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PRINCIPAL BENCHS REW DELHI

R.A.NO.84/93 in OA NO.1521/92

BATE OF JuU GEFENT 3 30-3-1993

BETWEENS

Shri J.5. gisht oe Applit':ant
Vs.

Delhi Acministrationg .. HResponuents

Counsel for the applicant Applicant in person

Judyement deliivered .. .1y oy Hon'onle HMrI. C.J.Roy,
¢ emd er(Jol)

This Review Application is filed by the applicant
claiming interest on the delayed payment of his retiral
oenefits. The applicant has raised all the points
Jhich have been raised in his OA N0.1521/92 and decided
by this Tribunal on 22.1.1993 as followss |

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

2, A constious decision has been given by this

M
Tribunal after considering all the points raised
by the applitant for the delay in peyment of retiral
benefits and disallowed payment of interest speci-

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

nor rteurging the same points emphatically.
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5. under Order 47, Rule 1 of CFC, 2 rovieu isSwdintai-
nable only when the pafties uere not able tu produce any
material at tihe t ime of hearing with due déliQEntgbut
later on they are produced, if there is any mist ake
apparent on recaord and for any specific reasovns.

4. Besides the hon'ble Supreme Court in AIR 1975 SC

1500 held that “the review of a judgement is a serious

step and reluctant resort to it is pruger only where the

glaIing'OmiBSion or patent mistake OF like grave error has
crept in earlier by judicial fallanilitye..."e

5. I do not see any mistake apparent on the decision
passed Dy the Triounal denying payment of interest on

the delayeo payment of retiral benefits to the applicant.
The time granted by the Tripunal to the Respondents is
not completely oOver for the payment of ret iral benefits
and the applicant haé filed a‘revieu eveﬁ before this
period, claiming interest again. desides, all the points
raised by the applicant and consiQered oy the Tribunal,
aTe again raisedc Dy uway of a review in orver to circum-

vent so as not to fall uithin the mischief of resjudicata.

6. The applicant here has again'raised the same ground
without any notice that his gratuity and other retiral
benefits are withheld, that the ragspondents have not
consicered his claim and that there was a delay thereby
resulting in miscarriage of justice. This is more of

less an argument kot not a mistake apparent on record.
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7. In view of the conscious decision given Dy
tha Triobunal, I am persuaded that the applicant
has failed to make out g Case for payment of
interest. I do not consider there is any mistake

apparent on the decision giyen by the Tribunal,

8. In the Circumstances, the review appli-

Cation is dismissed with no orders a3 to costs.

(C.Y. Roy)
Member (J)




