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This Review Application has been filed by the petitioner

seeking review of the Judgetnent rendered in O.A. No, 1759/92

on 8.1.1993. Tne principal reason for filing the Review Appli

cation is that the claim of payment of interest on the retiral

benefits has not been acceeded to by the Tribunal for the period of

delay in making the payment to him. The aspect of delay in making

•payment of retiral benefits have been dealt in the Judgement at

some length. I had rejected the said claim of interest taking

the totality of the circumstances into consideration. Chce the

issue has been adjudicated upon the same cannot be raised in the

Review A,-ylication. The Supreme Court in the case of Chandra

Kanta and another Vs. Sheik Habib - AIR 1975 S.C. 1500 has held

that :

"Qice an order has been passed by the Court, a
review thereof must be subject to the rules of the
game and cannot be lightly entertained. A review
of a judgement is a serious step and a resort to
It proper only .vhere a glaring omission or patent
mistake or grave error has crept in earlier by
judicial fallibility, h mere repetition through
3 different coan3el, of the old and overruled
arguments, a second trip over ineffectually
cover^ ground or minor mistakes of inconseauential
import, are obviously insufficient".

In view of the above the Review Application/is not

maintainable. The grounds adduced for review are also not

covered by the statutory provisions made in Order 47 CPC.

The Review Application is accordingly rejected.
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