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of the Tribunal is erroneocuse. It is well established that
W B ‘}-h‘\f Mlo.c-."%wdw;“\
this Tribunal fer reviewing its order)can do so accordirg—to R

a b
the provisions analagoustvailahle to the Civil Court in

order 47 Rule-1 of CPC. In our vieu none of tne grounds
laid douwn in order-47 rule-1 of the CPC would apply'in
the inetant case for review of our order dt.25-5-90. Conse-

quently both the MA 1039/90 and the R.P.131/90 are ré jected.

Mo order as to costs.
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case. There after this reviey petition has been filed
after an admitted delay of 134 days. The only ground on

w o
which the applicant seeks condonation of delaypthat he has h
preferred an appeal in the Supreme Court against the order
of this Tribunal datsd 25-5-90, that the Supreme Court

R
dismissed the claim on 21-9-90 and that there-after he ks
. h vods) B—

prefered the present Reviey Petition. It is clear that +he
grounds are adduced for delay in pfeferring the Revieu y
Petition. The rignt to seek review had arisen immediately .
after receipt of the Judgment., Tne fact that the applicant

was pursuing the remedy by way of an appeal to the Supreme
P g y by Y o

Court is not a ground for condoning the delay. He opught to

have immediately after receiving the Judgment nreferred g

the Review Fetition within 30 days of such receipt. Failure

i

o feek Dk Iw

to do s3 is clearly wanton ,azmdsince_tha epplicant had ﬁ
Wt i by ol tmitien) B !

preferred an appeal before the Supreme Cour}Lbefore seeking |

revieu of our order dt.25-5—9q)clearly shows thet he is

seeking to try one more chance. Hence it is clear that the

- A

ground raised by ths applicant faor Condonation of delay has

no merit,

K Even on merits there are no grounds for reviewing
- _ e

our order dt,25-5-90. The applicant's cantentlon thau the
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Judumaak is contrary to lau material agn rec

and without considering the material on record and vi

irregularities., All the Grounds raised in this R
Saa g b grehlo sl U
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