CENTBAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCHsNEW DELHI

R.A.NDO.224/95 in
0.A .ND.1840/94

New Delhi, this the 3gth day of August,19955

Hon'ble Shri J.P., Sharma, Member(3)

:}hri RQN' Jain,

Head Clerk,

Centrs]l Store Division,
Centrel Water Commiss ion,
West Black No,1,Ming No,4, -

Ilnd Floor,R.Ke Puram,

New Delhi,

R/Q HGUSE NO. I/Z,Gali NO.“Q,» .
Brahampuri,Delhi, ees Applicant

Us,

1. Union of India, through
secretary to Gavt.of India,
Ministry of Water Resources
sharam Shakati Bhavan,

2, The Chairman,
Central Water Commission,
Sewa Bhavan,R.K, Puram,
New belhi, ees Respondents
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The relief claimed for by the applicant was in the
original applicetion filed in September,1994 that his pay

and allowances for the period 1.8.81 to 18,10,90 has bsen
delaysd and were paid in October,1992 and he should be

@llowed intsrest aq;thé §$layed payment of pay and zllouances,
He has also prayadvéor payment of dnubla‘H.R.ﬁ. from 1,11.83 to
31.12.92. The payment of doubls HRA has baen Considered by
the rsspondents but regarding the payment of interest on

unpaid salar} in view of the decision of Hgn'ble Supreme Court

in the case of 'UWI Vs, Or, J.P. Goyal reported in 1995 (3)GCAL

was dis&llowed, In this Reviesu Applicatian again t he samsg

points have been raised that the intersst on delayed payment

of'aay and allowances should have baén alloued. “In the
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Revigu 8pplication, again same points have been preséa
and the authority of Dr.J.pP, Goyal ag sauggt to be
distinguished and a reliance hag began placed for ayard of
1ntarast on gratuity and leave @ncashment, In the prasasnt
casa, ths qusstinn Y2s payment of Pey and allowances gp

the reliance placed by the reviay applicant an the Quthority
of Kerla Administratjve Tribumal though pertains tg
gratuity and 1saye encashment canngt give any banefit tg

the applicant fop Feviewing the judgament,

A revieu lies only showing that thgre is an arpor
apparent on the facag of the judgement 8T any evidence which
the applicant wants to be again reag was not placed earligr
~at the timag of hearing with dye dllzgenca. The casg of the
8pplicant is not covered by any of the grounds, The
' arguments advangaed in the Reviey applicatian have already
been discussed in the body of thg judgement, 4 rgyiay canngt
be for rehearing of the cass., Ths Revisuy dpplication is

therafore dismissaed as devoid of maerit by circulation.

(JePo SHARMA)
MEMBER(J)
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