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OPEN CQJR’I; '

CENTRAL ADMINI STRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD BENCH, AL AD.

ALl ahabad, this the 7th day of May 2003.
QUORWM : HON. MR, JUSTICE R.R.K. TRIVEDI, V.C,
C. A No. 537 of 1996

l. V.K. Srivastava '$/0 Late Shakal Dev Prasaq Srivastava B/0
Gudri Rai Ka Chowk, P.O, Bhagwan Bazar, Dist. Chhaptra, Blha

2. Prayag Mahato $/0 Mahadeo Mahato R/O Vvillage Bharanpur,

Tehsil and District Blhar.

Ji Mand:.r Hoad Ratanpura, P,O0, Bhagwan Bazar, P. S, Bhagwan
Bazar, District Chhapra, Bihar,

R sece e J LR Applicants.
Counsel for applicants : $ri G.D. Mukher ee.
Versus

1, The Union of India through The General Manager, Norrth-

Eastem Raﬂway, Gorakhpur.

2, The Divisional Railway Manager, North-Eastem Rallway,
Varanasi. e

3. The Chief Administrative Officer (Constructlon*,, North-
Eastem Railway, Gorakhpur. :

v

4. The Chief Engineer (Construction), Gorakhpur.

f e 517

S. The Pemanent Way Inspector, North Eastern R ""ay, Varanas

0o vs0 e ©e%o 0 ecses Eesﬁendeﬂts.
{

Counsel for respondents : Sri V.K., Goel. | ’ 

QR DER (ORAL)
BY HON.MR. JUSTICE R.R.K. TRIVEDI, V.G,

By this O.A. filed under section 19 of 4T, Act,
1985, three applicants have prayed for a direction to the
respondents to re-engage them and to take work. It has ‘been
further prayed that the direction may also be given to the
respondents to fix the original seniority and regul arise
their sexrvices. Lastly, it has been prayed that respondents

be directed to pay the full back wages of the applicants with

interest and a1}l conSequential pe efits
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3. Applicant No.2 Prayag Mahato worked frem 21.7.1980

AN \,\A'\
%7\ urt in case of Jagdlsh and others Vs. Un}\on of India

$ 23
b 45 The facts of the case for the aforesaid reljef are

that the applicant No.l V.K. Srlvastava worked as casual
labour in broad-gage project from 28. 4,198 to l5 5.1982
Adnittedly he was disengaged on 16.5.1982. '

to 15.4,1982, He was disengaged from 16.4.1982 and Applicant
‘/‘\S"(’“ } s
No.3 Amarnath Gupta worked from 30.9.1980 to %@ﬁ%@. He
was disengaged on 16.8,1981,
oG =
L This O.A. has been filed on 1.5.1996 i. ¢./more than

14 ydars of dlsengagement. There is no application for

condening’ this long and inordinate delay. Counsel for the
respondents submitted that the application is liable to be
rejected on the ground of limitation. It is further suhnltted
that the judgment in Hukum Singh's case relied on in para 3 -
of the O, A reported in 1993 Vol.24 ATC 747 is no moxe a good
law in view of the full Bench judgment of Principal Bench in
case of Mahavir and others \s. Union of India and others |

2000(3) ALJ .L Which has been confimed by Full Bench of Hop! bl

and others,")a-t:) (R «Sul (deln) <>4,°

Q’M aé( QU U™~

Se It is clear that there is nol\recurring cause of
action as claimed by the applicants. The O.A. is highly time

barred and is accordingly dismissed.
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No order as to costs,

Asthang/



