of
\

2N

iePe 0. 378 of 1996
-
P S

Ouhhe Joe 210 oF

fu—
A
-

this the __Sth cay cf _July 1096

Horn'‘ble lir 0.C. Verma, lierbar (J)

The a»plicant in C.As No. 210/91 has filegd
1i.Po Noo 378/96 for modification of thes order dated

2768.92 nassed in C.iss loe 210/91 Syed Afzal [ustafa &
20 others Vs. Union of India & others.

20 ¢ ap reciate thes noints raised bzfors
this Banch, the bricf facts of the casa is ¢ivaa balow
Syed afzal [wstaZa & 20 othors hed Ziled
Q.o 0o 210/91 Lor bznefit of snacial nay,
ith d&nterast 2tce The sald Cene vas cllored =3 -er ~he
detailed order datad 20.8«92 by a 5ingls !z ioer 2

Lo

¢l this Tribunal. Houavar, there -as

~ .

Ciraction for paymant of interest - on

£ Subssuently, the uoolicant I

{led Z.cntermmt
metition o. 24/93 due to non~comlizcz ol "n: nrisr
~a852d in the Cene Ioe 210/S1. T Concarws Fatitione
vas rojeoted by Division 3anc ordar Cated 2%.51.96:
vizreln it vwes doced et Ceeeme—e oz G0 ot T

saccilic direction or cven a Tidisc in £ iudoreat
in rogard o clain oF the o~ lic s or iterasst on
errzars,’

G It omay, howaovan, 2 weisd that

wh arainst
ordzr of _he Uribhunal ’ raseos in Cuoa.

0. 2.0/91, Unin~ ol Tmrrad o 30F

2 s 5 3TF {CTivil)
e 22m3007 Unlon o

255 Tse lyed  afzal
Tvntala & 3230 others.e e Lon'hla Sumrete Counrst hos
ifz Ls ordnr doad 20 .4.93 50 i o
= T St lan Tzt 2 cimned
g . - s 2RSS0 DLl el Ty T =oplisant,
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The learned counszl for the aoplicant

has submitted that as the 0.A, was decided by Single

sierber Beach ind the relief for interest was,br mistake,

10t granted, The said judgment can be modifisd by
another 3ingle ik

s

iy2r Zxnch and for this purpose this

:seFe H0o 378/96 may be treated as Reviev Npplication.

6o Ch behalf of the resnondents, Dr. Do

) . 4ion application +
Chandra has filed an obJectloQS/tor modification of

the order and for converting the 1.P. . 378/96

as Raview application,.

7o

After hearing the learned caunsel for the

applicdant, I am of the view that the submissions of +he

learned counsel has no rerit. The O.A. as decidsd
in August, 1992 and if no relief for intsrest was granted,

the applicant should have filed a Review Application with-

in the time prescrined the-efor.

The 1

This was not dons,
2arned counsel has subnmitted that the fact came to
knowledge only after the Counter affidavit was filsd by

the respoadents in the C.C.P. 24/93. It is seen that

Counter affidavit in the szid C.C.P. was filed by the

respondents on 16.11,.95, Therafore, even if, for arcumant

sake, the submission of thas learned counsel pe accapted,

» therzacter,
the Review Application should have te=n filedjwithin the

period prescribed for filing Review Application

was not done.

senv@n that
from any angle, the application for

review of the judgment and order dated 20.8,92 is barred
by limitation.

8. The submissions of the learned counsel for

tha applicant can 0t be accepted on another ground also.
-rgalnst the ordsr of the Tribunal datad 20.8.92, "nion of
India filed SIP ang admittedly the SIP was dismissad.

The order of the Tribunal, therefore, got - merred oish
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the order of th= apex court.

7 vimmenRser cannot modify the

PRl dvi

9.

maintainable
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This Tribunal, ther=fore,

earlier order.

In view of the above, the ll.P. ks not
and is rejected.
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HMZBER (J)
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