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4./ 14.2.2005, ORDER
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RA No. 09 of 2004
(arising out of OA 47 of 1996)

Nones for the applicant.
shri S.K. Tiwary, counsel for respondents.

After perusal of order sheet, it is seen that
none was present on behalf of the parties on the previous
date, i.e. 9.11.2004, which goes to show that the |
applicant has no interest in pursuihg the matter.
2. So far as merits of the case is concerned, it is
pointed out by the counsel for the respondents that
it is barred' By I;mitation. The order dismissing the main |
OA 47 of 1996 uwas passed on 11.11.2003 whereas RA was

filed on 27.2.2004 which is beyond the limitatiiaaperiod

of 30 days prescribed in the Rule, as per *ﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁzigﬁauamm
application shall Bbe entertained unless it _is filed witth;
: NS
thirty days from the date of receipt of copy of the \K;
order sought to be reviausd'. tw~ “e foies e \
3. Therefore, this RA stands dismissed ana disposed<~f

of as barred by limitation. No order as to costse.
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