CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NZW OELHI

=¥ RA No,375 of 1994 1IN
OA ND. 26 CF 1994

New Delhi thds 4 th day of Dec.19%4,
. Hon'blc Mr.S.R.Adige, Member(A)

Shri 5,C,Tehliani

s/o Shri Budh Lal

Carriage & Wagon Supdt,

Northern Railway, Delhi

R/o 250, Double Story, New Rajinder Nagar

New Dalhi-60 sesveshpplicant

{Through Shri B.K,8atra, Advocate)
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1. Union of India, through
Geaneral Manager
Northern Railway
Baroda House, New Delhi,
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2. Divisional Rail Manager
Northern Railuway
Naw Delhi.
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3. thief Medical Officor

Northern Railway

Central Hospital

New Delhi, .o eeesFaspondents.
{Through Shri 8, K Agarual, Advocate)
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JUDGEMENT ﬁycumdﬂum)

®) Hon'ble Mr. S.R. Adiga, FMember (A)

/;ﬁaﬂ
Thia 1q[application besaring No, 375/94 filad by Shri S.C.Tohliani
praying for revieu of judgament dated 19,9.94 S,C,Tahliani Vs, UDI

0A No, 26/94.

g ~2. In tho OA, tho applicant has prayed for ro-fixation of pay

A . \a,
gf" o ‘?rc? 1975 to a level drawn by his junior, one Shri T.R, Vasisht,
-
! PIEa In éhe impugned judgement, it was noticed that tho claim of the
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'$3%:,:_ applicant ag per his own admissicns was rejscted by tho respondents

in Soptember 1975 and again in 1976, The claim filsd by him on tho
same ground in the Labour Court in 1978 was also rejectod by ordor

dated 30.3.1985, Thoreafter, he filed another representation, which
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~ again rejected in Oct, 1991, This CA itself was filed on

20,12.93 i,e.. more than 2 years after the last rejection,

It was noted that tho causé of action related to 1975 which
was outsido the jurisqiction of tho Tribunal, His praysr has
also beon rejectod by tho Labour Court in 1975 itself end it
uas{;bll sattled}?géaéted and unsuccesaful represantationoi..-
‘do ﬂo@'éhiE?g%‘%hé"? period of limitation, Further no reascn
had baon given for the inmordinate delay in filing the GA on
20.12,93 after the apblicant’s ropreéentation was rojected in
Octcbor 1991 and no petition for condonation of dalay had

boon filed oither, Henco the DA was dismissed on grounds of

leck of jurisdiction, limitation and lathes;

3, - Tha grounds teken in the review petition is that pay

is a recurring griavancé and the applicént has praysd for
notiocnal fix#tion of pay with arrears for only a limited poriod,
As rogérda the dela} in filing.the OA, it has bosn submitted that
reason for fiiing tho OA was that the applicant had submittod a
ropresentation on 24.7,91 toc the Hon'ble Railway Ministor

and uas awajting roceipt of a suitable reply, and when thoro

was NO responao, he filed the GA on 22, 12,93,

4, Rs is well sottled, repeatsd and unsucesssful roprasentations
do not onlarge the period of limitation and the applicant®s claim
filed by him on tho same ground in the Labour Court in 1978 was
rojectad by ordor datad 30,3,85, WNone of the grounds taken in

tho roviou application comes within the scope and ambit of ordor

47 Rulo 1 CPC,undar which alene the Judgement of the Tribunal can

bo rovioweq and under the circumstances this roview application

is rajected,
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