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X ORtZR BY CIIULATION j 

I Per Shri B. S. Hegde, Member (a) I 

The respondents have filed review petition, seeking 

review of judgernent dated 24/1/97. This review application 

has been filed by the respondents department, there is a delay 

of 7 days in filing the same, Applicant has retired from 

service On 31/3/1988. Since he has not been paid his pension 

arrears, gratuity, conuted value of pension and the amount of 

cGEGIS. After considering the rival contention of the parties, 

the Tribunal had directed the respondents to pay interest 

alongwith dues payable to the applicant till the date of 

payment of various amounts 12% on the delayed payment of 



-2- 

/ 	retiral benefits thin three months from the date of receipt 

of copy of the order. The respondents have filed their 

reply on 24/1/97. At the time of the disposal of OA*  

reply was not availa1e on record. The only contention 

railed in the review petition is that applicant's counsel 

refused to accept the reply given by the respondents stating 

that the case has already been disposed of. Therefore, 
a 

the Tribunal had not ronsidered• the reply and psed an 

ex-parte order which was not justified. Hence, there is 

an error apparent on the face of the record which needs 

to be rectified for &ejecting the matter at admission stage. 

2, 	even in the reply, they haon1y stated the 

administrative delay in filing the reply, nowhere it is 

commented upon the directions of the Tribunal in granting 

interest for the delayed payments.  $ince the respondents 

have not made out any case for our interference in the 

review petition, it is presumed that they have made the 

payments to the applicant as per the directions of the 

Tribunal. 

3. 	 There is no scope for review of the order 

passed by the Tribunal. Admittedly, the delay is on the 

part of the respondents making appropriate calculation im 

granting retir*l benefits. in the result. I do not find 

any merit in the review petition and the same is dismissed 

by circulation. 

(B. S. i-iegde) 
Member(J) 


