne.R. Chandran .. Judicial Member

19, 7.,1990

He@rd counsel for the applicant and respondents.
The responhdent raises an objection that the application
is barred by limitation in as much as the statutory
order passed on the revision is dt. 9.2.1988 and
therefore further representations made by the applicant
cannot be taken into account of fixing the limitation.
There is considerable force in this contention. 2t this
stage, cqunsel for the applicant wants time to file
an appligation for condonation of delay. Post the matter

tor admi$sion, after the condonation of delay application

is filed, .
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