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R.A. 9/93

MP.62/93 in T.ne 2134/92

Shri R.K. Gaur \Is; Jnion of India and Ancther

The Review -pplicstion has bezen filed by the petiioner
ajeinst the judgment dt.30.1G.1992 passed in OA 2134/92 in
which the petitioner hus claimed certuin retirement benefits.
The present deview Application is barred by limitatien and
P 62/93 has been moved for condonation ofdel g supported by
an affidavit. In the ¥ for codonation of del ay, the
petitioner deposed in the affidavit th it he received the copy ] i
of the judgment on 3C.1L.1992, hence the delay in filing the
Revicw spplicstion. It is gpparent from the desositien made f
by the petitiomr th.t the delyy caused in filing the Review L
polication was beyond the control of the petitioner and in
view of this fact for the reassons given in i 62/93, the delay

in filing the Review Jpplicetion is corored and the Review

“oplization is being disposed of on merits. i

2. As provided by Section 22(3)(f) of the Act, the Tribunal
Pessesses the same powers of review as ape vested in a Givil
Court while tryiﬁg a Civil suit. As ser the provisions of
Order XLVIL, Rule 1 of the Cgre ¢’ Clivil Procedure, 4 decisien/
judgment/crder cun be re vieved 3 | '%

(1) if it suffers from an error aparent on the face of
the record; or

(i1) is liable 4 be reviewed on eccount of discovery of
Aty ew material or evidence which was net within
the knswledge ¢f the party er could net be p roduced
by him 2t the time the judgme nt was made, despite
due diligence; or '

(iii) 'for ay othar sufficient reasen Construed to mean
énalogeus reason'.

3. In this Review Adplication, the petiticrer has again

feasserted his claim for salary for 7 day s, i.e., from 1.11;19{33§
y
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to 7.11.1988. This claim has been rightly disallowed as the
gpplicant has not cleimd the same when the salary became due
to the petitioner or by way ofamendment in an egrlier

YA 1.2050/89 vhich he filed for correction of date of

i
birth, vhich was finally disposed of agalnst the petiticrer :
by the order dt.20,1.i989. The cluin for bonus ¢f the .
petitisner fur the ye:ir 1985-39 hzs also been disallowed {
obviously on the same ground that the claim is barred by
limitation. The judgment under reviey has adequately dealt !
with th: matter which the petitiorer wants to reagitate by :’
frash argumnts. The adplicent/petitioner Caiinot repgpen the §
whele case and place again the same arquments vhich have ‘
alre zdy been conside red by passing the judgment in the La. é:

g
4, Paras-11 to 22 of the RA deal only with fresh argum nts ’M

¥

on the clainms, prayed for, in the Ua for the grant of DCRG and

etention of the Rallway guart:r even after the date of
superannuation which the ppolicant re ached on 1.11.1983. The
petitioner has been in cg Ntinuous retention of the s aid
querter. The petitioner has referred to the Fyll Bench
decision in Wazir Cha: 's case. e has alsc referred to the
judgment of the Hon'ble Supre e Court in $hiy Charan's

case, reported in 1992 (1%) .IC P=127. In the judgment it self,
reference has been made to ancther judgment of the Hon'ble ,
Supreme Court in the case of Raj Pal Wahi (sLp 7688~-91/88) decided;
on 27.11.1989. The matter has been fully dealt with in the |
judgment on the basis of the autherities referred to abowve,
There is ng SCope to reconsider the same and

there is npe rrer

Pparent on the face of the judgment. The Revieyw Aoplicstien

s, therefore, dewoid of merit and is dismissed,
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