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IN THE CENI'RAL ADM:INIS rRP .. TIVE I'RIB\JNAL, JAI?TJR BEf.J:H 
.JAIPUR. 

R • P. No • 5 8 /9 3 ~t. of order:,16.7.93 

: A~plicant/petitioner 

Vs. 

<Jn ion of India & Ors Respondents. 

CORAM 

Hon'ble Mr.Justice D.L.P.:ehtq,, Vice Cha±rman 

Hon'ble Mr.B.B.~la.hajan, Member (Adm.). 

,,,..\ PER. HON' BLE MR. B. B. J\11\HAJAN, MEMBER (ADM.) . 

\ - ' 

~ 
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We have considered the above Review Petition 

under Rule 17(3) of the Central Administrative rribuflCl.l 

(Procedure) Rules, 1987. 

2. The Review Petition against our order of 1.2.' 93 

has been filed on 11.6.93. ·.rhe period of limitation 

prescribed in Rule 17 is 30 days from the date of order. 

The petition is thus delayed by -over 3 months. ·rhe 

petitioner has filed an M.P. for condonation of· delay 

(M.P.No.370/93)·. In that M.P., he has stated that he 

was hoping to get a free eopy o_f the order and when it 

was not made available, an application was moved Qn his 

behalf for obtaining a copy which v1as de 1 ivered to him 

on 13.5.93 ana the review petition ti.as submitted within 

30 days of the receipt of the copy of the order. Accord­

ing to the report of the Registry, the copy of our order 

was despatched to the applicant on 16.2.93 the same 
I 

should be presumed to have bee-B~reached t-o- the applicant 

in the normal course before the end of February 1993. 

The explanation for the delay is thus not convincing. 

Ho,iYever, ta}d,.ng a 1 iberal view of the matter enjoined 

by the Hon' ble Supreme ~ourt_ in Land Acquisition Collector 

Anantnag Vs. Katiji AIR 1987 SC 1353, the delay is 

condoned. 
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3. Qne of the ground on which the r.A. was dismissed 

by our order' dated 1.2.93 was that the co;Jy of the 

order which the a;.:iplicant sought to be set aside hus 

not been Pro:iuced. It hets not stated in the Review 

Petition that the copy of the order had been ?roduced. 

It can not therefore be hel:l that there ·was any error 

anparent on the face of the record in rejecting the 

r .A. ·rhe other grounds mentioned in the r~eview ?eti-

tion are of no avail when the r .A could be rejected 

on the ground of nonproduction of CO?Y of the order 

sought to be set aside. rhere is therefore no force 

in the Review Petition, the same is accordingly 

dismissed in limine. 

;J-) t ,ti.// 
i.L.Mehta) 

Vice Chairman. 


