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The Review .'Application has been filea by the petitioner

against the judgment dt .30.X0.X992 passed in OA 2X34/92 in

•.'h ich the petitioner has claimed certain retirement benefits.

The present iteview .-application is barred by limitation and I
I

93 has been mo^/ed for condonation ofdelay supported by i
an affidavit. In the MP for conionation of delay, the j

petitioner deposed in the affidavit that he received the copy i
of the judgment on 30.ii.X992, hence the delay in filing the :
Review application. it is apparent from the deoositian made (

i
by the petitiof>er th.t the delay caused in filing the Review j
.pplication was beyond the contrt)l of the petitioner and in
view of this fact for the reasons given in :4P 62/93, the delay j
in filing the Review Application is coryioned and the Review |
application is being disposed of on merits. f

2. as provided by Section 22(3} (f) af tte Act, Hie Tribunal i
possesses the sa;i«^ po^rs of review as are vested in a GivH
Court «hile tiYing ocivil suit. As oer the provisions of i
Order XLVII, Rule i of the Cpoe c: Civil Procedure, s decision/ i
judgment/order can be reviev^d : |

the''recoJdt"r'"'' 8" the face ,f :

the knoviedge of l^Av ® within
by him et the time' tho°fS d ?8uld not be produced

diligence; of l"dg,rent was made, despite

nSalfgoSfreaso^n"'"'®"^ to mean
i3. In this Review -^plication, the petitioner has again ^

reasserted his claim for salary foe 7 j , o .> o» / u^, s, ^.e., from i.ii.igesi
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to 7.11.1988. This claim has been rightly bisallovbd as the

applicant has not claa.r!>5c the same uhen the salary became due
to the petitioner or by way ofamendment in an earlier
ort ilo.2o'bO/89 lAhich he filed for corrx^ction of date ©f

birth, v^ich was finally disposed of against the petitioner
by the order dt.2C .1.1989. The claim for bonus cf the

petitio^aer for the year 198o-89 h.s also been disallo^^ed
ob^/iously on the same ground that the claim is barred by
limitation. The judgment under review has adequately dealt
v.ath the matter vdiich the petitioner wants to re agitate by
fresh argu^^nts. The applicanVpetitlemr can.^t reopen the
lAhele case ana place again the same arguoBnts v.hich have
already been consideied by passing the judg:nent in the ..h.

4. Para^ll t= 22 =f the de .1 only >,ith fresh argu.se nts -
on the Claires, pr.yeo for, in the for the grant of •JCRG and
^•tantion of the aailv.ay quarter ewnafter the date of
supe rannuation vliich the iijol irn'-f+ w. ^me applicant achea on 1.11.1983. The
pe ti tic ne r has bee a ^n o4- -i r-, ,-S o en c.ntinuous retention of the said
quarter. The petitiorv^r h to r-

referrea to the Full Bench
aecision in iVazir Qirrnd-s case, .te has also referred f, the
iudgin nt of the .Hon'dla Supre.e Court in ShivCharan's
case, reported In 1992 (19) .,IC p.ipg in +ho • •

P J-Z;/. in the ]uagr7ient itself
reference has been mrio a.u 'been mace to another judqiient of the Hon'ble

on27\llT, 7688-91/83) decidec— .The matter has been fully dealt with in the

-f-e is no scape to reconsider the --mo > xi.siaerthe ana there is no e ri®r
apparent on the f.tce nf +ho • •

IS, therefore, de.^id pf ^^d is dismissed.
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