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OPEN COURT 

CENTRAL Arl\UNISTRATI VE TRIBUNAL, ALL.AHAB AD B S"JCH, 

ALLAHABAD. 

Dated: Allahabad, tbe 19th day of March, 2001 

Coran: Hon'ble Mr. S. D,ayal, A.M. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 700 OF 2000 

l. Govind Ra'll, aged about 66 years, 
s/o Late .Shri Ranaya, 
r/ o 22/ 2, Ch a ran .Singh Col ony, 
Kanpur. 

2. Bhagat Singh, aged about 5_6 years, 
s/ o Shri Lal Chand, 
r/o 99-B, . .stnall A.rms Fact o ry, 
Colony, Kalpi Road, 
Kanpur- 208 009. 

Pet it ioners 
! By Acivocate Sri Rakesh Ve rm a) 

ve.r:sus 

l. Union of India through the Secretary, 
Minist.ry of Defence, 
New Delhi. 

2. The General Manager, 
Sn all Arms Fact o ry, 
Kanpur. 

. . . . . Respondents 
(By ~vocate Sri Anit .Sthalekar) 

ORDER ------ (ORAL) 

( By Hon' ble Mr. s. Dayal ) 

This application has been filed with the prayer 

that ~he Respon<dlent No.2 be directed to pay the applicants 

the difference of travelling allowance, over t:ime 

allowance, b o rue , night allowance and bonus on piece 

rate work on the basis of the higher pay-scale al.Lowed 
to the applicants by order dated 1.11.96 in OA No.95 

J. of 1993 (Annexure No. l to the OA) • 
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2. 0A No. 780/2.000 

2. I have heard Sri Ra ke s h Venn a, 1 earned counsel 

for the applicants and Sri Anit Sthalekar, learned 

counsel for the Respondents. 

3. I find that in the 0. A No. 95 of 1993 decided 

on L, ll.96, the prayer which was made by the applicant 

was for a direction. to the Respondents to pay arrears 

of pay and allowances to the applicants calculated 

on the basis of entitlement to the pay-scale of 

Rs. ~10-155/ ".'" as conf Lrmed in the j. uclgm en t of the 

9entral .Actministrative Tribunal, Principal Bench, 

New Uel hi, dated 01.09. 92 wi,th 18% interest. 

~ 
4. The direction given to the Respondents was 

to place the applicants 'in the pay-scale of Rs.110-155/­ 

f ran the date uf transfer and give .higher pay-scale 

as personal to the applicants and also pay interest 

@ 12%. 

5. In the present 0. A., the relief claimed is 

for difference of travelling allowance, over time 

allowance, bonus, night allowance etc. which was not . 
cl aimed in the O. A., which .was f:Ued earlier. 

in L 
6. Since/the claim of the applicants as filed 

earlier and adjudicated, the prayer did not include 

the consequential benefits, they are barred from 
subsequently (--- 

cl aiming the same/in a second application. Hence, 

the O. A is dismissed. No order as to costs. 

(s.~ 
MB.ABER (A) 

Natq/ 

- 


