IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTEATIVE TRIBUNAL
i& : A | PRINCIFAL BENCH, NEW DELHI. \
£ .

e E{egn No.RA 38/89 Date: § - (- 7
.- ..in A No. 63/89
Shri Om Prakash Yadav "~ eseeePClitioner
Vs,
Union of India & Others . e eRRESPONdents
CORAM:

THE HON'BLE MR. B.N, J& ASIMHA, VICE CHAIRAN(A)
, TFE HON'BLE LR. F.K. KARTHA, VICE CHIRMAN(J)

Lo - whether Repoxrters of local papers may be allowed'to
see the judgment? p

2. To be referred to the Reporters or not? Nb

(The Jucgmenx of the Bench delivered by Hon'ble
Mr, P,Ke Kartha g Vlce Chairma n( J) )

" The petitioner in this review petition had filed

QA No,65/89 praying that the reSpdmdents?be directed <o issue

an order to fix his pay at the rate of %.l40/elper month with
& effect frém Ist June, 1671 in the pay scale of k,130-300 in

terms. of para 19(A) of AO 69/8l at Annexure-C to the

application. After hearing the learned counsel of the

applicant and going threough tﬁe records of the case, the

Tribunel rejected by its judgment dated 10,2,1989 the

application at the édmission stage on the ground that it is

barred by limitafiona

2 Admittedly, the griévancg of the petitioner zrose

in 19710. The Tribunal obsérved in para'5 of 1its judgﬁenﬁ

that it has no jurisdiction to entertain an applicetion in

which the relief claimed relates to a pﬂ“loﬁ prioxr to ‘
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1.11,1982 in view of the prbviéions of Sectioh 21 of +the
Administrative Tribuﬁals Act, 1985. It was aiso pointed out
- that the communication dated 9th February, 1988 is not
addrn;sed to the applicant and it cannot be;treaﬁeé'as a
reply to thé repeaﬁed repfesentations~hade by him to the.

respondents,

3. “The petitioner has.sought‘a feview of the Tribunal's
judgment on tﬁe ground thatAtﬁére are SQ&éféiné efrors
appéreht on the fécg of the recordaféome bf'fhem'qre:-

(a) In the judgmentgthe ﬁame of the applicant has been- -
shown as"Rem Prakash YadaQ’whilé abtually it is"om Prakésh
Yadav."

(b) while it Has been cofrectly stated in para 2 of the
judgmeht~that the represeptat;on submitted bylthe-épplicaﬁt

was not replied to, in para 5 of thé judgment it has been

observed that the applicants representation in 1971 was
rejected,’
" (¢)  In.pama 5 of the judgment, it has been observed that

\
_thévcommunicafion dated 9th February, 1988 was nbt addréssed
to the éppLicant and it cannot be.treatéd as reply to the
repeated representationsv@adeAby him to the requndenté,
¥hile, it is trﬁg ﬁhat this.communication is not addreésed
to the applicant, a coby of the same was delivefed £0 him
by his office.

(d) _Ih para 7 of the judgment, it has beenxobgerved
that the reépondents are not preplQQQd from passing
_aﬁpxbpriate orgers in regérd to @%@teétion of pay of

WEx~Civilians®, The reference should have beén to "Ex=

Civilian.3chool Masters,®
' |\ S



a4, He have carefully considered the various grounds

-

for review menticned

see any error apparen

a review of the samg,

ision of the

in para 3 of the petitions
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e that the applicant is
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Tribunal, In such a case,

the proper course for him would heve been to prefer an -

appeal in the Supreme
to file an applicat

opinion, the review =z

ion for review,

Court against the judgment and not

pelication has no mexit

liable to be dismissed,

D, However,
it is noticed
occurred in the judgm

opportunity to correct them.

typographical errors

on going through the original case file

e ~ 1

that some typographical errors have

ent dated 10.2.,89 and we take this

\

Accordingly, the following

in the original copy of the judgment

have been coxrrected by

(1) The name of
"Om Prakash Yadavmin
(ii) The

]

substituted so as to

hlace of"Ram
P

third sent

the applicant is correctad

Prakash Yadav W

ence in vara 5 of the

13

judgment is

read 3s follows:-

W The applicant should have sought relief
from the appropriate forum long ago,.¥

(iii)  In the third

sentence of para 7 of the judgment

for the word iEw~Civilians® the words FEx~Civilian School

iiasterst have been substituted.

P
(P.K, KARTHA)

(B N, JAYASINHA)
VICE CHAIRIAN(A)

t on the face of the judgment warranting



