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CENTSAL AOMIN 1ST RAT Il/E TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL SENCHjNEU DELHI

R«A«iiO#224/95 in

0.A,NO#1840/94

Nau Delhi, this the 3oth day of August ,1995

Hon'ble ^hri 0,P# Sharma, ne«ber(0)

Shri R,N. Oain,
Head Clerk,
Central store Division,
Central Dater Coromission,
West Block No,1 Wiing No#4,
Und Floor,R.K# Purain,
Nau Delhi,

R/o House No,I/2,Gali No.lO,
Brahampuri,Delhi.

Us#

1# Union of India, through
Secretary to Gowt.of India,
Ministry of Water Resources,
SharaiR Shakati Bhauan,
Neu Delhi.

2, The Chairman,
Central Water Commission,
Seud 3havan,R.K, Puram,
Neu Delhi,

# • • Applicant

Res pondents

/
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The relief claimed for by the ^ipplicant was in the

original application filed in September ,1994 that his pay

and allouances for the period 1,8.81 to 18,10,90 has been

delayed and were paid in October, 1992 and ha should be

tllouad interest on the delayed payment of pay and allouances,

H® has also prayed for payment of double H.R.A, from 1,11,83 to

31,12,92. The payment of double HRA has been considered by

the raspondents but regarding the pajmient of interest on

i • :

unpaid salary in view of the decision of Hon'ble Suprems Court

in the case of LOI Vs. Or. 0,P, Goyal reported in 1995 (3)SCm6'it^

was disailoued. In this Review Application again the same

points have been raised that the interest on delayed payment

of pay and allouancas should hsva bsan allousd. In the
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fi •Wsvigy Spolicafcinn =/^ * 1 /PpUcatxcn, a9..n sa™ points haoe baan prsssW^
and the authority of Or.3.p. Qoval

"joyal as sought to be

diatinguished and a reiianoe hag bean olaoed f
uwsn piacad for ayard of

interest on grgtutty and leaue encashment In the
" e in the present

case, the question uas payment of pay anri mi
o pay and alloiKncas so

the reliance placed by the reuiaii sn i-j0 reuiey applicant on the authority
of Keria Administratiue Tribunal fh u

riDunal though pertains to

gratuity and leave encashment cannot oiva an h
uannoE give any benefit to

the applicant for reuieuing the judgement.

' -yleu lies oniy ehouing that there is an error
apparent on the face nf ^judgement or any euidanoa uhioh
the applicant uants to be again read uas not „1a h

« J was not placed earlier
at the time of hearino uifw e.,

1 h due diligence. The case of the
applicant is not oovered by any of the grounds. The
arguments aduanced in the Reyieu appUpatien haye already
been discussed in the body of the judgement A •

juogamsnte A reviey cannot

be for rehearing of the case.. The Revieu an i• ^•
o«3.. 'ne neviau application is

therefore dismissed as devoid of mari- h n-
merit, by circulation.
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