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of the Tribunal is erroneous. It is well established that 
rL( 

	

this Tribunal ?-et reviewing its order )can do so 	
0 

the provisions anaiagousvailabl8 to th Civil Court in 

order 47 Rule-i of CPC. In our view none of tue grounds 

laid down in order-47 rule-i of the CPC would apply in 

the instant case for review of our order dt.25-5-90. Conse-

quently both the MR 1039/90 and the R.P.131/90 are r&iec.ted. 

No order as to costs. 
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case. There after this review petition has been filed 

after an admitted delay of 134 days. The only ground on 

which the applicant seeks condonation of delay that he has 

preferred an appeal in the Supreme Court against the order 

of this Tribunal dated 25-5-90, that the Supreme Court 

dismissed the claim on 21-9-90 and that there-after he 

prefered the present Review Petition. it is clear that t-te 

grounds are adduced for delay in preferring the Review 

Petition. The right to seek review had arisen immediately 

after receipt of the Judgment. The fact that the applicant 

was pursuing the remedy by way of an appeal to the Supreme 

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

have immediately after receiving the Judgment preferred 

the Review Petition within 30 days of such receipt. Failurc 

j\j (eel RWA 
to do so is clearty wanton •ad4ce4 	applicant had 

L2t tm%t 

preferred an appeal before the Supreme Cour;Jbefore seeking 

review of our order dt.25_5-90 clearly shows that he is 

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

ground raised by the applicant for condonation of delay has 
I 

no merit. 

3. 	Even on merits there are no grounds for reviewing 

our order dt.25-5-90. The applicant's contention that the 

o -f z c c 40& 

is contrary to law, material on rec jA 
and without considering the material on record and v 

irregularities. All the grounds raised in this R 

ctt&pIu ttrehkjk A 
an 




