£
hy?

e

THE Can sl LT
PRINGIPAL BENCH, NEL DEUiI )
I 2% 42—

Aa 215/13%1 in OA ;7//1

SHARL 3. KARUR - V5. ‘l“Lu;uA CF INSPECTION (P & P) INCOMI-T 4

’3 f”\ L \F‘TI{ e R

The presentleview Apolicsztio
p ‘

<

n hxs bzen filed ageinst

judgement passed in G 399/1287 dt. 29.3,1921. The

relief claimed in the Original Application was a

directlon to the respondents to pay thefull gratulty

without delay alongwith b:nk interest @ 18% p.a. from

1.3.1935 till the date of cayment and a further direction

to Ulirectorate of istates to give effect to the orders

of the Alditional Session Judge and "ligh Court. The

applic tion was allowed in part

and therespondents were

directed to pay theoutstanding amount of ‘DORG %o the

Y e

applicant with interest 2 10¥% fro

-

m 1.6.1984 £111 the

date of pavment., Regarding the second direction prayed

by the applicant, the same was d

1

sallowed. The

f'the goplicant is that there is no comment in the

judgement about the pleas of the applicent narrated in

paragraphs 3 to 7 of the Review

Petition. The applicant

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

bim and this plea h.s not been adjudicated upon. dHowever,

this is not the prayer in the Originel Applic.tion where

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

anp

due from him to the respondents.

there fore, reoven the whole ma

Licant has not prayed for a direction that no amount is

The zoplic.nt cannot,

tter afresh. In para-4, the

aoplicant hus only averred that no finding on the failure

of the respondents ‘n paying DCRG has been given, but it is

20t at all msterial simce %the re
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ief claimed by the aopliczant
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for the payment of DCR3 hss already been allowed. 1In

para-3, the acplicant referred to certein false averment s
made in the renly filed by the respondsnts to the Original
Applic:tion, but this is not material either for the
deéision of the Original Applic tion or this Reviemf?étition.
0 para-6; the applicent has referred to the grourd of -

interest at.the market rate. The apoplicant has already been

allowed intersst @ 1C% p.s. and he cannot reopen the

(

matter again., In pare-7, the applicant has referred to the
fact that the payment of retirement gratuity and recovery
of damages for unauthorised occupation are two different
matters. This point has no bearing on tﬁe decision of
this case. However, the direction {b) of the judgement

in the 0A deals with the matter exhsustively. So the

apolicant cannot have any grievance th t his matter was not
considered in the judgemént under neview. Tk Review

Application, therefore, has no force and is dismissed by

circulstion.
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