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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL -
BOMBAY BENCH

mbm*

cIrRcuIr STTTING AT WAGPUR = - @
0.A.NO:  1344/92 199 S
T.A. NO: ————- - ‘

DATE OF DECISION__ 20-1-1393

AN

M.V.Gopalakrishna - '  Petitioner
_ Mr.Y.B,Phadnis Advocate for the Petitioners .
Versus

Union of Indi .
o ndia ang 5'ors Respondent

‘ . Lo
- -Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr, MeY.Priolkar, Member{a)

ihe Hon'ble Mr, V.D.Deshmukh, Member(J)

1. Whether Reporters of ocal papers may;be'allqwed to see the
Judgement ? .-

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whethertheir Lordshlps wish to see the fair copy of the' !rjﬁ
Judgement ? .

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the;’

Tribunal ? : _ _ /}

\

| : . -~ (M.Y.PRIOEKAR)
MD | ' S ()



- BEFCRE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMNAL (i)
voui BOMBAY BENCH
~ : CIRCUIT SITTING AT NAGPUR

0.A.1304/92

M.V.Gopalkrishna,

1%/2, Gadga Layout,

Priyaaagshlni Hagar,

Near R.*.0, Office,

Civil Lines, '
Nagpur - 440 001. .o Applican‘t

-yersus-

1. Union of India

hroug
% 8hair‘man,

Railway Board,
Rail Bhavan,
New Delhi.

2, The Managing Dirsctor,
‘ IRCON, Palika Bhavan,
Sector No.XIII,
R.K.,Puranm,
New Delhi - 110 066.

3. The General Manager,
Sputh #astern Railway,
Garden Reach,
Calcutta - 700 043,

4, The Ch%ef Personnel Officer,
South "astern Railway,
Garden Reach,

Calcutth - 700 043.

5. The Diyisional Railway Manager,
South “astern Railway,
Nagpur.

" 6. The General Manager,
IRCON,
5, S.8,Railway Layout No.II
anapratap Nagar,
Nagapur - 440 022. . «Respondents

Coram: Hont'ble Mr.M,Y.Priolkar,
Member(A)

Hon'ble Mr.V.D.Deshmukh,
Member{J)
Appearances?

1. Mr.Y.B.Phadnis
for the applicant.

ORAL JUDGMENT: Date: 20-1-1993
{Per M.Y.Priolkar, Member(A}]

This applicant had ﬁ%ﬁﬁéghfiled an
application(0.4.358/89)praying for the same
reliefs but that application was rejected
on 19~1-1990 by this Fribunal on the point

of limitation. Learned counsel for the
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applicant argued ﬁhat on that occasion the point
of limitation was not properly argﬁed by the .
advocate who was representing his client at that
time. Acco®ding to the learned counsel in a number
of cases a view has been taken by the various
courts that the limitation would not be applicable.. gaevh
Canen -
2 Since thepe is a decision by this Tribunal
in this védry case, in our view thiéxgkhnot be reopened
on the principle of re¢judicata merely orn the ground
&Y that () subsequently different views have been
taken by the Tribunal or by any other cuu?t; The
application is accordingly rejected, as—deveoid fv
%@ ef—mny—merite.

Mo order as to costs.

%Jm& ' .

(V.D DESHMUKH) (M.Y.PRICLKAR)
Member(J) Member\A)



