kggade by the applicant

%en Courto

IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUN AL,

ALL AHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD.

Review Application No, 7 of 1998,
5 In re.

Original Application No, 871 of 1996,

this the 7th day of Fune'2001,

HON 'BLE MR, S. DAYAL, M®MRBER (A)
HON 'BLE MR. -RAFIQ UDDIN, MEMBER(J)

Durga Charan, aged about 49 years, S/o Sri Heera Lal,

R/0 101, Unnao Gate, Jhansi.

Ppplicant,
By Advocate : Sri U. Nath for Sri R.K. Nigam,
Versus.
1. Union of India through General Managar, Central
Railway, Mumbai CsT,
2e Divislonal Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi,
3 N.K. Litoria, Carriage & Wagon Sﬁpo“t., Carriage

& Wagon Depot, Central Railway, Bina (MP).
de ReDe Sharma, Carriage & Wagon Supdt., Central
Office, Central Railwa ¢+ Agra Cantt,.
Respondent s,

By Advocate : Sri S.K. Pandey for Sri Amit Sthalekar.

C RDER (ORAL)

Se DAYVAL, MEMBER (a)

This Review Application has been filed for
recall ‘of the order dated 2541141997 and to summon the
original record of 0,A. no. 871/96. The Division Bench
of this Tribunal had found that the cause of action

admittedly had acerusd on 141+ 1984 and first representation

was on 2le 11494, The

w



contention of the learned counsel for the spplicant in the
O.A, was that since the representation was rejected by order
dated 6.12.1994, the O.A., was not barred by limitation.

: L woer L
However, the Bench held fwak the settled lawthat a reply to a
belated representation does not affor@d a fresh cause of action,
The C.A. was, therefore, dismissed a2s highly barred by ‘

limitation,

2e The learmmed counsel for the agpplicant in lRevis:w
Application has contended that the Division Bench of this
Tribunal having WLallowed the impleadment and amendment
applications ought to have bgmr admitted the applications

and given notice to the Opp. Parties, Instead of dismissing

the same on technical ground of limitation. It is claimed

that earlier the spplicant had filed O.A. no. 951/95, which

was withdrawn as not pressed because certain more facts was
required to be broucht oﬁ recorde ' The learned counsel for

the goplicant has also contended that there were other reliefs
besides the relief no. 2 (a), which were not barred by limitation.
It is also contended that since the applicant is an SC candidate
and his SC point has not been operated since 1.1.1984 and as such
the cause of action is of recurring nature and cannot hit by law
of limitation. It is further claimed that the main relief was

for operation of sc point quota.

3. The scope of review is limited. Although, the
learned counsel for the spplicant has claimed that the errors
enumerated by him are in the nature of errors apparent on the
face of record, it is quite clear ~that dismisgal on limitation
by the Division Bench of this Tribunal was an adjudication on
merits and the remedy does not lie in review of the order'of the
Tribunal, \'I‘he Review Application is, therefore, dismissed as
lac‘k ing in herits,

Ry pad

: MEMBER (J) MEMBER (A)
GIRISH/- .




