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CETMTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

IX; RA No,375 of 1994 IN
OA NO, 26 CT^ 1994

Netd Oolhi this ^ th day of Dec, 1994,
, Hen'bio Plr.SoR.Adigo, PterobBr(A)

Shri S,C.Tahlianl
S/o Shri Budh Lai
Carriage 4 Uagon Supdt,
Northern Railway, Delhi
R/o 250, Double Story, Neu Rajinder Nagar
New Dalhi-SO

(Through Shri B.t<,0atra, Advocate)

V©rsus

1, Union of India, through
General Manager
Northern Railway
Saroda House, New Delhi,

2, Divisional Rail Manager
Northern Railway
New Delhi.

3, Chie-'f Medical Officer
Northern Railway
Central Hospital
Now Dolhi,

(Through Shri B.K.Agarwal, Advocate)

,Applicant

Respondents.

3U DGEMCNT (By Circulation)

Hcn*bla Mr, S,R, Adigo, Member (A)

Thi^ ig/application bearing No, 375/94 filed by Shri S,C,Tohliani

praying for review of judgement dated 19,9,94 S,C,T0hlianl Vs, UOI

£3A No,26/94.

. 2. In tho OA, tho applicant has prayed for re-fixation of pay
-."•'"is

"trbto 1975 to a level drawn by his junior, one Shri T,R, Vasisht,

In .^ho impugned judgement, it was noticed that tho claim of the

applicant as per his own admissions was rejected by the respondents

in Soptember 1975 and again in 1976. The claim filed by him on tho

same ground in the Labour Court in 197 8 was also rsjoctod by ordor

datad 30,3.1905, Thoraaftar, he filed another representation, which
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again rejected in [k:t. 1991. This GA itself uas filed on

20.12.93 i.e..more than 2 years after the last rejection.

It uas noted that the cause of action related to 1975 uihich

was outsido the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. His prayer has

also bean rejected by tho Labour Court in 1975 itself end it

uasWoll sottled/repeated and unsuccessful represontstionofx'-

•do fto'i bnlargk-thd - limitation. Further no reason
had beon givon for tho inordinate delay in filing the GA on

20.12.93 after tho applicant's representation uas rojcctsd in

Octobor 1991 and no petition for condonation of dolay had

boon filed oithsr. Hanco the DA was dismissed on grounds of

lack of jurisdiction, limitation and labheas

1/

©

3. Tho grounds tskon in the rsview petition is that pay

is a recurring grievance and the applicant has prayod for

notional fixation of pay with arrears for only a llmitod psriod.

As regards tho delay in filing the OA, it has boon submitted that

reason for filing the OA was that the applicant had submittod a

ropresentation on 24.7.91 to the H^'ble Railway Winiotor

and was awaiting receipt of a suitable reply, and when thoro

was no rospmao, ha filed the OA on 22.12.93.

4. As is wsll sottlad, repeated and unsucaessful roprosontations

do not enlarge the period of limitation and tho applicant's claim

filed by him on tho same ground in the Labour Court in 197 8 was

rejected by ordor dated 30.3.65. Ncvie of the grounds in

tho rowiew application comes within the scope and ambit of ordor

47 Hulo 1 CPC^undor which alone the judgement of the Tribunal can

bo roviowed and undor the circumstances this roviaw application

is rajsctod.
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(S.R.ADflGEj/
PEPBERtA)


