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\ CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
ALIAHABAD BE.CH -
ALLAHABAD

Original Application No. 1325 of 1993

alongwith connected matters

Allahabad this the é/}”ﬁ day of Juhe' 2001 .

Hon'ble Mr.S.K.I. Nagvi, Member (J)

O.A .No. 1325 of 1993

Ganga Ram, aged about 42 years, Son of Shri Sripat
resident of 444, Masiha Ganj, Sipri Bazar, Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central
Railway. Bombay VT.

2. Divisional Rallway Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi.

-Respondents
By Adfocate shri A.V. Srivastava

O.A JNo. 1922 of 1993

Sheikh Zahiruddin, aged about 25 years, Son of
) Shri sSheikh Riazuddineg, resident of 57, Chhoti
Mas jid, Pulliya No.9, Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri Re.K. Nigam

!grsus

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central
'Railway, Bombay VT.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi.

Respondents

_B-y Advocate Shri AKe Gaur
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OA No. 1347 of 1994 _

Vijay aged about 28 years, Son of Shri Devi Ram,
resident of Meat Market, Hari jan Basti, Behind
Gurdwara, Murar, Gwalior.

Applicant
By Advocate Shrli R.K. Nigam
Versus

1. Union of Indiathrough General Manager,Central
Railway, Bombay VT. 1

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,

Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate Shri J.N, Singh

O Noe. 1752 of 1994

Shyam Baboo, aged about 31 years, Son of Shri thgwati
Prasad, resident of railway quarter no.RB-I 703/®, Rani
Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi.

Applicant
Py Advocate Shri ReKe Nigam
Versus i

Le Union of India through General Manager, Cemiral
Railway, Bombay VT.

\ \
2. Rlvisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi.

3. Chief Medical Superintendent, Central Railway

Hospital, Jhansie.
Respondents

|
By Advocate Shri G.P.Agarwal |
|

O.A.N0.1777 of 1994

|
|
1

Kishori Lal, aged about 28 years, Son of Late Shri
Nathoo Ram, resident of Insidate Datia Gate, 121
Mukaryana, Jhansi.

: Appl icant
By Advocate ShriR.K. Nigam
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1l. Union of India through General Manager,Central
Railway, Bombay VT.
2. Divisional Rallway Manager, Central Rallway,
Jhansi.
Respondents
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal
OA No.1851 of 1994
]

Peter Henery, aged about 25 years, Son of Shri
Henery Francis, resident of rallway quarter No.
RB I/703-D, Rani Laxmi Nagar,Jhansi. :

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central
Railway, Bombay VT.

2% Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts offiéer.
Central Railway, Bombay VT.

3. Sr.Divisional Accounts Officer, Central Rallway

Jhansi. .
Respondentws

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

O..A NO.,1853 of 1994

) Wwilliam Dowson, aged about 34 years, Son of
shri D.Dewson, resident of Opposite Central

School No.3, RB III/804 A, Khatl Baba Road,#

Applicant
Jhansi. Shri M.P. Gupta

By Advocate® Shri S.K. Mishra

Versus
rsestinhet=4

1. Union of India through General Manager,
Central Rallway, Bombay VTe.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Raillway
Jhansi.

By Advocate Shri V.K. Goel
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OA .No. 785 of 1995

Ra jendra Prasad, aged about 34 years, Son of
Shrl Hari Ram resident of 24, Pulliya No.9,
Jhansi.

Applicant

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus

1. Union of India th%?hgh General Manager,
Central Railway, fdombay VeT.

2. Chief workshop Ma;“

Workshop, Jh&ﬂSiﬂf
i Respondents

By Advocate Shri ToN. 9! h
iH

O.A.No. 1204 of 1995

4“1

ger, Central Railway

R
(£
C

Bhaiya Lal, aged:toutééo years, Son of Shri Hglkoo
resideent of village ahd Post Dailwara , Tehs@l

Lalitpur, District Lag*tpur.
i Applicant
By Advoc:te Shri R.K. figum

w'

1
Yhrsus
R e ———
l. Union of India térough General Manager,
ailway' Bommy W[‘o

u’h

2. Divisional Railwwy'Manager. Central Railhay;

Jhansi. Respondents
By Advocate Shri A.ti rivastava
8 of 1996

ra, District Mahoba.

&
Applicant

eecespPge5/=

ars, Son of Shri shafi
/o Station Master,Sagi

4
|
|
|
\
|
|
|
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1% Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay VT.

S e b S L

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi.

Respondents

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

. Alyad Khan aged about 32 years Son of Shri Baboo
: Khan, R/o House No.36, Pulliya No.9, Nayapura,
Jhansi. }
Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager.Central
Railway, Bombay VT.

2e Chief Workshop Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate Shri G.P..AgarWal

O NE, 157 of 1996

Ashok Kumar, aged aboit 25 years, Sonof Shri Dhani

Ram, resident of Nal Ganj, Brehinls.I.College,Sipri
-Bazar, Jhansi. Applicant
By Advocate Shrl ‘R.K

. Nigam

Jersus

b R4S Union of India tkrough General Manager, Central
Railway, Bombay T.

2% Divisional Raiyway'Manager. Central Railway,

Jhansi . i Respondents
By advocate Shri Amitc Sthalekar

L/// O&A.No. 768 of 1996

l. Mukesh Kumar Gai tam aged about 30years, Son of
Shri Ram Pratap Jautam R/o Samgam Bihar Colony,

: Nandanpura, Jha: si.
BI:Aazeeaee-Shzi-a,ngggga- cees.DgeB/=
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2. Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years, Son

ghri Bhaiya Lal, R/o 83 Nandanpur, Jhansis

3. ‘eeslAhmad aged about 37 vear=, Son of Sh

pi Ullah R/o 52, Haja: =na, Jhan:i.

4. eri éam. aged about 31 vears, Son of chri
P

of

‘nnalnal R/o Nandanpura, Lipri Bazar.JhaFﬁi.

S5e rayan Dass aged abou£ 32 years, S/o Shri

Bai jnath R/c 60, Masiha Ganj, Jhansi.
B |

g il 9 ntosh K ’9&3 iwari, aged about 35 years,
shri Hari

o

am Tiwari, R/o 22 Railganj,

>d about 33 qufs Son of Sh;i
'1r Tal, Morarngwaklior.

| ‘ ¢ 'i?:

: 'li “
8. Jang Bahad '%ged about 27 years. Son o;
‘agwén Da L

0.
rasad, R
éewa]lioro

11. Qarib Dase about ”8 years bong_'

ge and Phst Kumarrah,

12, mahehdna
$hri. ‘ReKe
Pist;ict

&asib RB

plicants

By AdvocatesShr
1§ ‘ T |}

| ‘

i

Son
nsi.

Devi

Shri
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Union of India through General Manager,Central
Rail wayYs anm‘i CSTe.

Divisional Rallway Manager, Central Railway,

Jhansi.
Respondents

BY AdvaGate Shri G.FPe. Agarml

1.

2.

4.

56

O. JNoe. 882 of 1996

Amrit Lal aged about 36 years, son of Shri Ram
charan, resident of Shreeram Colony, Dabra
District Gwaliore.

Ra jendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of
Shri Ram Syewak Srivastava, resident of village

parotha Rajan Ki Pahariya, Tehsil Dabra,Distt.
Gwaliore.

Mahendra Singh, aged about 37 years, Son of

Shri Ram Singh R/o 243 Nanak Ganj, Sipri Bazar,
Jhansie '

vindrabandaged about 36 years, son of Shri%Kamta
pd.R/@ Shikishit Colony, Bujurg Road, Dabra,
District Gaalior. :

suresh aged about 31 years Son of shri Devi
Lal Jatav R/o Haripur Custom Road, Dabra,
District Gwalior.

Applicants

By Advocate Shri ReKs Nigam

1.

20

Versus
ey ——

Union of India through General Manager.céhtral
Railway, Mumbai CST.

Chief Personnel Officer, Central Railway,Mumbal
CSTe.

Divisional Railway Manager, Central Rallway,
Jhansi.

Ey

Respondents

By Advocate shri A.K. Gaur

ooao;gnsl-
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2.

By Advocates ShriR.K.Nigam

Q. No. 1084 of 1996

HMunna Lal, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri
Kashi Ram, resident of 102, Outside Datia
Gate, Jhansi.

Shri Nathoo Ram, resident of 188 Inside
Datlia Gate, Jhansi.

Kamlesh Kumar aged about 35 years, Son oar

Appbicants

Gt

shri Rakesh Verma

1.

2.

By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur

Versus
e —

Union of <4ndia through General Mamager, Central
Railway Mumbai CST,

Chief wWorkshop Manager, Central Railway Workshop,

Jhansi. Respondents

1.

2k

By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan

Q.ANoe 1217 of 1997

Mohammad Nasir Khan, Son of Badloo, resident of

Sadan Puri, Orai, at present residing at House
No.l, Hazari Purwa, Orai.

Sughar singh, Son of Jhanda Singh, resident of
Village Chain Ka Purwa, Post Amaraudha, District
Kanpur Dehate.

f
i\
Applicants 4

2.

2.

3.

4.

Versus

Union of India through the Secretary, Mitd.stty

of Rallway, Rail Bhawan, New Delhi. -
¢

General Manager, Central Railway, Boxntny‘iVT.é

Divisional Railway Manager, Jhansi.

]
Permanent Way Inspector, Orai. Resphndehts

By Advocate Shri G.P. Aqar@l’(v | e A

e
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O.ANo. 37 of 1998

1. JAGDISH son of Kamta

2. CHEDA IAL son of Kheri
Both resident of village and Post Patgora, .
pDistrict FAMIRPUR.

3. HAR GOVIND son of Chakki Lal, resident of
village Matchhari, Post Rawatpur, District
HAMIRPUR .

Applicants

By Ndvocate Shri R.K. Rajan

vVersus

‘1. Union of India through the Secretary of Rail
Bhawanp New Delhi.

2« The General Manager, Bombay VeTe
3. The Divisional Manager Railway, Jhansi.
4. The Bnspector &f works, Kanpur Jhuhi under

D.R‘}'{. mh}sI.

Se The Permanent Way Inspector, Mauranipur,

HAMIRPUR.
Respondents

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

O .l0. 131 of 1998

Shyam sunder, aged about 35 years, Son of Shri Ram
Sewak, resident of village Baragaon, Post Baragaon,
Tehsil Orai, District Jalaun(U.P.)

Applisant _
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus

1. Union of India through General Mamager,Centrfl,

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, Jhansi.

. eeePgell/=
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By Advocate Ghri G.P. Agarwal_

2

Rl L S

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Central{Railv
my. orai L ] I

Respondents ‘

OWA. No. 136 of 1998

bevi Dayal, aged about 36 years, son of Shri torey

Lal, resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun.:istdct
Jalaun.

Apglicant

BY Advocate Shri R.x. Nigam | {

Versus 5

Central

1. Union of India thm ugh General Manager,

2. Divisidnal Railway Mamager, Central Railyay.
Jhansi . j

i

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Certral Railwavy,
Orai. ‘
Respondentsg
—==kOndents
Adwvocate Shri GaePo Agarwal

QA .No. 222 of 1998

| 3
i

1, RAM BABOO son Oof Ram Gopal, resident of Qillgge

and Post USAR GAON, District JRLAUN ‘ #

2. MAHESH, Son of Shyam pal, resident of viljagd

: Harkupur, Post USAR GAON, Dist: - JATA Uil ?
Applicants FaE

gypﬁgvocatew§hrlﬁgigf Ra jan

Versus

s Union of India and Othe - g throuvah the Secﬁet&ry.
Ministry of Railway, RailwBhawar, Newy Delhi, '
| ‘If
| i
2. The General Manager, Central Railway, Mumbbi&CST.

i

3. The Divisional Manager, central Railway, Jﬁaﬁsi.

: Orai, |
4, Permanent Way Inspector, Céntral. Railway , Jilaun
By Advocate Shri GeP. Agarwal fg/f g cetei.Dg.ll/
—. e i Pl i
1 i ( ( ~ ;;
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1.

3.
4,

5.

6.

G

8.

9.

10.
k.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
23
22
23.
24.
25,
26
iy A
28.
29,

3 S o LT

OWA No. 287 of 1928_

Shiv Charan Singh S/o Bhagwan Deen
Kaushlend Kumar S/o Ganesh Prasad
Shyam Lal s/o Shanker

Munna S/0 Ram Kumar

Mool Chand S/0 Baldev

Shiv Waran S/0 Shyam Sunder
Ram Behari S/0 Khumani

Raja Nati S/0 vikaa

Susheel Kumar S/0 Bhagwan Das
Lakhan Baboo S/0 Shree Gopal
Pahalwan Singh S/0 Kumod Singh
Hira Lal S/0 Jhalloo Ram
Munni Lal S/0 Kamtay

Bhola S/0 Kamta

Ram Bahori S/0 Chunna

Ram Manohar S [0 Ram Bharosa
Badri Vishal S/0 Mairma

Ram Narain S/0 Binda

Ram Swaroop S/0 Gujja

Jag Kishore S/0 sadla

Shree rPal S/0 Lotan

Ram Das S/0 Karha

Rameshwar S/0 shiv Balak
Laanman S/0 Phallo Ram

Jugal S/0 shiv Nandan

Babboo S/0 Ram Nath

Anandl Prasad S/0 Ram Asrey
Janki Prasad S/0 Ganga Prasad
Shiv Bharan S/0 Ram Prasad

30.Sudama Prasad s/o Bai jnath

31.
1A
3.
34,
35,
36.
59
38,
39,
40,
41,

Achari Lal s/o Ram pal
Baboo Lal S/o Nand Ram
Ram sharan S/o Chhedi Lal
Ram Vishal S/o Jagan Nath
Ram Pal S/o Chunwad
Ganga Prasad S/o Gorey Lal
Haseen Khan S/o Sultan Khan
Jameel Khan s|o Khaleel Khan
Swali - S/o sShiv Nayak
Rameshwar S/o Ram MNath

Ram Das S/o vindraban

Lot

Lqiw_g
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42.  sShivdeen S/0 Magan

43. Hari shankar S/0 Jamuna

44, Prem Das S/0 Chhaggoo

45. Ram Milan S/0 wWodhan

46. Chhota s/o Maty prasad

47.  Raghuveer Dayal S/0 Ram Sajeewan

48, Bhawani Deen S/0 Ram Nath

49.  Jageshwar S/0 Ram Pal

50. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Kishore

5l. Moti Lal S/0 Ram Lal

52 4 Chhota S/0 Ram Lal

53. Shiv Kumar 8$/0 Ram Manohar

54. Natthoo S/0 Lalloo

55 Chunno S/0 Jagdish

56. Sheshan S/0 Siddhoo

57. Sheo Mangal S/0 Ram Manohar

58.  Rameshwar s/o Kashi

59. Ram Chandra S/o Ga“

60. Ram Kumar s/o Boda';‘m

61. Ram Charan S/o Man'bhan

62.  Bri jkishore Goswam i& S/o0 Uma Shanker
é

Residents of §

PeWeI. Complex Chii*#:akutdham Karwi
chhatrapati Sahu ji.naharaj Nagam, U.p.
Applicants

|

Versus ;
‘i%"‘ §
i. Union of India (Thﬁ‘?ugh ! General Manager, C¢ntrixl
Railway, Mumbai C'Sjl«g. é
2. . Divisional Railway ﬁ‘anager, Central Rail: ny.} Jhtgnsj.
Division, JHANSI. %

o Fa_i.“"f‘j—"‘
s,

3. Senior Sectional’ Er“r J.neer(Permanent Wa 'r\sg;ect 5:)
Central Railway, c} :&trakot Dham Karwvi ,
Chhatrapati Sahujetéhlaharaj (u.p.)

| i

4. Senior Sectional E "‘J}"ineer(r‘ermanent Way

Central Railway, Di ?,trict Banda(U P.)

%
ga

BY Advocate Shri G.P. Agas
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OA.No. 587 of 1998

i z Kailash Chandra, aged about 42 years, Scon of Shri
A Ram Krishna, resident of Gali Bansidhar, Tundla,
District Agra.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus
s 1. Union of India through General Manager, North-
ern Railway, Bearoda House, New Delhi.

2 Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway,

Allahabad.
Res pondents

By Advocate Shri A.K. Pandey

OJA No.1194 of 1998

shiv Sagar, S/o Shri Kannauji Lal, R/o Rathera, Post
Indauli, District Mainpur.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta
Versus
158 Union of India through General !lamgecr,

Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway,
¥ Allahabad. !
3. P.We.I./Northern Railway, Hainpur.
Respondents

By Advocate shri G.P« Agarwal

0. Noe 158 of 1999

REHANULIAH S |0 IATE ANINULIAH R/o 168 Pura Manohar
Das Akbar Pur, Allahabade.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri A.K. Srivastava

b

E Versus

( eeepg 14/=
@
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l. Union of India through Divisional }Rail
Manager, Northern Railway, Allahalhd
Division, Allz"abad.

2. Senior Divisionz'! Engineer, Norﬂm*rn Rail-
way, 7 '1lzhabad I ricion, Allahahad.’

R‘espondenis

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agare '

|
|
0. 378 of 1999 (

1. JHALLU son Mulla, resident of wvillage and
2e Shree Pal

Ra juwa, ﬂOth reside £ of Vil]_age
aura, Dislrict Hamirpur. |
3 + ! . ]

{ A

4. Mata Deen ,n of Jaga"§nath. resid#nt%af village

Daharra, P‘t Makarbai,. District t-la ?‘pur.

applicants worked the
'ent Way I*:cpector. tra ut Dham

Per
Karwi , under thrg control of Dg .M. Jhansi
!«
Dy Advosate shri Z? J. Pajan

versus | 5’
i B

1. Union of Ixidia throughi the Jeneral Il‘.iélager,
g, Railway.ﬁ Mumbai V.T. |

&

¥
;,
| i |
Do The Divisidnal Railway Manzger, Ge Hillhay,

Jhansi . i
L

i
(w !
.

3. The Perman;:t way Inspaator, Karwh CH

%
¥
g

tirakut

Dham. o
=*.‘esponden$s f

By Advocate Shri «Pe Agarwal ,%:,




The applicant worked under the Permanent Way
Inspecgor, Chitrakut Dham, Karwhk, under the
Control of D.R«M., Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan
Versus
1. Union of India through the General Manager,

Central Railway, Mumbai, V.T.

25 The Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railwa vy,
Jhansi. ‘

3. The Perranent Way Inspector, Karwi, Chitrakut
Dham. Urder DeR.Me Jhansi.

Respondents

By Advocate Shrli GePe Agarwal
(e &

O.A.N0.1107 of 1999

Chandramohan, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri Ga jachar,
resident of B+«17, Krishna Colony, Jhansi.

Applicant

By Advocate Sliri R.K. Nigam
Vg.tsus
1 L% Union of India through General Hanager, Central
Pafler < Muamial ©57.

24 Divisional Rgilway Manager, Central Railway,
: Jhansi.

Respondents

By Advocate sShri G.P. Agarwal

___:75. «NDe1478 of 1999

e

RANVEER SINGH 5/0 SITAPAM R/o VILIAGE JHAJHUPUR,
TEHSIL KARHAL DISTRICT MAINPURT .

4 Applicant y
By Advocate Siri A.K. Srivastava i 8
i 3 )¢ 5

Versus
(;f'j/__ eo e om . 16/- “ f
) (@SS i




26 5

By AdvSeate Shri Prash

-
a

L , "

Union of India through Divilioml Rail
Manager. Northern Railway. Allahabad
Division, Allahabad.

Senior D:Lvisional Personal Officer, Nordhern
Railuy. Allahabad Division, Allahakbad.
; Respondents

QoA «NOo

il
,,

1.

2e

3.

~ UNION OF IND

MUMBAT VT
1
The Divisi?
5

The Station M
JHA NST .

By Advocate Shri G..

Hafgab

131/138, Begumpurve,
' Kanpur Nacjar. ‘

11| B e o

1d

24

Baroda House, N¢

ntending Englneei
1. Office, Allah




17

.o
.

35 Inspector of Works(I) Northern Railway,
Kanpur (Nirman Nirikshak(N.Rly. Kanpur )

kpp%Rengndents
By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur

O RDER

By Hon'ble Mr.S.K.I. Nagvi, Member (J)

In all the Original ﬂpplicationsjas
mentioned above, the question of law and facts
involved are almost of similar nature and can
be conveniently disposed of by a common order,
for which the learned counsel for the parties
have no objection. 0.A.N0.1325 of 1993 shall
be thevleading case.

2. In all these 0.As the applicants have
claimed the relief for a direction to the respon-
dents to re-éngage the applicants in service, to
vefify from the original cardéythe days they have
worked and-pay slips, and to include their namesi
in the Live Casual Labour Register according#to E
their seniority, to give them all the privileges
and the benefits for which a casual labour with
temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to
regularise their services. |

é been
3. Counter—-affidavits hitve/ filed in all
these cases and the =laim of tﬁe applicants havei
been strenuously ogﬁosed on tha ground of limiﬁ-i
ation and it has been emphasisqd that the apollcants
are not entitled for the relieﬁg they have claiﬂed
as the O.As are highly barred-by period of limit?

V3
i
¥

ation and liable to be discarded on this ground 3

@ ...pg.};a/-

£

-
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alone. In order to appreciate the contmvérsy
the facts in brief giving rise to the controveirsy

are being examined separately in each O.As:-

3(1) O .No. 1325 of 1993

Shri Garga Ram=applicant in this o.Af.

~ pleaded to have worked in three spells;

22.09.1970 to 18.12.1970
22.12.1970 to 18.03.1971 ;
25.03.1971 to 18.07.1971 ?

He has filed this 0.A. on 02.9.1993 ¢ |
; ' i.e. after about 22 years‘and claims the 0.A,
to be within time. |

3(41) 0. .NO. 1922 of 1993

e S

The applicant-Sheikh Zahiruddinsclaims

il to have worked for 144 days in between 25.12.1984
| to 18.05,1985. The O.A. has been filed on 22.12.93
. i.e. after about 8 years from the date when he worked

(: { laste

- 3(111)  0.A.No.1347 of 1994

The applicant=Vijay has brought this ©.a.

-on 02,09.84 on the strength of his having worked for
490 days in between 06.11.1987 to 31:03.1989 in three

spells, thereby he filed 0O.A. after about 5 years.

i | 3(iv) O.A .No. 1752 of 1994

Shri Shyam Babu filed this O0A. on 17.11.94
putting forward his claim for having worked 2¢9 days

. boomolg/!‘-
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in between 23.4.1985 to 28.07.1987 in three spells.
He has ciaimed that in the process of regularisation
he was medlcally examined, but annexure A=l shows
that after explry of period of panel, he was no more 5
- on roll as per report dated 18.08.94. The O.A. @as

filed on 1701101994 l1.e. abfter about 7 yearse.

3(v) O.A.No. 1777 of 1994

Shri Kishori Lal has filed this oa. on
22.11.1994 on the strength of his having worked as
Seasonal Waterman(casual labour) ffom 01.10.85 to
06.10.85 and also form 29.10.85 to 31.10.85 and also
as Seasonal Waterman at Jhansi station in five spells
from 01.04.87 to 22.07.91 ang thereby he filed this
0. . after a period of more than 3 years. He also

claims that the petition is within period of limit=-

ation,

3(vi) O .NO.1851_.of 1994

This is an application preferred by Peter
Henery on 08.12.94 who claims to have worked as Box
Boy for the period as detailed in annexure A=1,
According to which.he remained engage between 02.4.86
to 10.11.89 in 8 spells ang thereby after about 5§
Years from the date he worked last, he filed this

OA+ He also declared that the OA. is within time.

3(vii) OA No.1853 of 1994

This is an 0.4 . filed by Shri wWilliam

Dowson on 08,12.94 and claims to have worked in

eeopge20/=
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six spells in between period from 03.02.78 to
18.07.85. He has also impugned the 1ette# dated
19.06.85 (annexure A=2) thfough which he h*s been
disengaged w.e.f. 18.07.85. He has also ﬁeclared
the OA . to be within limitation.

3(viii) OANo. 785 of r1995

On 01.08.95 Shri Ra jendra Prasad brought
this 0.A . claiming the relief in respect of his,
service status for havingy worked from 28.11.74 to
21.03.84 in different spells. He has also filed
M.A.No.2030/95 for condonation of d¥elay in filing
the 0.A. on the ground that he was assured that his
name shall be brought in the panel and scréening.
which was going to take place in the Month of April,
1995 and thereby he was mislead by the concerned
dealing Clerk. Apparently it is not an acéeptable

ground which is vague in nature.

3(ix) OA. No.1204 of 1995

The applicant Bhaiya Lal has filed this
O.A. on 185.11.95 seeking direction to the }espondents
that the appointment order in respect of the apoli-
cant be issued in the wake of his juniorecqunter
parts haviﬁg been cleared for absorption in Group
'D' cadre. He has also filed a noti fication dated
07.02.89. 1In the counter-affidavit, the réspondents
have raised pPreliminary objection régardinﬁ the bar
Oof limitation and also mentioned that screening for

absorption was conducted in April May, 1989 and the
.00[?‘21/‘
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panel of screened candidates was declared on
>8.09.89. The applicant was at serial no.50

in the list of eligible candidates, but despite
wide publicity of the screening, neither the
applicant appeared be foreythe Screening Committee
nor sent any application regarding his absence,
hence could not be considered for screening. The
applicant has come up on 15.11.95 claiming his
relief against the panel declared on 28.09.89

i.e.&fter abcut six yearse

3(x) O.A.No« 38 of 1996

Shri Abdul Ma jeed maclaims to have worked
as casual labour from 08.6.82 to 21.04.92 in several
spells and claims service benefits for which he has
filed this O.A . on 04.801.1996, claiming the O.A. to

be within limitation, which has been filed after about

4 yearso.

3(xi) O.A.NO.- 149 of 1996

This application has been preferred by
Shri Alyas Khan who filed the O.A . On 07.02.96 and
has clained the relief on the strength of having

worked as casmal labour from 01.12.83 to November,

1985 in four spells. The applicant has also men=

tioned that he worked for few days from 06.5.86

to 14.5.86 as Seasonal Wagerman. The applicant
has also filed annexure A=5 to the effect that
from 10.11.86 he is continuously working as ﬁelper
Cook in Supervisors Training Centre, Hostel Meas,
Central Railway. The respondents have raised the
plea of limitation and also disputed the period of

work as claimed by the applicant. Regarding his

....pg-Z’./—
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. licants worked after 22. 7.1991 which is the last .
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being engaged as Helper Cook, it has been *ubmitted‘
in the counter=-reply that it is irrelevant for the
bPurpose of the relief sought in this oa. énd app=
licant has filed this o0& . after more than%lo years

from the <$edate when he last worked.

3(xii) OA.No. 157 of 1996

SO0 long this matter was +éobeing iisted

A

before the Division Bench, but now it has hben
placed before Simgle Member Bench as it relates .
to casual labour regularisation case. Shri Ashok g

Kumar filed this 0.A. on 08,2.1996 seeking relief

for confirment of status Of M.R.C.L. and to absorb
finally on the basis of quantum of service he ren-
dered, as detailed in para=4.1 of the 0.A, according
to which he worked for 123 days in between:December.
1992 to April, 1993 in five spells. He claims the
O« to be within time vhich has been fileq after

3 dayears from the date he worked last.

3(xiii) O.A.No. 768 of 1994

Mukesh Kumar and 12 others have filed
this oa. on 18.7. 96 for having worked in different

spells and different time, but none of these api-

<
[
¥

working day of applicant-uhri Man Singh. Therea fte}
Man Si:ngh t
neither the applicantg nor any of the other appli- i

cants who have joined in this O« . has worked. Thei

claimed the application to be within time, i

3(xlv)  OA.N0,882 of 1996 :"

Amrit Lal and four others have fileq this |

(Q‘M g.opgoiZB/-
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O.A. on 12.08.96 for having worked in different
spells of time, but with the specific mention
that Shri Amrit Lal=-applicant no.l has lastly
worked on 22.7.1991. Similar is position with
applicant no.2 Ra jendra Prasad, applicant no.4-
Vihdraban and applicant no.5~suresh, whereas there
is mention that Mahendra Singh=-applicant no.3
worked upto 29.7.91 and thereby all these five
applicants worked in between 20.07.77 to 29.07.91
with di fferent periods and spells to thelr credit.
They claimed to have filed application within limit
of time though it has been filed after about five

years from the date when the last man worked.

3(xv) OA .No. 1084 of 1996

Munna Lal and Kamlesh Kumar have claimed
to have worked from 17.1.1984 to 15.10.1985 and
17.04.1984 to 15.10.1985 respectively=in different
spells. Theymalso claimed to have acquired M.R.C.L.
status. The O.A . has been filed on 04.10.96 i.e.
after 11 years from the dake vhen they worked last

but have claimed the O0.A. to be within time.

3(xvi) O.ANoe. 1217 of 1997

: Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Singh have

filed this 0.A . The applicant no.l=lohd.Nasir

Khan claimns to have worked in open line from

25.12.81 to 18.09.82 and in the second sepell he
worked from 20.11.82 to 18.02.83. The applicant

no.2 Shri Sugiar Singh has pleaded that he was not
given service card, but regularly paid monthly salary

through pay €lip and has filed the pay slip for the

H\Qﬂth » 00099024/—
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month of April, 1983 according to which he worked

only upto 18.04.83. The respondents have claimed
in their C.A. that the O.A. is barred by period of
limitation and the applicants were engaged in the
pro ject and when the project work came to anl end

the applicants have been disengaged. The 0.#5. has
been filed on 17.11.97 after 14 years with ‘e claim
that it is within limitation of time.

3(xvii) The applicanta Jagdish, Cheda Lal and
Har Govind have filed this O.A. on 08.01.98. As
per their; claim, the applicants Jagdish and ‘ eda
Lal worked between 22.08‘.80 to 20.09.83, vhereas
the applicant no.3 Shri Har Govind worked fmbm
25.07.83 to 18.01.83 and again from 18.11.84 to +8+84v85
18.04.85., They claimed rm]:Z[g?gers and madi fications
issued from time to t:l,ma‘:, they became entitled to be
brought on Live Casual Iiabour Register and be giwven
consequential benefit oi%‘ temporary status an:d regular-
igation. The O.A. is cl%iwwi to he within l#mitation
which has been filed after about 13 years fﬂom the

s ]
date uvhen Shrl Har Gowind ras dlicengaged, wi@ clains

to have wokked evens aft%er the other twos wq're dig=-

© engaged.

I.

g w
i A
43(xviii) O0.A.No. 131 of 1998 i'}

o

! ‘
|
Thisg applicatjion has been brought on

04.02.1998 by Shri Shyam Sunder vwho claims to ha;eii
worked for more than 20(% days in between 03.105.8l
to 18.09.84 in different spells. The applicant

claims to have submittel this O.A . within 1 .mit _

time. The respondents l‘glave attacked on limitatibn | -

;( QQQQMQZS/"
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side'mentioning that the O.A. has been £i]eg

after about 14 years when the Cause of action

3xix)  o0.a.no. 136 of 1998

OW&A . has been fijeg after about 13 years,

22 :M0.222 of 1998
3(xx) The applicant=-Ranp Baboo clainmg to have

9
days they have worked they claimegf to be engaged

and give Consequential benefi ts, They have also

Hxel) CoRil Al of 1998

Shiv Charan Singh ana g1 othiers have flileqg
s oA L B, 1l.3.1998 claiming reljef to the effent
that they be ‘“emgaged ag l‘asual J_abour/l«I.R.C.L. in

accordance Vith their Seniority, They be Subjecteg
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R 2@ 1 g2 i .
Rameshwar=applicant no.23 on 22.2.,1979 and’last to
be disengaged yls Lakhan Babu~applicant no.10 who
worked;upbo 18.12.86. The respondents claimed that
the O.A. which has been fileq after about *2 years,
is grossly barred by limitation, if the da#es men-
tioned by the applicant with regard to their having
worked, is taken to be correct and cause o _action
is reckoned accordingly.

0.A JNo. 587 of 1998 |
3(xxti) shri Kailash Chand who worked as basual

labour from May, 1978:td October, 1978 has Eiled t

this 0.A. on 26.5. 19%‘ claining benefit whi could

be available ¥ him 3{om§the Judgment and e depart-
mental notifications?ﬂssuad from time to time. The

respondents have fird: attacked on limitati¢n frcnt

with the mention tha&;thé applicant got up ﬁrom deep
sleep after about zeff-ars when not only'thj claim
Wik | i

has beeome birreq byri of %ge

imitation, but the ka
U i i
also comes tq pPlay. { f i @
o |
TS @
3(xxiii) o.A;;No. 1198 of 1998 ‘%
Shﬁg Shiv Si‘aﬁ claimed to have wo kediior

5*spells from 10.01,197 to:%
iﬁ O4A . on 28.10.199& claﬁming
.

®# hé rendered. pe has'declmred

iffriod of limitation tﬁoughwfiled

Ih

iienicause of action, if<any$,

|

ohrLﬂRehanulﬁ} flas filed this O.A.‘on

£hat he bec&nws‘en, tled

to relief of #beli 1n the recionaen ct.ebg 27/~




establishment because of his having worked for

144 days in different spells from 22.12.1975 to
13.08.1978. The respondents have attacked on
limitation side with the mention that the applicant
has come up after 21 years from the date when cause
of action, 1f any, accrued to him. It has also been
mentioned on behalf of the respondents that now at
this stage, the bar of age will also hound the

applicant.

3 (xxv) O%A.No.378 of 1999

Jhallu and three others have filed this
OW. on 01.4.99 claiming relief of being engaged
as casual labour in the respondents establishment
and provided with benefit of services they have
rendered to the respondents. The detall of which
has been given in the 0.A. which is being summarised

as under}

(@) Jhallu = ' 3012.1982 to 18.08.1984 | I (

(b) sri pal 22.12.1983 to 18.10.1983] Rl
di fferent |

(ec) Gulab 12.12.1982 to 18,.07.1983) I
spells.

(d) Mata Deen 03.01.1983 to 24.07.1983) I

The above description goes to indicate that
first to be engaged was Sri Gulab who joinéd on 12.12.
1982 and last to be disengaged was shri Jhallu whose
last working dateﬂ/is 18.08.1984. The respondents
have raised preliminary objection on limitation €front
with the mention that if any cause of action accrued
Lo any of the applicants, wé%fgg L8.08.198§ and the
O.A. has becn filed after 15 years therefrom whereas

the applicants claimed that the O.A. is within period

(//f// cecesPge28/=
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3Gxxvi)  HeOA .N0.956 of 1999

|
Nathu Ré\m has brought this o.a. on 13.08.99
with the claim that he deserves to be re-engﬁged in

Pursuance of the order dateqd 10.12,1996. The applicant

claims to have workeg from 19.01.1983 to 18.10.1983, E

on 18,10.1983 when he was disengaged and hot ﬁo be
€ngaged againwang O.A. has been filed after 16 year%.
there fore, barreq by period of limitation,

The applicant Chandra Mohan claims to have
worked as casual labour from 24.04,1982 +o 18.09.1982
and has fileq this 0. . on 16.09,1999 claiming the
benefit of SeuresBoard's cifcular dated 07.9.199¢.
In this matter also, the respondents have raised the

Plea of limitation,

3 xxiiii) O.A.No. 1478 of 1999

Shri Ranveer 3ingh has filed thig O.A. on
02.12.1999 and claims to have worked from April, 1985
to June, 1987 a8 casual labour under Goods Shed, N.R,
Allahabad and on the strength of havi, worked for 189
days claiming the benefit of Circular- issued from tine
to time ang the law laig by the Hon'n Supreme Court,

In this case also the respondehts'haVQ raised the pPlea
of limitation,

3 (xxix) O.A .No. 343 of 2000
Shri Omkar Nath Manna claj - YO have worked

from 01.04.76 to 16.06.1990 ip di ffercnt spells, He

G(\} ..pg-29/—
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has filed this O.A. on 27.03.2000 claiming his
re-engagement with benefits in accordance with
his seniority reckoned on the basis of days he
has worked. The respondents have raised the plea‘

of limitatione.

3 (xxx) OA. No. 974 of 2000

Nabab Ali has filed this 0A . On 31.08.00
with the mention that he worked as cawsual labour
from 09.07077 to 13.08.83 for total number of 656
days in different spells and thereby claims that he
has acquired the temporary status and deserves a
claim to be re-engaged and give the service benefit
in accordance with the days he has worked. \In this

matter also the plea of limitation has been argued

on behalf of the respondents.

4, From the facts mentioned above, it is
qﬁite clear that all the O.As under consideration
here hava been flled in between 'he perloldl running
from flve years to 3L years from the date when a
Ny S R G T U B (R S e el T wiil oh
period has been calculated from the last date after
whish the applicants were not allowed to work and

cause of action arose to khem after that date.

S Serious preliminary objection has been
raised from the side of the respondents in all these
matters and 1t has been submitted that the O.As have
been filed after period of limitati?n as prescribéd
under Section 21 of the A.T.Act, 1985/ the O.As

are liable to be dEmissed on the ground of limitation.

;: Q‘...'W.BO/-
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6. I have hearg S/Shri R.k., Nigam, RiK.Rajan.
CeP. Gupta, s.x. Mishra, A.k. Srivastava, Rakesh Verma,

B.N. singh, learneq counsel for the applicants inp

the applicants, Also'heard S/Shri G.P. Agarﬁal.
JeN. Singh, v.k. Goel, a.v. Srivastava, Amit Sthalekar
AJK.Gaur ang Shri prashant Mathur on behal £ df the

respondents in the Trespective cases in vhich Ehey

represented,

7. The legal position a8 referred from| the
@lther sige is as follows;

Of the o.g under consideration, their nimes were

Fequired to pe entered in Live Casual 1labour Register

andg ‘hereby khe WDkl v ngs A, “ntlt)ed Gy v

relierf 2lalmed anqg therella 1o Hien 4 afy | sl

It has also been submi tted op behalf ~¢ the applica?t

that the similarly Situateq applicants 4, were:disf

e€ngaged like the applicants have alre»’y beaen gnﬁnté&‘
i

; i
relief by this Tribunal ang on the groinmg of parity

the Present applicapfs are also entitlcq for simila#
i i
relielf, Learned co :

different O&s , under considera:ion herei

';Divisgon Bench Judgmefit of

K

e Triléiunal in the
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Hulam Singh Vs. U.0.I. and Others(1993)24 A.T.C.

747 . Referénce has also been made to unreported
judgment of this Bench of Tribunal delivered on

10.12.1996 in O.A .No.1550 of 1992 Prahlad & Others

Vs.UsOusl. & brs. and also the order dated 24.11.00

in O.A. No 39 of 1998 Virendra Kumar Tiwari Vs.U.0.

I.& Ors. Reliance has also been placed on verdict
handed down by Hon'ble Supreme Court in U.,0.I. &

Qrs Vs.Basang Lal and 0rs.1992 S.CeCo(L&S) 611

Judgment of Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the

case of G.Krishnamurthy Vs.U.O.I. & Others(1989)

9 A.T.C.158 . On the point of continuing cause of

action each of the counsel appearing on behalf of

the applicants in theif respective matters highlighted
the decision by Delhi High Cou—rt in C.W.P.No.5071 of
1999 decided on 23.08.99(Sshish Pal Singh and Others
Vs. U.0.I. & Others), wherein it has been held;

®In 1997-98, juniors to the petitioner were
engaged but he was left ott. It is then he
realised that his name had not been entered
in the "live register" and, therefore, not
given any engagement. The cause ofaction
accrued to him in 1997-98, even otherwise
the cause of action is a contin#uous one.
Hénce his original petition was not barred
by time."

8. S/shri G.P. Agrawal, A.K. Gaur, P. Mathur,

% .Vs .Srivastava, J.N. singh, V.K. Goel and Amit Sthalekar,
learned counsel for the respdndents have raised the
objection of. limitation and submitted individually but
with a joint assertion that there is mo question of

any continuing cause of action ¢o the applicants as

they were engaged for specific purposes and after the

ﬁ\}\ 0-..”032/-




2, Ratan Chang Samanta
©f India ang Others A+sI+Rs1993 s

3. Scooter India Vijai E.v,
Eldred(1999) 81 FLR 87,

and Others Vs.U ‘on
oCoZ | 6.

and Others Vs,

4, Union of India ang Others Vs. Nang Lal
Raigar AIR 1996 S.C.2206o

6. 0.A.zNo.1662/97 alongwith Connecteqd matters
Bal KriShna Vs. U.0

I, & Ors.Caa.r, Allahabaqg
Bench, decided on 12.4.2001,

9, I have considereq the sy

counsel for the either side. 1p Bhoop Simgh'sg case

(supra), the question of latches and delay was examineq

This is more so
Vacancies are requiredy

(o ......pg.33A-
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to be filled eempreepromptly. A person cannot
be permitted to challenge the termination of his
service after a period of 22 years, without any
egogéogent‘explanation for the inordinate delay
merely because others similarly dismissed had
been reengaged as a result of their earlier
petitkonsbeing allowed. Accepting the petitioners
contention would upset the entire service juris-
prudence and we are unable to construdé Dharam Pal
in the manner suggested by the petitioner. Article
14 of the principle of non=-discrimination is an
equitable principle, and, therefore, any relief
claimed on that basis must itself be founded on
equity and not be alien to that concept. In our
opinion, grant of the relief to the petitioner in
the present case would be inequitable instead of
its refusal being discrimipatory as asserted by
the learned counsel for the petitioner. We are
further of the view that these circumstances also
justify refusal of the relief claimed under Article
136 of the Constitution."”

10. A bare perusal of the above verdict it is

quite .evident that the applicants cannot claim similar
relief granted to others and also that inordinate and
unexplained delay or latches is by itself a ground to

refuse the relief to the petitioners irrespective of

‘the merit of his claim.

11. Learned counsel for the applicants have
placed much reliance on the Judgment of Allahabad
Bench of this Tribunal in the case of Prahaiad &
others(supra). In that case the petition was filed
in the year 1992 and thereby tﬁe applicant therein
had approached the Tribunal much before the present

applicants. I £ind the verdict given in the Prahlad's

: .;a..pgs34/;-
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the same after vVerification,
would be tgo dangerous to permi
A writ ig bssued by thig court
Person who hag some right,

roving enquiry les
Delay itsels depri
available ip law,

Of action °or any iegislation a p

®lost his Lemedy b
as well,n

(supra) , the Hon'ple g
"If the dismissed

avail of the Temedy by impugni

Samanty'g case (supra); t.he :

ted the Cclaim opn the gé‘ound

. We are afraiq i+ |
this €Xercise,
ln favour of a
And not for sale of
ving scope for Manoeuvring,
ves a 'perscsn Of his remedy

In abse;ne Of any fresh cause

'2rson whe hag
Y lapse of time loses Kisg r‘ght

Vs.Nang Lal Ra_igar

Upreme Cours “eerved as under;

delinquent SMpLo vise does naot
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dismissal wi.thin 1imitation, then it would not
be openg%to him to challenge in the suit that .
the order of dismissal is 1n violation of that
rules."

13. A large number of cases were filed in various
Gourts by casual labou’rs claiming regularisation in the

light of observation in ‘Indra Pal Yadav VS.Un:Lon of'

India (1985) 2 S.C. C.(526 *““f'rh&s‘ﬁroblem uas*pladed

before the Hon' b].e-Supreme Court in case ‘of “"Dakshin

Railway Employees Union Thiruvananthapuram Division

(supra), the Hon'ble Supreme Court after appreciating
the problem held as under;

“shri Krishnamurthy, 1earned counsel for Railway

Administration brings to our notice the difficulty

which will be experienced by the Railway Adminis-

tration if sithout any limitation persons claiming

to have been employed as casual labour prior to
Jan. 1, 1981 keep coming forward to claim the

benefits of the scheme. We understand the di ff=-
iculty of the administration and we, therefore,
direct that all persons who desire to claim the
benefits of the scheme on the ground that they
had beendretrenched before January 1, 1981 should
submit their claim to the administration before
March 31, 1987. The Administration shall then

consider the genuineness of the claim and process
them accordingly. ®

14. From the above observation by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court, it is quite clear that concept of
continuing cause of action in the case of casual
labours has been disapprovedvand the same view was

adopted by Full Bench of this Tribunal in the case of

. ; ....pg.36/f-
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Act which runs as under‘;

21-LIMITATION = (1) A Tribunal shall not admit

an application, -

(2)

(a) in a case where a findl-order such as

is mentioned in clause(a) of sub-section (2)
of Section 20 has been made in connection
with the grievance unless the application

is made, within one year from the date on w
which such final order has been made;

(b) in a case where an appeal or represent-
ation such as is mentioned in clause (b) of
sub section (2) of Section 20 has been made
and a period of six months had expired there-
after without such final order having been
made, within one year from the date of expiry
of the said period of six months.

Notki thstanding anything contained in sub-

section (1), where=-

(a) the grievance in respect of which an
application is made had arisen by reason of
any order made at any time during the period
of three years immediately preceding the date
on which the jurisdiction, powers and authority
of the Tribunal becomes exercisable under this

Act in respect of the matter to which such order

relates; and

(b) no proceedings for the redressal of such
grievance had been comnenced before the said
date before any High Court.

the applicantion shall be entertained by the Tribunal
if it is made within the period referred to in clause

(a), or , as the case may be, clause(b), of sub-section

(1) or within a period of six months from the said
date, whichever period expires later.

(3)

Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-
section(l) or sub-section(2), an application

ooé.mo38/-
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MaY be admitted after the periog g one :
Year specified in clause(a) or clause (b}“
of sdeSectiOn(l) or; as the case may beé
the period of six months specified in sub=
section(2), if the applicant satisfies the
Tribunal that he had sufficient cause for

not making the application within such
period,."

17. . If the represénﬁatibn is fileq iong after
the expiry of the limitation and the representation
1s rejected that will not revive the petiod of limit-

ation for the cause of action which hag aris
b&Ck .

en longﬂ

i8, After considering the facts ang circumstances

of each case, I have no doubt that the present O.As
have been fileg dong after the prescribpeqd reriod of
limitation and the aPplicants cannot be granteq relief

as sought for. The original applications are dismiséed

as being barred by period of limitation, However, it

is foung expedient to clarify that the periog 6f 1imit~

ation has been presceribed under Section 21 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 as aboye for f£iling

the application before the Tribunal, but it has no
binding on departmental authoritiesg

regard. No order as to GOStS'A/////// s 3
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