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The pre sentRe vie w Applic .-ii'tion h,:.s been filed against

judgement passed in OA 399/1987 dt. 29.8.1991. The

relief claimed in the'Original Application was a

direction to the respondents to pay the full gratuity

without delay alongwith bank interest 3 18?^ p.a. from

1.3.1986 till the date of payment and a further direction

to Directorate of estates to give effect to the orders

ry ^ ^ of the AJ.ditlonal Session Judge and :iigh Court. The

applic .tion was allovrad in part and the respondent s v^re

directed to pay theoutstanding amount of'DCRG to the

applicant with interest ;3 lC?b from. 1.6.1986 till the

date of payment. Regarding the second direction prayed

by the applicant, the same was disallov.ed. The grievance

of the applicant is that there is no comment in the

judgement about the pleas of the applicant narrated in

paragraphs 3 to 7 of the Review Petition. Th© applicant

has stated in para-3 thojt no amount was legally due from

him ano c-his pled h..js not oeen adjudicated upon. Howeverf

this is not the prayer in the Original Application v.here

the only prayer has been for the payment of iXRG. The

applicant ha's not prayed for a direction that no amount is

due fr-am him to tha respondents. The applic.-nt cannot,

therefore, reopen, the Wnole matter afresh. Inpara-4, the
applicant has only averred that no finding on the failure

of the respondents in paying DCRG has'been gi\ren, but it is

not at all material siixe the relief claimed by the applicant
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for the payment of CCRG has already.been allowed. In

pard-5, the applicant referred to certain false avergjents

made in the reply filed by the respondents to the Original
.-^pplic .;.t-ion, but this is not material either for the

decision of the Original Applic tion or this Re vie v./Pet.lt ion.
In para~6, the applicant has referred to the ground of •

interest at, the market rate. The applicant has already been
allov^d interest 3 iC^ p..3. and he cannot reopen the

matter again. In para-7, the applicant has referred to the

fact that the payment of retirement gratuity and recovery
of damages for unauthorised occupation'are tvjo different

matters. This point has no bearing on the decision of
this case. However, the direction (b) of the judgement
in the OA deals with the. matter exhaustively. So the

applicant cannot have any grievance th t his matter was not

considered in the judgement under Review. Tte Review

Application, ther-efore, has no force and is dismissed by
circulation.


