
By Advocate Shri A.K. Gazer 

Reserved 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUML 
ALLAHA BAD BENCH 

ALLAHABAD 

Original Application No. 1325 of 1993 

alongwith connected matters 

Allahabad this the  40A/', 	day of j-Zt.;1-e- 	2003. • 

Hon' ble  Mr.S.K.I. Naqvi, Member  (3) 

0.A .No. 1325 of 1993  

Ganga Ram, aged about 42 years, Son of Shri Sripat 

resident of 444, Masiha Ganj, Sipri Bazar, Jhansi. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central. 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,Thansi. 

Respondents 
By A4irocate Shri A 	Srivastava 

0 .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

Sheikh Zahiruddin, aged about 25 years, Son of 

Shri Sheikh Riazudding., resident of 57, Chhoti 

Masjid, Pulliya No.9, Jhansi. 

Applicant 
By_Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam  

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 
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0.A .No. 1347 of 1994___ 

Vijay aged about 28 years, Son of Shri Devi Ram, 

resident of Meat Market, Harijan Basti, Behind 

Gurdwara, Murar, Gwalior. 

Applicant 

BLAdvocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of Indiathrough General Manager,Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 

By Advocate Shri J.N. Sinih — _  

0.A .No. 1752 of 1994 

Shyam Baboo, aged about 31 years, Son of Shri Bhagwati 

Prasad, resident of railway quarter no.RB-I 733/F, Rani 

Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi. 

Applicant 

a... Advocate ShriEzaklum 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. 41.visional Railway Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi. 

3. Chief Medical Superintendent, Central Railway 
Hospital, Jhansi. 

Respondents 
By Advocate Shri G.i).Agarwal 

o.A.No.1777  of 1994 

Kishori Lal, aged about 28 years, Son of Late Shri 

Nathoo Ram, resident of Insidate Datia Gate, 121 

Mukaryana, lhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate ShriR.K. Nigam 
Applicant  

• • - Pg • %- 
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1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 
Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 
Res 2ondents 

13_y Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal  

0 .A No.1851 of 1994 

Peter Henery, aged about 25 yearJ, Son of She. 
Henery Francis, resident of railway quarter No. 

RB I/703-D, Rani Laxrai Nagar,Jhansi. 
Applicant  

By Advocate Shri R.K. Ni9am 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer, 

Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

3. 	Sr.Divisional Accounts officer, Centtal Railway 

Jhansi. 
Respondents: 

By Advocate  Shri G.P. Azarwal  

0 ..A .N0.1853 of 1994 

William Dowson, aged about 34 years, Son of 
Shri D.Dowson, resident of Opposite Central 
School No.3, RB 111/804 A, Khati Baba Road,4 

Applicant  
Jha nsi. 	Shri M.P. Gupta 
By Advocate' Shri S.K. Mishra 

Versus 

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

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents  
B.1,  Advocate Shri V.K. Goel  
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0.A „No. 785 of 1995 

Rajendra Prasad, aged about 34 years, 7,7)n of 

Shri Hari Ram resident of 24, Pulliya No.9, 

Jhansi. 
Aia.i.cant 

By Advocate Shrj rn 

Versus 

1. Union of India tirDugh General Manager, 

Central Railway, ,)mbay V.bT. 

2. Chief Workshop Ma tiger, Central Railway 

Workshop, Jhansi. 	
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri 

0 .A .No. 204 of 1995 

Bhaiya Lal, aged .7bout iO years, Son of Shri. Halkoo 

resiieent of village id Post Dailwara Tehs.4 1 

Lalitpur, District La. Apur. 
Applicant 

By Advoc to Shri R.K. Jig= 

rsus 

1. Union of India t rough General Manager,Central 

Railway, Bombay C. 

2. 	Divisional Railv y Manager, Central Railway, 

jhansi. Respondents 
By_Advocate Shri A.V. Srivastava 

0 't 	 of 1996 

Abdul Majeed, a 1 34 ;ears, Son of Shri Shafl 

Mohammad, resit: nt o c/o Station Master,Saa 

Ahmad, Mohalla .nati , tra, District Mahoba. 
ti 

pplicant 
By Advocate Shr R.K Ni am 

pg.5/— 
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1. Union of India through General Manager, 

Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

BX Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal  

0.A..NO. 149 of 1996 

AlyaEl Khan aged about 32 years Son of Shri Baboo 
Khan, Rio 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. 

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

1.12 Advocate Shri G.P.  Aqarwal  

N  157 
	

1996 

Ashok Kumar, aged abo ft 25 years, Sonof Shri Mani 

Ram, resident of Nat ',.7,anj, Bhehinis.I.ColIege,Sipri 

•Bazar, Jhansi. 	 Apylicant 
By Advocate Shri 1K. Nigam 

3ersus 

1. Union of India t.',rough General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay 

2. 	Divisional Rail: Jay Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents 
By Advocate Shri Arai Sthalekar  

1,7 	
0.A .No. 768  of 1996 

1. Mukesh Kumar Gal tam aged about 30years„ Son of 

Shri Ram Prata.p 3auta.m Rio Samgam Bihar Colony, 

Nandanpura, Jha 31. 
C' 

BT-Prelveeette-Shr4-RwW:!tlec-  	pg.6/- C 
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2. Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years, Son of 

Sri Bhalya Lai, R/o 83 Nandanpur, 

3. Raees Ahmad aged about 37 	Son of Shri 

Nabi Ullah R/o 52, Ha ja 	Jhar 

4. Hari Ram, aged about 31 years, Son of 	I 

Parma Lal R/o Nandanpura., 	Bazar,Thansi. 

5. Narayan pass aged about 32 years, S/o Shri 

Baijnath R/c 60, Masiha Ganj, Thansi. 

6. Santosh Kum. ?Tiwari, aged about 35 years, Son 

of Shri Har: tam Tiwari, R/o 22 Raiganj,Jhansi. 

7. Man Singh, 	about 33 yeE rs Son of Shri Devi 

Pd. R/o Nad. 	it Tal, Morar, Gwa4lior. 

8. Jang Bahadl 	aged about 27 years, Son 	Shri 

Bhagwan Da: 	/0 Nadi Par T. 1, Murar, Gee gaLior 

9. Santosh ag 	bout 30 years Son of Shri Bri j 

Lai R/o Or 	. Rly.Station,, District V.1,tmgarh. 

13. 	Raju, agee 	,ut .).8 years s )n of Shri K 

Prasad, R/ 	ar Ara M..11 I ,ya K.uya Ka iss 

Gewalior. 

11. 	Gari.b Das 	tLout !LI years Soil 	:1 it 

nith R/o 11•?;:•: 	• q e and 1"-",st Kumarrah. 

' 

12. Mahendra 	aged about 28 years . on )f 

Shri R.K. 	'h, resid ent of villa( 	rah -tagE,)n, 

District ,. 

13. Ali Raza, 	1 E )out : ) years, S, 

Nasib itB ' 	, Ran 	axmi Naga 	Jha 

plicants  
By Advocate ►Shr! 	Lima 

Vers' 
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1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 

Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents 

By Agimetate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

0.A .No. 882 of 1996 

1. 	Amrit La]. aged about 36 years, Son of Shri Ram 
Charan, resident of Shreeram Colony, Dabra 

District Gwalior. 

2. Rajendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of 
Shri Ram SNewak Srivastava, resident of village 

Barotha Rajan Ki Pahariya, Tehsil Dabra,Distt. 

Gwalior. 

3. Mahendra Singh, aged about 37 years, Son of 

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

Jhansi. 

4. Vindrabanelaged about 36 years, Son of Shri ,ICamta 

Pd.Rip Shikishit Colony, Bujurg Road, Dabra, 

District Gsralior. 

5. Suresh aged about 33. years Son of Shri Devi 
Lal Jatav R/o Haripur Custom Road, Dabra, 

District Gwalior. 
Applicants 

ax_Advocate 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 

Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. Chief Personnel Officer, Central RailLay,Mumbai 

CST. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railways 

Jhansi. 

11 ,Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur  

Respondents 

• • • •Pg 
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0.A .NO. 1084 of 1996 

1. Munna Lai, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri 

Kashi Ram, resident of 102, Outside Datia 
Gate, Jhansi. 

2. Kaniesh Kumar aged about 35 years, Son of 

Shri Nathoo Ram, resident of 188 Inside 

Datia Gate, Jhansi. 

By Advocate3ShriR.K.Nigam 
	Appbicants 

	 Shri Rakesh Verna 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central 
Railway Mumbai CST. 

2. 	Chief Workshop Manager, Central Railway Wthrkshop, 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

0.A.NO. 1217 of 1997 

1. Mohammad Nasir Khan, Son of Badloo, resident of 

Sadan Puri, Orai, at prescnt residi_:-I at House 
No.1, Hazari Purwa, Orai. 

2. Sughar Singh, Son of Jhanda Singh, resident of 

Village! Chain Ka Purwa, Post Amaraudha, District 
Kanpur Dehat. 

Applicants 
Exj\sdvocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

2. 	Jnion of India through the secr-_tart',Ministry 
of Railway, Rail Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2. General Manager, Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Jhansi. 

4. Permanent Way Inspector, Oral. 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 
Respondents 

,.pg.9/— 
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0.A  .No. 37  of 1998 

1. JAGDISH son of Kamta 

2. CHEER LAL son of Kheri 
Both resident of village and Post Patgora, 

District HAMIRPUR. 

3. HAR GOVIND son of Chakki Lal, resident of 

village Matchhari, Post Rawatpur, District 

HAMIRPUR. 
Applicants 

By Pdvocate Shri R.K.  Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary of Rail 

Bhawanip New Delhi. 

2. The General Manager, Bombay V.T. 

3. The Divisional Manager Railway, Jhansi. 

4. The Enspector (fif Works, Kanpur Jhuhi under 

D.R.M. JHANSI. 

5. 	The Permanent Way Inspector, Mauranipur, 

HAMIRPUR. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Aqarual 

0.A.No. 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.'.) 

Applioant --- 
Ex_Advocate Shri R.K. Ni%am 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager,Centr41, 

Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisional Railuey Manager, Central Railway, Jhansi. 
...pg.10/- 
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3. 	
Chief Permanent 14:1y Inspector, Central Rail

♦ wa y, Oral 

B Advocate Respondents 
Ghri G P A arwal  

0 .A. No. 136 of 1998 

Levi Dayal, aged about 36 years, Son of Shri Gorey 

Lal, resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun,District 
Jalaun. 

By_Advocate g.K. 	ara 
Applicant  

______.-■■•••••••••.•••■■ 

Versus 

1. 
Union of India thmudjh General Manager, Central 
Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. 
Divisicimal Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, 	-ral Oral. 

aaslyocate Shri G.P. Agarwal Respondents 

0.A.No. 222 of 1998 

1. 
RAM BABOO Son of Ram Gopal, resident of viii ge 
and Post USAR GA ON, District JALA.UM 

2. MAHESH, Son of Sham Lai, resi. 	villa  
Harkupur, Post USA.RGAON, Di

st 	r 1Ua.
g  

By Advoca Shri R.K . Ra Ian 
Applica! 

Versus 

1• 	Union of India and Othe.s 	
the Secret ry, 

Ministry of Railway, Railt/Bhav• 	New Delhi. 

2. 	
The General Manager, Central 

R-  " way, Mumbai CST. 

3. 
The Divisional Manager, Cer,tral ' zilwnjha;Isi. 

Orai, 4• 	Permanent. Way Inspector, 	ntr,  i rlailway 	laun BY Advocate Shri G.P. Agarual 
.pg.11/ ( • ‘,( 
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0  .A .No. 287  of 1998 

1. Shiv Charan Singh S/o Bhagwan Deen 
2. Kaushlend Kumar S/o Ganesh Prasad 
3. Shyam Lal s/o Shanker 
4. Munna S/O Ram Kumar 
5. Mool Chand S/0 Baldev 
6. Shiv waran s/o Shyam Sunder 
7. Ram Behari S/O Khumani 
8. Raja Nati S/O Vikaa 
9. Susheel Kumar S/0 Bhagwan Das 
10. Lakhan Baboo S/0 Shree Gopal 
11. Pahalwan Singh S/° Kumod Singh 
12. Hira Lal S/° Jhalloo Ram 
13. Munni Lal S/0 Kamtet 
14. Bhola S/O Kamta 
15. Ram Bahori S/O Chunna 
16. Ram Manohar S lo Ram Bharosa 
17. Badri Vishal 3/0 Mairma 
18. Ram Narain S/O Binda 
19. Ram Swaroop 8/0 Gujja 
20. Jag Kishore S/0 Sadla 
21. Shree Pal S/O Lotan 
22. Ram Das S/O Karha 
23. Rameshwar S/0 Shiv Balak 
24. Laanman S/0 .Phallo Ram 
25. fugal S/0 Shiv Nandan 
26. Babboo S/O Ram Nath 
27. Anandi Prasad S/0 Ram Asrey 
28. Janki Prasad S/O Ganga Prasad 
29. Shiv Bharan S/° Ram Prasad 
30.Sudama Prasad S/O BaijrnIth 
31. Achari Lal S/0 Ram Lal 
32. Baboo Lal S/o Nand Ram 
33. Ram Sharan S/o Chhedi Lal 
34. Ram. Vishal S/o Jagan Nath 
35. Ram Pal S/o Chunwad 
36. Ganga Prasad S/o Gorey Lai 
37. Haseen Khan S/o Sultan Khan 
38. Jameel Khan slo Khaleel Khan 
39. Swali S/0 Shiv Nayak 
40. Rameshwar S/o Ram Lath 
41. Ram Das S/o Vindraban 

r 
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42. Shivdeen S/O Hagan 
43. Hari Shankar S/O Yamuna 
44. Prem Das S/0 Chhaggoo 
45. Ram Milan S/0 WOdhan 
46. Chhota S/O Matq prasad 
47. Raghuveer Dayal S/O Ram Sajeewan 
48. Bhawani :Deep S/0 Ram Nath 
49. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Pal 
50. Jageshwar S/O Ram Kishore 
51. Moti Lal S/0 Ram Lal 
52. Chhota S/0 Ram Lal 
53. Shiv Kumar S/0 Ram Manohar 
54. Natthoo S/0 Lalloo 
55. Chunno S/O Jagdish 
56. Sheshan S/O Siddhoo 
57. Sheo Mangal S/O Ram Manohar 
58. Rameshwar S/0 Kashi 
59. Ram Chandra S/o Ga ..caj 
60. Ram Kumar S/o Bodaim 
61. Ram Charan S/o Man )han 
62. Brijkishore Goswam. S/0 Uma Shankar 
Residents of 

P.T.I. Complex Chi -akutdham Karwi 
Chhatrapati Sabu j eharaj Nagem, 

By Advocate shri R.K. iiciv;am 
	Applicants 

Versus 

1. Union of India (Thy 'ugh : General Manager,Centr• 
Railway, Mumbai CS' 

2. Divisional Railway anager, Central. Railway, Jh 
nsi Divisi)n, JHANSI. 

3. Senior Sectional'Eneer(Permanent 

Central Railway, alltrakot•Dham Karvi, 
C rice 
hhatrapati Sahuje(, laharaj (U.P.) 

4. Senior Sectional El.ineer(Permanent 

Central Railway, D:Ltrict Banda(U.P.) 
Inspect it • 

   

    

Rest ndents 

221:Ls12222t2Shri G.P. Agc,wal 

...,pg•13/- 
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0 .A . No 587 of  1998 

Kailash Chandra, aged about 42 years, Son of Shri 
Ram Krishna, resident of Gali Bansidhar, Tundla, 

District Agra. 
Applicant  

B Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam  

Versus 

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

2. 	Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, 

Allahabad. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri A.K. Pandey 

0.A.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 

1. Union of India throt),}11 Genoral tlanagcr, 

Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, 

Allahabad. 

3. P.W.I./Northern Railway, Mainpur. 

Respondents 

By Advocate shri G.P. Agarwal  

0.A .No. 158 of 1999  

REHANULIAH S 10 LATE AHINULIAH R/o 168 Pura Manohar 
Das Akbar Pur, Allahabad. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri A.K. Srivastava 

;Versus 
...pg 14/- 
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1. Union of India through Divisional Rail 

Manager, Northern Railway, Allahalbad 

Division, All 	1.1),..3.d. 

2. Senior Divisior Engineer, Northern Rail.- 

way, 	'Iabad 	.1 'on, Allahabad. 

rlessondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. A are 

0.A ,No. 378  of 1999 

1. JI-g\LLU son ,f Mulla, resident of village and 

Post Makarl L, District Hamirpur. 

S 
2. Shree Pal E n of Saukhi 

3. Gulab Son c Rajuve, ' oth resident of Village 

and Post Si aura, Dis rict Hamirpur. 

4. 	Mesta Deen n of Jaga 

Daharra, Pc t Malcarba 

All 
	

e applica 

entWay I  
Karwi., under th 

7,11r 

Versur 

nath, resident f village 

, District Hami 

is v rked uncle) the 

Spector, Chitr; 	Dham 

control of D 1.M.Jhansi 

1. Union of Ildia 	the .eneral 

C. Railway, MUffthai V.T. 

2. The Divisio'ial Railway 	 C. 

Jhansi. 

3. 	The Permn 	Way Ins :tor, Karwi C'2.t ,:akut 

Dham. 
-aspondents 

By Advocate Shri .P. Agars 

c; \..No. 95( 

MTHU RAM Son of LA.dhuya rc 	 And 
Post SUP A, Dist: ct Hamir! 

1.15/- 
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The applicant worked under the Permanent Way 
Inspector,  , Ch trakut Dham, Ka rwi 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. 

2. The Divi sional Railway Manager, Central. Railway, 
Jhansi. 

3. The Perranent Way Inspector, Karwi, Chitrakut 
Dham, Uxder D.R.M. Jhansi. 

Respondents  
By Advocate Shri G.P. Aga rwal  

ert-i 

0.A.No.1107 of 1999 

Chandramohan, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri Gajadhar, 
resident of 13, 17, Krishna Colony, Jhansi. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Si'ri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union o India through General ilanager, Centr;0. 
r)-1 i 1  • ' 	• t4'1”"u:li 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate 	G.P. ia_arwal 

0.7,.N).1478 of 1999 

RANVEER SINGP S/o 	r.A. 'AM Rio VILLAGE JHAJHLTPUR, 
TEHSIL FARIIAL DISTRICT MNINPURI. 

By Advocate -Ari A.K. Srivastava 
Applicant 

 

Versus 

((, 

  

   

  

pg.16/- 
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1. Union of India through Divisiou01 Rail 

Manager, Northern Railway, Allahabad 
Division, Allahabad. 

2. Senior Divisional Personal Officer, Northern 

Raibay, Allahabad Division, Allahabad. 

Respondents 
By Adv'caste Shri Prashant Mathur 

0.A .No. 343 of 2000 

OMIqiR SON OF MANLIN re: dent of U Ilage Gujrai, 
Tehsil Akb-,arpur, Dist let Kanpe Dehat. 

A Dlicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. .ajan 

1. 	UNION OF 	HROUGH TE GENERAL t4\ N2-1GER 
MUMBAI V .T . 

2. 	The Divisi 

3.. 	The Station 1' ist  

JID\NSI. 

Bx Advocate  Shri G. 

131/138, Begumpurw 

Kanpur Nagar. 

By Advocates Shri B.,'T. 
Shri C. ;rj 

Union of I 

Northern E.„ U 

1.1way Mar ier, 

r, Lalpur., under D.R.M. 

re iondents 
,arwal 

U. Munsi,uu:va, Di: trict 

ingh A pplicant  
astava 

Versus 

	

rough General Mai 	!r, 

	

Baroda House, N 	lelhi 

2. 	Divisi3n1.1 	r ntending Enginee 	rIxth- 
ern Rai.lw 	* II. Office, Allah 	d 

 

/— 
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3. 	Inspector of Works(I) Northern Railway, 

Kanpur(Nirman Nirikshak(N.Rly. Kanpur ) 

App*Respondents  
a Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

0E2 

By Hon'bae Mr.S.K.I. Naqvi, Member (J)  

In all the Original ftpplicationsias 

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. O.A.No.1325 of 1993 shall 

be the leading case. 

2. In all these O.As the applicants have 

claimed the relief for a direction to the respon-

dents to re-engage the applicants in service, to 
0AztAtu.",G4/..s 

vetify from the original cardS:jthe days they have 

worked and-pay-slips, and to include their names 

in the Live Casual Labour Register acconlingto 

their seniority, to give them all the privileges 

and die benefits for which a casual labour with 

temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to 

regularise their services. 

been 
3. Counter-affidavits 1-iveifiled in all 

these cases and the Maim of the applicants have 

been strenuously opposed on the ground of limit-

ation and it has been emphasised that the applic nts 

are not entitled for the relief they have claimed, 

as the O.As are highly barred by period of limit 

ation and liable to be discarded on this ground 



alone. In order to appreciate the controversy 

the facts in brief giving rise to the controversy 

are being examined separately in each 0.As:- 

34i) 	OA 'No. 1325 of 1993  

Shri Ganga Ram-applicant in this OA. 

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 O.A. 

to be within time. 

3(ii) 	O A .No • 1922 of 1993 

The applicant-Sheikh zahiruddineclairos 

to have worked for 144 days in between 25.12.:984 

to 18.05.1985. The 0.A. has been filed on 22.12.93 

i.e. after about 8 years from the date when he worked 

last. 

3(iii) 0.A.No.1347 of 1994 

The applicant-Vijay has brought this O.A. 

• on 02.09.94 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 O.A. after about 5 years. 

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

Shri Shyam Babu filed this O.A. on 17.11.94 

putting forward his claim for having worked 2Y9 days 

•-•Pg .19/- 
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in between 23.4.1985 to 28.07.1987 in three spells. 

He has claimed that in the process of regularisation 

he was medically examined, but annexure A-1 shows 

that after expiry of period of panel, he was no more 

on roll as per report dated 18.08.94. The O.A. was 

filed on 17.11.1994 i.e. abfter about 7 years. 

	

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) from 01.10.85 to 

06.1J.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 and thereby he filed this 

0.4k. after a period of more than 3 years. He also 

claims that the petition is within period of limit- 
a tion. 

	

3(vi) 	0.A.No.1851  qf 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 and thereby after about 5 

years from the date he worked last, he filed this 

O.A. He also declared that the OA. is within time. 

	

3(vii) 	OA No.1853 of 1994 

This is an 0.k. filed by Shri William 
Dowson on 08.12.94 and claims to have worked in 

...pg.20/- 
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six spells in between period from 03.02.78 to 

18.07.85. He has also impugned the letter dated 

19.06.85(annexure 	) through which he has been 

disengaged w.e.f. 18.07.85. He has also declared 

the O.P. to be within limitation. 

3(viii) 	0.A.No. 785 of 1995 

On 01.08.95 Shri Rajendra Prasad brought 

this 0.A. claiming the relief in respect of his 

service status for having worked from 28.11.74 to 

21.03.84 in different spplls. He has also filed 

M.A.No.2030/95 for condonation of d*elay in filing 

the O.A. on the ground that he was assured that his 

name shall be brought in the panel and screening, 

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 acceptable 

ground which is vague in nature. 

3 (ix) 	O.A. No.1204 of 1995  

The applicant Bhaiya Lal has filed this 

O.A. on 15.11.95 seeking direction to the respondents 

that the appointment order in respect of the ap- 1i-

cant be issued in the wake of his junionAcot•nter 

parts having been cleared for absorption 	Grou0 

'D' cadre. He has also filed a notification dated 

07.02.89. In the counter-affidavit, the respondents 

have raised preliminary objection re.gardinj the bar 

of limitation and also mentioned that scr -ming for 

absorption was conducted in April/May. 19 and the 

21/- 
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panel of screened candidates was declared on 

28.09.89. The applicant was at serial no.50 

in the list of eligible candidates, but despite 

wide publicity of the screening, neither the 

applicant appeared beforerthe 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.dfter abcut six years. 

3(x) 	0.A.No.  38 of 1996  

Shri Abdul Ma feed itetclaims 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 0.A. on 04401.1996, claiming the O.A. to 

be within limitation, which has been filed after about 

4 years. 

3 (xi) 	Oji.NO.  149 of 1996 

This application has been preferred by 

Shri Alyas Khan who filed the 0.A. on 07.02.96 and 

has claimed the relief on the strength of having 

worked as casual 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 WaVerman. The applicant 

has also filed annexure A-5 to the effect that 

from 10.11.86 he is continuously working as Helper 

Cook in supervisors Training Centre, Hostel Mess, 

Central Railway. The respondents have raised the 

plea of limitation and also disputed the period of 

work as claimed by the applicant. Regarding his 
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being engaged as Helper Cook, it has been submitted 

in the counter-reply that it is irrelevant for the 

purpose of the relief sought in this 0 .A.. and app-

licant has filed this 0.A. after more than 10 years 

from the *etc:late when he last worked. 

	

3 (xii ) 	0.A .No. 157 of 1996 

So long this matter was 1.4sLing listed 

before the Division Bench, but now it has been 

placed before Single Member Bench as it relates 

to casual labour regularisation case. Shri Asho)i. 

Kumar filed this 0.A. on 08.2.1996 seeking relief 

for confirrnent 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 

0.A. to be within time which has been filed after 

3 eleeyears from the date he worked last. 

	

3(xiii) 	0.A.No. 768 of 1996 

Mukash Kumar and 12 others have filed 

tf s 0.A. on 18.7.96 

spells and different 

licants worked after 

working day of applicant-Shri Man Singh. Thereaftev 
Man Sigh 

neither the applicant nor any of the other appli= 

cants who have joined in this 0.A. has worked. The ot 

claimed the application to be within tine. 

3 (xiv) 
	

0.A.I\L),882 of 1996 

Amrit Lai and four others have filed this 

for having worked in different 

time, but none of these 

22.7.1991 which is the last 

•• .pg. 23/- 
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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.1 has lastly 

worked on 22.7.1991. Similar is position with 

applicant no.2 Rajendra 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 different periods and spells to their 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) 	0.A.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-An different 

spells. They:also claimed OD have acquired M.R.C.L. 

status. The OA. has been filed on 04.'10.96 i.e. 

after 11 years from the da.e. criv, n they worked. 17,s t. 

b,.it have claimed the 0.A. to be within tine. 

3(xvi) 0.ANo. 1217 o 1997 

Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Singh have 

filed this O.A. The applicant no.1-Mohd.Nasir 

Khan claims 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 SucLiar Singh has pleaded that he was not 

given service card, but regularly paid monthly salary 

through pay sLip and has filed the pay slip for the 

menu 
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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 

project and when the project work came to an end 

the applicants have been disengaged. The O.A. has 

been filed on 17.11.97 after 14 years with the claim 

that it is within limitation of tine. 

3(xvii) The applicants Jagdish, Cheda Lal and 

Har Govind have filed this 0.A.. on 08.01.98. As 

per their claim, the applicants Jagdish and Cheda 

Lal worked between 22.08.80 to 20.09.83, uhereas 

the applicant no.3 Shri. Har Govind worked from 

25.07.83 to 18.1)1.83 and again from 18.11.84 to *(4741,45 
by the 

18.04.85. they claimed thatLorders and mthdifications 

issued from tine to time, they became entitled to be 

brought on Live Casual Labour Register and be given 

consequential benefit of temporary status and regular- 

isation. The 0.7\ . is e1.- +_..x, A to he within limitation 

which has been filed after about 13 years from the 

date uhen L;hrt liar Covril /-as di!- eng r jel, Olio clai ns 

to have worked even.4 after the other twos were dis-

engaged. 

43(xviii) 0.A.No. 1:31 of 1998 

This application has been brough on 

04.02.1998 by Shri Shy am Sunder who claims to ha'Je 

worked for more than 200 days in between 03.05.6 

to 18.09.84 in different spells. The applicant 

claims to have submitted this 0.A. within limit of 

time. The respondents have attacked on limitation 

- 
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side-mentioning that 
the O.A. has been filed 

after about 14 
years when the cause of action 

is claimed to have been accrued. 

3(xix) 	0.A .No. 136 of 1998 

It is an application by Shri Devi Dayal 
filed on 04.02.1998 in 

which the applicant 
clai as 

to have worked from 03.02.1982 to 18.01.1985 in 

different spells. He also claims that bar of 
 of time does not come in 	
limit- 

n his way. 
Prima facie the 0.A. has 

been filed after about 13 years. 

0.A .1\10.222 of 1998 3(2:x) 	
The applicant-Ram Baboo claims to have 

worked from 03.0
4.85 to 18.08.85 and the other 

applicanteMahesh i-erclai 
as that he worked from 0

3.04.84 to 18.06.85 and on the streng144 of the 
days 

they have worked they claimeg 
to be enga ged and give 

consequential benefits. They have also 

a claim that the g'uniors to them have been e ngaged 

and preferred over the claim 
of the applicants. 

The respondents have denied the allegation and 

pleaded that the O.A. is barred by limitation 
which has been 

filed after 
about 13 years men 

of action, if any, accrued. 

3(xxi) 	
0.A.No. 287 of 1998 

Shiv Charan '3ingh and 61 othPrs have filed 

this 0.A. on 11-3.1998 claiming relief to the effec 
that they he r —e 	 t ngagr,

d a9 cl.asual lahour/H.R.C.L. in 

accordance with their seniority. They be subjectedd 
e to screening and absorbed 

against permanent vacancies. 
Amongst the applicants, first to be engaged 

was 

..pg,26/- 
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Rameshwer-applicant no.23 on 22.2.1979 and last to 

be disengaged 'is Lakhan Babu-applicant no.10 who (774 
workedjupto 18.12.86. The respondents claimed that 

the 0.71. which has been filed after about 12 years, 

is grossly barred by limitation, if the dates men-

tioned by the applicant with regard to their having 

worked, is taken to be correct and cause of action 

is reckoned accordingly. 

O.A .No. 	587 of 1998 
3(xxii) 	Sbri Kailas h Chand who worked as casual 

labour from May, 1978 to October, 1978 has filed 

this O.A. On 26.5.19 3 claining benefit which could 

be available tro him . -om the Judgment and the depart-

mental notifications ssued from time to time. r'he 

respondents have fir:, . attacked on limitation frc nt 

with the mention than the applicant got up from ( eep 

sleep after about 20 ears when not only the clef in 

has become barred by 

also comes tr play. 

tation, but the bar of le 

to have worked or 
1085 days in C3ifferen.: spells from 10.91.1976 to 
13.0983 and I 	filed 

	

benefit of tl servic 	h. 

the 0 .A . to k wi thin 

after about 	years 

accrued to hi. . 

3(xxiv) 	O.A To. 158 If 1999 

	

kr. Rehanul 	las filed t' 	0.A. on 
15.02.99 with the menti,pn that he bec, 	s entitled 

mclents.. • . gig .27/- 

3 (xxiii) O.2 No. 119 	c f 1998 

Sh: Shiv S .ter claimed 

O.A. on 28.10.1998 cla ming 

rendered. He has deal red 

:ar.od of limit• 'm though flied 

en cause of actie 	if any 

to relief of 1 ing abs .;:be,J. in the re 
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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, if 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 

a pplicant. 

3(xxv) 	O&A.N0.378 of 1999 

Jhallu and three others have filed this 

M.A. 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 detail of which 

has been given in the O.A. which is being summarised 

as under/ 

(a) Jhallu 	30.12.1982 to 18.08.1984 i 
In (b) Sri Pal 	22.12.1983 to 18.10.1983! 
different (c) Gulab 	12.12.1982 to 18.07.19831 
spells. (d) Mata Deen 03.01.1983 to 24.07.19831 	 1 

The above description goes to indicate that 

first to be engaged was Sri Gulab who jointhd on 12.12. 

1982 and last to be disengaged was Shri Jhallu whose 

last working dateiis 18.08.1984. The respondents 

have raised preliminary objection on limitation front 

with the mention that if any cause of action accrued 

to any of the applicants, wasion 18.08.1984 and the 

0.A. has beLn filed after 15 years therefrom whereas 

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

of limitation. 

p4.28/— 
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3 (xxvi ) 	0 .A, .No.956 of 1999 

Nathu Fan has brought this 0.A. on 13.08.99 

with the claim that he deserves to be re
-engaged in 

pursuance of the order dated 10.12.1996. The applicant 

claims to have worked from 19.01.1983 to 
18.10 .1983. ? 

The respondents have raised the plea of limitation in 

this matter also with tht, mention that the cause of 

action if any, accrued to the applicant that could be 

on 18.10.1983 when he was disengaged and not to be 
engaged again♦

and 0.A. has been filed after 16 years, 

therefore, barred by period of limitation. 

3.(xxvii) 0.A .No. 1107 of 1999 

the applicant Chandra Mohan claims to have 
worked as casual labour from 24.04.1982 to 18.09.1982 
and has filed this 0.A. on 16.09.1999 claiming the 

benefit of Getits*eBoardi s circular dated 0', .9.1996. 

In this matter also, the respondents have raised the 
plea of limitation. 

3 ()acid ) o .A . No . 1478 of 1999 

Shri Ranveer Singh has filed this 0.A. 
02.12.1999 

	

	 on 
and claims to have worked from  to 

	

	 April, 1985 
June, 1987 as casual labour under 

G.I 
A 	 ods Shed, N.R. 

lla.habad and on the strength of havim worked or 189 
days claiming the benefit 	

f 

 of circulars .issued from tine 

to time and the law laid by the Hon" ' Supreme Coin: t. 

In this case also the respondents hay 
	tsed the plea of limitation. 

3 (xxix) 	0.A .No. 343 of 2000 

Shri Omkar Nath Manna clai 	have worked from 01.0 4.76 to 16.06.1990 in diffe-i spells. He 

pg 2 9 / - 
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has filed this O.A. on 27.03. !000 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 limitation. 

3 ( xx.x ) 	O.A. No. 974 of 2000  

Na.bab Ali has filed this 0.A . On 31.08.00 

with the mention that he worked as catesual labour 

from 09.071977 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 

quite clear that all the O.As under consideration 

hrre havd been 1 ilc(1 in tv-twe,n 'hr. perio.1 runntng 

from five years to 22, years from the date when a 

1 1 	1, i  '.■ 	 rv.7 !! 	'Alt 711 

period has been calculated from the last date after 

whi.-.7.h the applicants were not allowed to work and 

cause of action arose to them after that date. 

5. Serious preliminary objection has been 

raised from the side of the respondents in all these 

matters and it has been submitted that the O.As have 

been filed after period of limitation as prescribed 

under Section 21 of the A.T.Act, 1985 and the O.As 

are liable to be dianissed on the ground of limitation. 

pg.30/- c-------  GfL T-1\ 
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6. 	
I have heard S/Shri R.K. Nigam, R.K.Rajan, 

C•P• Gupta, S.K. Mishra, A.K. Srivastava, Rakesh Verma, 

B.N. Singh, learned counsel for the applicant
s  in 

their respective cases in which they appeared for 

the applicants. Also heard S/Shri G.P. Agarwal, 

J.N. Singh, V.K. Goel, A.V. Srivastava, ?mat Sthalekar 

A.K.Gaur and Shri Prashant Mathur on behalf of the 

respondents in the respective cases in which they 
represented. 

7. 	
The legal position as referred from the 

either side is as follows; 

Learnej counsel for the applicants have 

submitted that as applicants have worked for good 

long time as casual labours, as detailed in each 

of the 0 .As under consideration, their - me 
s were 

rettired to be entered in Live Casual libour Register 

as er notification in this regard, and' the 
	non- 

engagement gives rise to continuing cauie of acti)n 
!,- 	tlh( 	t r',10.1,r7 .11t^ 	 ! t ! 

relief claimed and 
thrrr LI  11,, 	

" !!, tr 
t 	! 	 )1. 1 L ni ti 

It has also been submitted on behalf -.E.e app 
	n licat 

that the similarly situated applicants 
	were dis- 

engaged like the applicants have alrebeen granted. 

relief by this Tribtnal and on the 
	• •1(1 of parity), 

the present applicar ts are also entil 
	i for simila r 

relief. Learned counsel for the appliauts in 

di fferent 0 .As , uner considera :ion 
	, have 

placed reliance in Division Bench JMgme t of 

Principal Bench of tale Tribunal in th, as
, of 
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Huka Si •h Vs. U.O.I. and Others(1993)24 A.T.C. 

747 . Reference has also been made to unreported 

judgment of this Bench of Tribunal delivered on 

10.12.1996 in 0.A.No.1550 of 1992 Prahlad  & Others 

Vs.U.O.I. & Ors.  and also the order dated 24.11.00 

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

I.& Ors.  Reliance has also been placed on verdict 

handed down by Hons ble Supreme Court in U.O.I. &  

Qrs Vs.Basant Lal and Ors.1992 S.C.C.(L&S) 611 

Judgment of Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the 

case of G.KrishnamurthyVs.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 their respective matters highlighted 

the decision by Delhi High Court in C.W.P.N0.5071 of 

1999 decided on 23.08.99(Shish Pal Singh and Others 

Vs. U.O.I. & Others), wherein it has been held; 

'In 1997-98, juniors to the petitioneL 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 continuous one. 

Hence his original petition was not barred 

by time." 

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

i.V..Srivastava, J.N. Singh, V.K. Goel and Amit Sthalekar, 

learned counsel for the respondents have raised the 

objection of limitation and submitted individually but 

with a joint assertion that there is no question of 

any continuing cause of action 40 the applicants as 

they were engaged for specific purposes and after the 

....pg.32/- 
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work was over, their engagement came to an eric. 

It has further been submitted that the applicant 

have approached this Tribunal in each case much 

beyond the period of limitation 
Prescribed for the 

purpose and there is no acceptable explanation for 
the delay and, therefore„ 

0 .AS are grossly barred 
by limitation and liable to be dismissed. Fr 
side of the res 	 °m the 

pondents, reliance has been placed 
on the following Judgments; 

Bhoop Singh Vs.Union of  A.I.R. 1992 S.C. 1414. India and Others 

2. Ratan Chand Samanta and Others vs. 
of India and Others A.I.R.1993 S.C.22Union 

76. 
3• scooter India and O Eldred(1999) 81 	theta Vs. Vi jai E.V. 

FLR 87, 

4. Union of India and Others Vs. Nand La 
Raigar AIR 1996 8.C.2206. 	 i.  

J. 
Dakshin Railway 1•

,;mployees Union Thiruvanant- 
apuram Division Vs. General Manager, southern 
Railway & Ors.(1987) 1 S.C,C. 677. 

6. 0.A.i;No.1062/97 
Bal Kri 	alougwith connected matters 
Bench shna Vs. U.O.I. & Ors.CaA, decided on 12.4.2001..T.  Allahabad  

9. 
I have considered the submissions of learned 

counsel for the either side. In Bboop Singh's case 

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

at length and the following law has been handed down: 

"There is another aspect of the matter. 
 and unexplained Bela 

	

	 Inordinate 
y of latches is by itself a 

ground to refuse relief to the petitioner irr- 
espective of the merit of 	

on 
his claim. 

relief chooses 	
If a person entitled to a 	

to remain silent for 
long, he the reby gives rise to reasoble belief 
in the mind of o 	 na 

thers that he is not interested in claiming that relief.  
ified in act 	 Others are than just- 

ing on that behalf. This is more so 
in service matters were vacancies are rg....quired: 

...... pg.33/- 
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to be filled eeep+etprametly. A person cannot 

be permitted to challenge the termination of his 

service after a period of 22 years, without any 

egegcogent explanation for the inordinate delay 

merely because others similarly dismissed had 

been reengaged as a result of their earlier 

petittonsteing allowed. Accepting the petitioners 

contention would upset the entire service juris-

prudence and we are unable to construde 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 discriminatory 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 Prahalad & 

others(supra). In that case the petition was filed 

in the year 1992 and thereby the applicant therein 

had approached the Tribunal much before the present 

applicants. I find the verdict given in the Prahlad's 

..... pg.34/- 
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case cannot be of any help to the applicants in view 

of observation by the Hon' ble Supreme Court in the 

Judgment referred above. At another occasion while 

concerned with Ratan Chand Sarnanta's case(sura), the 
Hon' b 	 p 

le Supreme Court rejected the claim on the ground 
of latches and observed as under:- 

"Two questions arise, one, if the 
are entitled as a 	 petitioners

matter of law for re-employment 
and other If they have lost their right, if any, 
due to delay. Right of casual lak)o 
in projects„ to be reemplo 

	
ur employed 

been recd 

	

	 yed in railways has 
ngnised both by the Railwa Court. 	 Ys an this But unfortunatel 	

d 
y the petitioners di` 

not .take any step to enforce their claim before 
the Railways except sendi 
anon no ng a vague represent 

 did they even care to produce any mate-
rial to satisfy this court that they, were covered 
in the scheme framed b 
by the learne 

	

	
by the Railways.It was urged 

d counsel  
may be permitted to 

posite 	

for petitioners that they for 

 the identity etc. before op 	parties 	
ir 

 who may accept or, reject 
the same after verification. We are 

tss 	
afraid it would be too dangerous to perntit ,his exercise. A writ is 	

ued by this cour' te favour of a 
Person who has some ri 
roving en 

	

	 ght. And not for sale of 
quiry leavi 

Delay itsel f d 	ng scope for manoeuvring. 
deprives a Person of "s remedy 

available in law. In absence of y fresh cause 
of action or any legislation a p-.7eon who has 

as well." 
elost his remedy by lapse of 

	
e: loses hts right 

12. 	
In another case Scooter Irtiia and Others 

(supra), the Hon' ble Supreme 
Court ::.-efused to grant 

the relief where a case was filed after si x years. 
In another case ti.O.I. & Oft. 

Vs.trand Lal Raigar 
(supra) , the Hon' ble Supreme Court eserved as under; 

"If the dismissed delinquent ere 
 avail of the reed 	 ee does net 

dy by impugnina the order of 
- • • . pg .35,/- 
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dismissal within limitation, then it would not 

be open*to him to challenge in the suit that 

the order of dismissal is in violation of that 

rules." 

13. 	A large number of cases were filed in various 

Courts by casual labours claiming regularisation in the 

light of observation in 'Indra Pal Yadav Vs.Union of 

India (1985) 2  S.C.C.52617ThiSprObleM Wa6-placed 

before the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of "Eakshin 

Railway Employees Union Thiruvanantha uram Division 

(supra), the Hon'ble Supreme Court after appreciating 

the problem held as under; 

"Shri Krishnamurthy, learned counsel for Railway 

Administration brings to our notice the difficulty 

which will be experienced by the Railway Adminis-

tration if without any limitation persons clai'fling 

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 diff-

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 been4retrenched 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 Honi ble 

Supreme Court, it is quite clear that concept of 

continuing cause of action in the case of casual 

labours has been disapprovedrand the same view was 

adopted by Full Bench of this Tribunal in the case of 
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Mahabir and ors.Vs. Union of India 

1:  and it has 	
and rs .2000(3) 

been observed as under/ 

"Provisions of the relevant Railway Boardh 
Circular dated 25.4.1986 followed by the 

CircUlar dated 28.8.1987 issued by General 

Manager, Northern Railway for placing the 

names of casual labour on the Live Casual 
Labour Register do 

not give rise to aecon 
 cause of action and hence the pro- 

visions of Limitation contained  in Section 21 
of the Administrative T 
would apply." 	 ribunals Act, 1985 

15. 
With the above 

< 
	
position in view it 

be held 	 can 
Bench of 	 that the order of Division  this Trib 

by Delhi 	 trial as well as the observation 
High Court in Shish Pal Si' 

not help the applicant to assert 
	

ngh s case will 

the applicability 
of continuing cause of action in the preserv: ,atter. 

16. 

Under Section 21 of the Adrainistrat've 

Tribunals Act. 1985 law prescribed a Period co!. 

atiOn within which the O.A. should be filed 
	1:ore the 

mit- 
Tribunal. In t 	 be 

he matters under eonsideration, the 

cause of actiDn arose to the applicants much earlier 
and in some cases even before the

n 

	

	

15 to 20 years• There 
is also notacceptable explanation for this long and 

ap inordinate delay iprbaching the 
	

. The legal position is 	 Tribune/ 
well settled 

 t limitatioin
g the claim in Court or Tribunal s 

	
n for 

date of 	 tarts running 
from the 	

cause of action. 
cannot be 

	

	 Running of limitation stopped by .Eiji  
and 	 rig the repeated 

representatio  the period as provided under Section 21 
f the 	

ns 
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Act which runs as under: 

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

an application, - 

(a) in a case where a final ordersuch 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 'el, 
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. 

(2) 	NotMithstanding 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 commenced 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(1) or sub-section(2), an application 
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may be admitted after the period of one- 

year specified in clause(a) or clause (b) 
of sub-section(1) or, as the case may be, 

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 representation is filed long after 

the expiry of the limitation and the representation 

is rejected that will not revive the petiod of limit- 

ation for the cause of action which had arisen long 
back, 

18. 	
After considering the facts and circumstances 

of each case, I have no doubt that the present 0.As 

have been filed 'ong after the prescribed period of 

limitation and the applicants cannot be granted relief 

	

as sought Bor. The on 	applications are dismissed 

as being barred by period of limitation. However, it 

is Bound expedient to clarify that the period of limit-

ation has been prescribed under Section 21 of 1
-he 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 as above f. 
)r filing 

the application before the Tribunal, but it has no 

binding on departmental authorities who can act in 

accordance to respective departmental rules in this 

regard. No order as to 

Member (J) 


