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This R“v’mh App1ication has been f Ted by ti
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in respect ‘of -the order dated $.2.1996 in 0A Nor. 10 4795, The

claim of the . applicant for his categorisation as a result  of

the medical examination held in 1961, s also the . appointment
. * 8

by way of compassionate appointment in favour of his son, wWas
rejected on the ground that the same was time barred. The

applicant haz now sought a review of the said order on the-
ground that- ~the right of consideration of c¢laim in respect of
pen§ionary . benefits is a vested right and cannot be barred by

5 Timitation, and that since the claim of the 04 remained pending

with the e resopndvntu No.3 upto 1991, the application was
e T ¥ . : ‘ -
within time. It | as dtso heen ple
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take into account the MA attached with the OA for condonation

of delay which deserves to be granted in the light of various
judgments of the Supreme Court in recent case CA  No.

No.10218/1995 Manohar Vs. State of Karnataka (SC sL) 1996 = 86

Jan.).
2, 1 have carefully considered the ground taken in the
Review Application. The arguments advanced regarding

1imitation were duly considered in the order in para No.6 and 7
thereof. This was not a case of denial of pensionary benefits
but a change in his terminal benefits. This question ha&
already been settlzed in 1988-89, and it was observed that the
applicant could not now, after an interval of seven years,
agitate that he was not retired in the proper capacity or that
he had a different option regarding his terminal benefits.
Wwhat the applicant is seeking in the review application is to
suggest a different intepretation of the factgswhich is not a
subject matter of a Review Application but an appeal before the
appropriate forum. For this reason 1 am unable to find any
merit in  the Review Application, which is accordingly

dismissed.
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