CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIRAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

RA No.336/94 in
CA 1161 /94

New Delhi, this the 2/ day of October, 1994

Hon'ble Mr, J.P. Sharma, Member(J}
Hon'ble Mr, S,R, Adige, Member{A)

Sh. PP, Dhauen, 1.5.5,(REtd,)

S5/0 Lete She B,R. Dhawan

R/0 C-486, Yojana Vihar,
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- 3hzi J.P, Sharma, Member(J)

The revieu applicant has sought reviey of the
judgement cdated Sth July, 1994 by which the reliefs
claimed by the applicant in A 1161/94 for getting

benafit which has been accorded to cnme Sh, K K., Bhatnagar

and opthers,

2. The application hes been dismissec on the
point of delay, laches and limitgticn. The applicant
An the revieu application has anly steted that he

macde a representation on 11th April, 94 and after
waiting for six months by the presant BA, The eapnlicent
wants to claim the benefit of revised seniority list
@regared as per direction in TA No..éslaﬁ‘éacidad on.

27thlﬁay, 1987. In the judgemant the reliefs have -
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been placed on the decision of §,5, Rethere Vs,

itate of Madhya Pradesh, AIR 1690 SC 10 where the\
applicant aggrievesd should have ca%é bsfara the
Tribunel within one snc a half ysars, aiter making
a statutory representation, Tha present arplicat ion
has been filed much after the retirement nof the
applicant on 30th flay, S4, The applicant superannuated
at the sge of 58 and he has filed this application
when he has already creossed 67 years of age, Thre
contention of the applicant is that the ransionary
matters are never barred by timé has no rel@uanca

in the present case, as the main grievance of thre
anplicant is far‘re~Fixatian of his emcluments om the
basis of revisec seniority list, It is rot = cese of

discriminetion, A judoement in any case does not give

attion ) )
ffggthaﬁggzaﬁ;éwl,and gvan the claim of nensionary
he

benefits should preferrsd within limitation, In the
cace of Rampal and Ors, Vs, Unisn of India reported
in 1992 (2180 SC page 154), the Princinal Bench has
Consicerad éh@ extension of henefit to other similarly
situated employees., It is hale that o Judgement in
another case does not rawvive the limitatian. In that

cese Rampal and Ors, they cleimed the enefit of the

‘case be decicded by Delhi High Court of similarly

situated employes Kartar Singh rercrted in

1983 (1) LRR page 446, Here the question is nat
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Fixation of pension but the Pixation of pay at the é?
time when the epplicent has alrsady retired from
prespective date -on account of revision of sanigrity

list,

. The metter has been Fully considered in the
tody of the judgement uncer review, There is no errpr
eoparent on the face of the judgement, The reviey

acplication is therefore devoid of merit and dismiesed,
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