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O.Nr.L ADMINISTRArrz TRIBUNAL 
CUTACI( BNOF CUTTACK. 

Oriccinal Applictticn No.145 of 1989. 

Date of decision : 	May 31,1991. 

Smt. Arnapurna Das 	 ... 	Appli ant. 

Versus 

Union of India anc bthcrs ... 	Res'cndents 

For the aoolicint 	••. 	M/s.Aswjni Kumar Misra, 
5.K.r)as, S.B.Jena,Advoctes. 

For the responents 	Mr .Ashok Nohanty, 
Standin.g Counse1(ai1ways) 

C 0 R A N: 

THE HONOTJPABIE MR .B .R .PAT L,VICE HAIRI'AN 

NAM 

THE HONOUPARIE MR .N.Sr NCUPTA,MEMBER (JUDICIAL) 

1, 	Uhether reoorters of local papers may be allowed 
to see the judgment ? Yes. 

2. 	To be referred to the Reporters or not 7 He 

3 • 	Whether Their Lordships wish to see the fair copy 
of the judoment 7 Yes. 

J U D G N E N T 

NGUPTA,MZM'BER 	The applicant has asked for the reliefs of a direction 

to the respondents to deermine her seniority taking the 

dat of her appointment to the post in the sc:ale of ny of 

Rs.550-750/-to be 25.12.1955 and to place her inthe seniority 

(/" P 	list abovE Shri S.N.Rao but below Shrj Kundu. 
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2. 	The averments by the applicant, put in brief, are 

that she was initially appointed as a Iady Passengers 

Supervisor in the then scale of pay of Rs.60_150/_ 
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on 25,12.1955 and was posted at Cuttack Railway Station, There 

was a decision by the Railway Administration to place the 

passenger Supervisor below the lowest grade of Ticket Collectors 

drawing pay in the scale of Rs.55-130/-. Subsequently, there w:s 

some mociificaticn as a result of which the Passengers SupervisorE 

who belonged to three categories, were to fake the seniority 

at the bottom of Ticket Collectors draw-inc1 pay in the scale 

next higher to their(Rassengers Supervisors') respectjve, 

As her pay scale was Rs.60-150/- she ought to have been placed 

below the Ticket Collectors drawing pay in thatscale of pay 

i.e. she must havebeen placed senior to the Ticket Co1lect - s 

in thesale of pay of Rs.55-130/-, Though Shri Sen, Passenger 

Suervisor1 was given the pay scale of Rs.100-185/- yet she was n' 

allowed to draw pay in that scale. Thus, there was a discrimin--

ation right from December,14, In December,1963 she was 

promoted to the next higher rank carrying pay scale of 

Rs.150-240/-. As the Railway authorifies directed the app]i-ani-

to perform second night duty, she Mdto refuse promotion,The 

Railway Authorities bro!Jqht her seniority down by about 100 

places, she made representatiens aeainst this actiri of the 

Railway Administraion but the representations became fruitless. 

For the second time also she had to refuse promotion oh 

identical grounds whereafter she had been making representations 

till upto October,1985 and she did not reveive any reply from 

the authorities. 

3. 	For what is going to be stated below, it Is 

unnecessary to sttte in detail all the pacts avert-ed by the 
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respone-ents in their reoly. In a nutshel1,the case of the 

respondents is that Mr.Senand another with 

the applicant has claimed 	 in the matter of pay, 

were appointed earlier and were senior to the applirant, 

thercfore, the appliant cannoL be entitled to the same pay 

and allowances as Mr.Sen is drawing. They have also taken the 

plea of limitation. 

4, 	We have heard Mr,A.K.Nisra,learned counsel for the 

applicant and Mr.Ashok Mohanty,learned Standing Counsel(Ralways)1  

for the respondents. On reading the averments in the applicatio 

it would be clear that the relief that the applicant has asked 

for 	is the qrievance that arose some time in the year 1962 

or prior to that, True it is that the applicant made a number 

of representations after the first one way back in 1963-64 

but there ws no response from the side of the respondents. 

It is now settled beyond controversies that successive 

representations do not arrest the runninc of te,tJnder the 

Administrative Tribunals Act,1985 no aoplication in respect of 

a grievance which ar.se  more than three years prior to the ciiing 

into force of the Act can be taken cognizance of by a Tribunal. 

To out it in other words,t1 	any grievance which arose 

prior to 1.11,1982 cannot be taken cognizance of by this 

Tribunal as this Tribunal was constituted and started 

functioning with effect from 1,11,1985,In this reciard  

see the decision reoorted in ATR 1986 (1)C1T 203,V.K,Mehra v. 

he 3ecre - ary, Ministry of Information & Broadcasting. New Deih). 

5. 	For these reasons, we are unable to Grant the 



4 0 
I 

4 
applicant the reliefs that she has sought for, and as such 

the application stands dis sed. But however, there would be 
LA 

no order as to costs. 
1 

.. . . 
Vice-Chairman ;J1 Member (Judkal) • 

Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench,Cuttack. 
May 31 ,1991/Sarangi. 

I 


