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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 4)
N E W D E L H I

OA- 1444/90 199
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION 14. 9. 1990,

S . W. Uerma ^BtitioneEApplicant

AnnMrant in parson. •A4vDC'at&tfoixth5e>I?etkiomeF(s)<
Versus

• Union of India & snr.' Respondents

l^rs. Raj Kumari Chopra^ Advocate for the Respondent(s)
\

CORAM

TleHon'bleMr. P. K. KARTHA, VICE CHAIRMAn(3U0ICI AL)
The Hon'ble Mr. D. K, CHAKRAUORTY, MEMBLR(ADriINISTRATIUE )

•5

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

( Oudgcment of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr. 0. K. Chakrauorty, Member(A) )

' • 3UDG£[v1£NT

The -short point involved in this application

is uhether the applicant is entitled to claim interest

on the amount directed to be paid to him by virtue of

the earlier judgement of the Tribunal when the v

judgement, is silent on the question of payment'of interest,

2. The applicant had filed OA 28/67 in this Tribunal

which Ucas disposed of by the Tribunal on 31 .1 .1990.

In the operative part of tha judgement, it has -been

held that the applicant must be deemed to be on duty
with effect from 27.10 .1986, "the date cn which he reporU-d
For duty at Neoj .Delhi and that ha wopld entitled- tc

jsalery .and alloiu-cnces, from 27,.in. 1986 tc 27. 1. 1987
——. ..;

J The respondents were directed to pay him t
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sal::-ry auid ollQu-riCss udthin a psriod of 30 d^ya

from t!-'s dcta cf cfif-ruinicst ion nfthe iudcr?p;L; nt.

3, The amount dus to th^j applicant by wtvy oi

arr-ffnvs of psy end allouancas uorks out to Rs.12,07V-/-

Fur tile? period from 27.10 .86 to 2V.,1='i?87 i hs

rs SDondBD ta paid hinrthe Sisid aniount on 2B,2''i99\j u;-, ;.;:h

uithin the time limit given in the judremant. Thu

cpplicant state® that h» was wrongly denied intert-^st

on the said amoLint which is being clfiifncjci in t.hb

present applici-ition .

4. The leorneri counsel for t hcs responda-nts

opposed ths admission of this application on the

ground th^-it the applicant hes no prima facia cas2

for t h?i reliefs sought by him. The judgsment cf

the Tribunal dOteS not dirort tl^e- poynient of intcjr&st

to hirn. In cassjhe wanted to make any such cl3iirij

he should haue dune s.o in DA 26/1'7 u'hich was filjd

by him in the Tribunal oarlier,

5« Ua hBua carefully gono tlirough the reoor-ris

of the Coifis and cor.csiderod thu riual contentions»

In our opinion, the claim for interest put forth

by th3 applicant, is not legally tenobls. This is

not a case in which the respondsnts hod adrriittesd

tha clsini of the applicsmt for poyrnont of eulery

during ths period from 27.10,86 to 27,1 .1987, That

is why he wf-;s forced to file fa;n applioirbion in

ths Tribunal. The antitlsniant of ths applicant

to salary and sllowenoftis during th® aforaafeid period

was adjudicated by tha Tribunal in it« judgisment

dstad 31.1.90. In other words, th® amount becsms

due te hit?' legally only on 31.1.50. The respondent-,

psid the arnoufit to hin; uithin trs tioifc stinulxtsd in

the judgemant. •
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6. In the facts and circumstances of the case,

the claim uf the applicant is clearly barred by

constructiue res .judicata ( uids Uorkmen of Cochin

Port Trust Vs. Board of Trustees, Cochin Port- AIR -1978

SC 1283).fts the applicant has not estsblished any

prims facie case in support of his claiirij the application

is dismissed in limine. Thera uiill be no order ss

to costs.

( DvK..CHAKRA\/ORTY)
l^CriBER

( P.K.KARTHA)
WICE CHAIRflAN


