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Allahabad, this the ~~ay of~ 2002. 

I QJORUM : HON. MH. S, D~ AI., A. M. 

Rev. No. 52 of 2002 in o. A. No.1458 of 1998. ' 
Union of India & others ••••• • • • • • AppliCant. 

Counsel for applicant : Sri A.K. Gaur. 

Versus 

Snt. Mal ti Devi ••••• • • • • • Respondents. 

O R DER -
]Y M.!k. S. ON AL2 ~!.. 

ThiS .review petition has been filed by the Union of 

India and Another, who were responde nts in o. A. No.1458/98 

with the prayer that t he direction given by this tribunal in 

the o. A. for payment of Rs. 5000/= t011ards ccm pensation and 

Rs.650/= towards the cos t of the application shoUld be 

revieWed and dropped. 

2. I had in the said O.A. mentioned that the applicant 

had superannuated on 31.5.84. After his superannuation, the 

pay of the applicant had been calculated af ter adding 55% 

as running allowance instead of adding 75% as running allo-

wance. A perusal of 

a pplicant had sought 

the o.rder d ated 16.2 .01 shows that the 

the payment of arrears with 18% interest.! 

It was a clear finding of the bench of the tribunal t hat the 

payment of arrears to the applicant was 1 ate and instead of 

awarding interest, Which would have delayed the payment to 

the applicant .d can pens ation has been avv arded in vi~V of 
1 

the interest which would have been required calculation and 

delayed payment to the applicant. 

3. The review is soUght on the ground that the 

respondents have agreed to pay difference of D. c. P.. G. and 

commutation of pension to the applicant and the same have 

already been paid. The fact of payment of these anounts do 

not t ake away the right of the applicant to receive an 
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anount by the conpensation for delayed payment. 

4. A review is pe.nnissible on.l y for removing an error 

apparent on the face of record or for considering evidence 

discovered after delivery of judgment as it was not despite 

all precaution possible for the respondents to produce the 

sane at the time of hearing of the O. A. There is no such 

case here. 
of the 

5. Therefore, in any x»viewLmatter, the review petition 

lacks merits and is disnissed. There shall be no order as 

to costs. 

Ast~agr rr: . 

A.M. 
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