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io be referred to the reporter or not?
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The 5pplic..:nt has the grievance th,at in so ite of

h.ving put in about 65C days of sorvlce as casual
Icbour at differeot occasions with the res ondent ad.2 at

different Statlcns-Dehradun. yisharadgani. llso i. a^unola.
dsafour and Collector Buctganj, the apolicant has .not been

considered for regularisation in service. The apnlicant

hciS clax.mec the rel iefq th u+ +un ,xxeis that the orcer dt.22.3.1391

(annexure Ai) be se t aside nnd the •^ u tne re spo nae nt s be direc te d

to aoooint the nnnl iv-.0+ r^ . aaplrca.nt as coco Cleaner and should be gU
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notional seniority from the date of aopoiatment of his

juniors v/ith consequential benefits of seniority.

2. .e have heard the learned couns^-:l Shri G.D .3handari

on the admission of the matter. The applicant has shown

his last engagement in the y ar 1986 as a IVaterman from

'"-ay, 1936 to July, 1936 anc after that the aaolicant hf
as

not been engaged and it is alleged that the aoolicant has
N " '

applied for appointment as a Cleaner on 25.11.1937 vide

rin:ne xure a4 . Though there is no acknowleogeme nt of

tnis aopliccition by the respondenrs, still giving due

\Aeight to this aocument, the applicant has shown bvember, i9f

as the date wne n he has vyorked in place of some other

person and he has shown that he h rs v/orked for 65C days,

•nccording to Gection 21 of the Administrative Tribunals

t, 1,o5, the ^plleant should have come for the redress

of nls grieva.-ice, if any, within a period of one and a half

years from 25.11.1987. under Gection 2l{b), it has

been specifically lain down that in a case vlaere any

representation such as is mentlo.ned in Clause b of oub-Cectlon

2of Cectien 20 has been made and a period of six a«nths

hes expired thereafter without such final orc^er having been
iieoe, then the aoplicant should have come within one year

trom the date of expiry of the said period of six Dxanths.
Uus the applicant should have come before this Tribunal or

it.
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-•Ulahabad Bench within the jurisdiction of which the

apolicant has worked by 25.i. 1989. The present

applicotion has been filed on 27.3.1992 and there is

'TO explanation of any delay nor^there ijs a pra er for

oringing the matter within limitation after condoning

the delay.

3. In fact in column-3 of the application at p-2,

it IS stated that the application is within limitation,

but we fail to understand how this stale matter of 1986

can be said to be in limitation because what the applicant

wants to be quashed in this case is not an order, but a

communication addressed to Bhri Yadav on the subject of

aopointment of dajinder oingh as Loco Cleaner in the

Railway. Trie name of the apolicant is .iadan Lai, o/o
-^hri Hsarfi Lai. This letter written on behalf of

the Civisional Railway ..anager, itoradabad dt.22.3.ir)i to

the ..e.ber of Parliament can:aot be said to be any order

ich can give any cause of action to the apciicantwn

J-I 00 00 LiBX •

4. The law of limitation has baen clearly laic dovn in
the case of Jr.d .d .ftatnore Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh,
-.Id 1190 SC p.iC. Thus this belated a plication is

hope lOi sly barred by time.

L
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5. The principle regarding limitation as enshrimed

In judicial te-xt irs" ' Vigil ant ibuse t ,x>n dorrni culibus jura

sub veniunt' which means that law gives help to tnose

who are watchful and not to those vho go to sleep. The •

law of limitation has also been clearly laid c;own in

a nup.ber of pronouncements.*

6. In view of the above discussion, the applicati
lo n

IS admitted and aismissed as barred by time at ths
30 miss ion

stage itself v/ith .no orders as to costs.

(J.P. 3d^=lA)
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1936 (2) SLJ lib 3 116
'-s.durlta :.iishra Vs. Ud I

1986 (3) 3LJ 439 at o-442 & 443
•^h ...bhinder Vs . UC I

i9oj_ (3; SLJ 136 & 138
...-iangan Vs. onief Section Officer

19-37 (2)_SLJ 604
Sh./.A.daga Vs. UD I
1939 (l) ''SLJ 639
3h .Hub Lai Vs. uD'I

1939 (2) SLJ 3C 49
Sh.E.L. Shah Vs. iX^I.


