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CEN'mAL ctWMINISTPATlVEl'RIBUNAL,

ALlAHABADBENQ-i,
ALlAHABAP

RevievlPeti tion No.--2.§./95
in 0 .A.No.101 of 1995.

Date of Cl.uer :

S.P .Hishra & Ors. •••Applicants •

versus

Union of India & Ors. • ••Respondents •

'Ibis applica tion has been filed against the

orders dated 27-3-1995. The grounds mentioned in the

appliea tion alongwith annexures have been perused.

2. Admittedly, the applicants were seeking payment

of over time wagebills with interest for the period

1986 to 1990 and the application was filed in the year

1995. -Asper the pleadings, the applicants have been

intimated about: the rej ection of their claims by the
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resp::mdents on 22-4-1992. 'lbe applica tion was thus,

di &niss eel being ba rred by limi ta tion •

3. 'lhe applican~cs nowseek: review on the grounds

that there were judgments delivered by the Bench of the

Tribunal granting such ~-elief to other applio-1nts. It

is pleaded that it was after decision of the claims

of simila rly placed persons una-t. the rights of the

applicants were considered to have been established.

It is pleaded that dismissal of an application on the

ground of limitation is against the principles of

natllfral justice. Certain judgments have been cited

in the application.
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4. 'llii& Revievl pp1ioe tion W3 s a1so filed beyond

the period 1imi'b3tion. But considel.-:ingthat period of

delay is marginal, the delay is condonedand the

app1ic.-ationis being disp:)sed of on merits. Be it stated
a

that the seope of review of/judgment i::; very limited.

Any grievance that a Court has rendered a judgment

which the applicant pleads to be wrongis not a ground

to review it. Rev~ewis consi6.ered only if there is a

mistake shownin the judgment which is apperent on the

face of the reco:cd,.and not othervlise. In the present

case, it is found that there is no mistake apparent on

the fac€ of record~ Even the contentions raised in the

application are found to be without any merit. '!he

1i?was it stands nowsettled by a series of a judgment is

that cause of action rises from an action or inaction on

the part of the respondents. The applicants were

praying for peyment; of bills relating to the year 1986

'Ii'

to 1990. '!be applicants have retired in the year 1993.

In BhoopSirgh Vs. Union of India & OrRI rep:>rted in

1992 <la) A.T.C. Page 675, it was held that judgment in

cases of sane other persons does not give a fresh period

of limitation to similarly placed persons. It was

observed that inord' te ana !lDexplained delay and latches

by itself is a good ground to refuse relief to a

petitioner irreppective of the merit of his claim and

such dismissal of a claim woold not be 'hi t by -Article

14 of the Constitution on grounds of diSCrimination.

In Batao ~anqx::aSamant& Ors""ve , Union of In~ & Ors.

reported in 1994 S .C.C. (I&S) 182, the SupremeCourt
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once again reiterated the sameprinciple of law. It \vClS

coserved that delay itself deprives a person of his

remedyavailable in law. In the absence of any fresh

cause of action or any legi@lation, a person whohas

lost his remedyby lapse of time looses his rights as

well. In vievJ of this settled position, under the law,

the grounds raised by the applicant in the Revie"l

Application are found to be \~ithout any merit.

5. The applica tion is, thus, dismissed.
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