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iy by Hon'ole fir* C.O.Roy,

This Revieu Application is filed by the applicant

claiming interest on the delayed payment of his retixal

benefits. The applicant has raised ail the points

which have been raised in his OA No.1521/92 and decided

by this Tribunal on 22,1.1993 as follows:

®In the conspectus of above facts, and in the
above view of the matter, the respohdents are
directed to release full retiral benefits to
the applicant as due at an early date, pre
ferably within a period of 3 mobhs from the
data of receipt of a copy of this order. In
the facts and circumstances of the case, the
bench is not inclined to grant any interest
on late payment"

2, A cons^ioue decision has been given by this

Tribunal after considering all the points raised

by the applicant for the delay in payment of retiral

benefits and disallowed payment of interest speci

fically. This review is not a revision, nor an appeal

nor reurging the same points emphatically.
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3. under order «. Rule 1df ORC, areeieu i>^intai-
nable cnly uhen the parties uere net able tu produca any
material at the tl.a bf hearln, dith due d^ligen^ut
later on they are pruduced, if there is any nistake
app,r«,l on recerd and for any specifib reasons.
4, Besides the hdn'bie Supreme Court in AIR 107u 3C
ISOO held that "the revieu of a judgement is a serious
atep and reluctant resort to it is proper only uhere the
glaring omission or patent mistate or like graee error has
crept in earlier by judicial fallaoility ... •» •
5. I do not see any mistake apparent on the decision
passed by the friounal denying payment of interest on
le. delayed payment of retiral benefits to the applicant.
Ihs time granted by the Tribunal to the Respondents is
net completely over for the payment of retiral benefits

1 • a. K Q Piipd a rev/ieu 6ven befors thisand the applicant has fiieo a review

period, claiming interest again. Besides, all the points
raiseo oy the applicant and considered oy the Tribunal,

are again raisec by uay of a reuieu in oruer to circum-

uent so as not to fall oithin the miechief of reajudicata,

6. The applicant here has again raised the same ground

uithout any notice that his gratuity and othsr retiral

benefits art uithhtld, that the respondents haus not

ccnsiderad his claim and that there uas a delay thereby

resulting in miscarriage of justice. This is mors or

less an argument kot not a mistake apparent on record.
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7. In uieu uf the cenacious decision given oy
the Triounai, I am persuaded that the applicant

has faiieo to make out a Case for payment of

intereat. I do not consider there is any mistake

apparent on the decision given by the Tribunal.

8. In the circumstances, the revieu appii-
eation is dismissed uith no oroers as to costs.

(C.y. Roy)
Member (5)


