Reserved

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL
ALLADABAD BEWCH
ALLAHABAD

original Application No. 1325 of 1993

alongwith connected _matters

Allahabad this the 5/}"5, day of Jure® 2001

Hon'ble Mr.S.Ke.l. NaqVi. Member (J)

O.A .Noe. 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 Ad$ocate Shri A.V. Srivastava

O A Mo. 1922 of 1993

Sheikh Zzahiruddin, aged about 25 years, Son of
Shri Sheikh Riazuddine, resident of 57, Chhoti
Mas jid, pPulliya No.9, Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

Versus
h X Union of India through General Manager, Central
Railway, Bombay VT.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi .

Respondents

By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur
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O.A.Noe 1347 of 1994

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

Applicant A ‘ {."". '

By Advocate Shrl R.K. Nigam

Vggsus

1. Union of Indiathrough General Manager,centril?,: .
Railmy‘ Bombay YT, i
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2. Di.visional Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi. g
Respondents R B R

By Advocate Shri J.N, Singh
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Q4 No. 1752 of 1994

Shyam Baboo, aged about 31 years, Son of Shri Bha,fgwat__;;
Prasad, resident of railway gquarter no.RB=I 70?/ﬁ Ra L 4
Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi.

| Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam
Versus

l. Union of India through General Manager, Central “‘ " e
Railway, Bombay VT. e

2. lg,ivisionail Railway Manager, Central f?:xilway.’bhafné.i.
3. Chief Medical Superintendent, Central Railway
Hospital, Jhansi.

Res pondents sl eI
By Advocate Shri G.p -Agarwal

P.A.No.rnv of 1994

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

[ Applicant g B
By Advocate Sh}riR.K. Nigam |
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1. Union of India through General Manager,Central
Railway, Bombay VT.

2. Divisional Rallway Manager, Central Rallway,

Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

 0&A No.1851 of 1994

Peter Henery, aged about 25 years, Son of Shri
Henery Francis, resident of railway 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.

0 8" Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer,
Central Rallway, Bombay VT.

3. Sre.Divisional Accounts Officer, Central Railway

Jhansi. .
Respondentw

By Advocate Shri G.P, Agarwal

william Dowson, aged about 34 years, Son of
shri D.Dowson, resident of Opposite Central

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

Applicant
Jhansi. Shri M.P. Gupta
By Advocate> Shri S.K. Mishrpa

Versus

: Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay VTe.

2. Divisional Railway Manmager, Central Rallway
Jhansi.
By Advocate Shri V.K. Goel

Respondents
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O JNOb 785 of 1995

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

Applicant |
By'Advocate;Shri ReKe Nigam ’ |

Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager, i
Central Railway, mombay VeT.

g 3 .'j".,'« {
2. Chief workshop Manager. Central Railway ,~'

Workshop, Jhansi.
b Respondents

By Advocate Shri J.N.S%_gg& i

0.A.NOo. 4204 of 1995

Bhaiya Lal, aged dout 30 years, Son of Shri Halkoo
resideent of village @hd Post Dailwara , Tehsil

Lalitpur, District Lalltpur.
: Applicant

Versus

1. Union of India through General Manager,Central

ailvay. Bombay ‘S?,T. ;
i |
_;f
2. Divisional Railwxy'uanager. Central Railways ! Rl
if‘) " REG
Jhansi . i Respondents Ini-“i"'

By Advocate Shri A.V.ksrivastava f (2

n-p 4
{5 ‘

o;A.Nogge of 1996

qu
Abdul Ma jeed, a}a 34 Wears, Son of Shri shafi

Mohammad, resid&nt o; c/o Station Master.SagLr
Ahmad, Mohalla ﬁhati}; . District Mahoba,

lg‘ ﬁpglicant
BY‘Advocate Shg& R.Kw“Nig ;
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‘Bazar, Jhansi.
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1. Union of India through General Manager,
Central Railway, Bombay VT.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Rallway,

Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate shri G.P. Agarwal

OJANO. 149 of 1996

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

Versug

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

2. Chief Workshop Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi.
Respondents
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

OA Nie 157 of 1996

Ashok Kumar, aged abolit 25 years, Sonof Shri phani
Ram, resldent of Nal $anj, Brehinis.I.College,Sipri

Applicant

By Advocate Shri R.K+ Nigam

'ﬁersus
1. Union of India tﬁrough General Manager, Central
Railway, Bombay j;‘.;'r.

2w Divisional Railway'Manager. Central Railway,

JhanSio ndents

By Advocate Shri Amit Sthalekar

O.A.NQ. 768 of 1996

1. Mukesh Kumar Ga%tam aged about 30years, Son of
Shri Ram PratapJGautam R/o Samgam Bihar Colony,
) Nandanpura, Jhamoi. 4

Mweate-sh!*-afﬁw’ ( © 00 40 m .a/-
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Te Man Singh.

100 Raju’ age

2

12. Mahendra £

g8 BB L8
Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years, Son
ghri Bhaiya Lal,

Raees Ahma
Nabi Ullah R/o 52, Hajaryana, Jhansi.

Hari Ram, aged about 31 years,

panna Lal R/o Nandanpura, Sipri Bazar, Jhanst .

Narayan Dass
pai jnath R/ iSO, Masiha Ganj, Jhansi.

|
i

santosh K
of shri Har
pd. R/o Na

. Jang Bahad
Bhagwan Da

/o Nadl Par Til, Murar,

It

prasad, R/
Gewalior.

| sl
‘ &
.d albout 28 years Son;“sﬂ
i il
ge%and Post Kumarrahygb

l. Garib Dbass :

£

nith R/o ¥
bistrlict

Shri R.Ke. Z
pistrict

13, Al Raza.§_
Nasib RB

By AdvocateeS!

i

R/o 83 Nandanpur, Jhansi.

4 aged about 37 years, Son of Shri

son of Shri J,' 

aged about 32 years, s/o shri

' aged about 27 years, Soﬂ;zja,'
! ‘ .17.'-'-

ut 28 years son of shrq}K;[
yar Ara M%ll Naya Kuya 43 i;
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1. Union of India through General Manager,Central
Railmy’ Mumbai CST.

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi.

- Respondents

By AdvaGate Shri G.P. arwal

s A JNoe. 882 of 1996

1. Amrit Lal aged about 36 years, Son of Shri Ram
Charan, resident of Shreeram Colony, Dabra
District Gwalior.

2. Ra jendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of
' Shri Ram Syewak 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, Vindrabandaged about 36 years, Son of Shri Kamta
Pd.R/p shikishit Colony, Bujurg Road, Dabra,
District Gsmlior.

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

Applicants
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam
Versus
1. Union of India through General Manager,Central

Railway, Mumbai CST.

| _ 2. Chief Personnel Officer, Central Railway,Mumbai
CST.

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Rallway,
Jhansi.

Respondents

By Advocate shri A.K. Gaur
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| 0.5 .NOos 1084 oOf 1996 e
1. Munna Lal, aged about 37 years, Son of shri

Kashi Ram, resident of 102, Outside Datia':“ 1'..
Gate, Jhansi. |
4

ji’:‘i‘_-}.~
20 Kamlesh Kumar aged about 35 years, Son oﬁ‘z-:.,{{;
Shri Nathoo Ram, resident of 188 Inside 1,

patia Gate, Jhansi. “;_,‘-5'

Agggicants
By Advocates ShriR.K.Nigam
shri Rakesh Verma

i
{
[

Versus
——————

1. Union of Yndia through General Marage.r.?::::',qent;ral
Railway Mumbai CST. § Za)

> -

2 Chief Workshop Manager, Central Rallway }‘;ﬁb{rkishép.
Jhansi. '

Respondents

By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur

a.s k017  of 1997

: 58 Mohammad Nasir Khan, son of Badloo, res;l;deni; ’E L
sadan Puri, Orai, at present residing at House’ '
No.l, Hazari Purwa, orai.

ESTT.

¥ sughar singh, son of Jhanda Singh, resident Of
Village Chain Ka Purwva, post Amaraudh=, District g
Kanpur Dehate.

Apglican_tﬂ;'g.:“_f: i .

By Advocate Shri R.K. Ra jan
versus

2. Uni{on of India through the Secretaxy, mnistry
of Railway, Rail Bhawan, New Delhi. ‘4

2 Gexﬁeral Manager, Central Raillway, Bf.:mbayv\rr.'
3. Di*risional Rallway Manager, Jhansi.
| a
4. pPermanent Way Inspector, Orai. Faespondezlts’

By AdVodate shri G.P. Agarwal i 1. .pg-é-/-
| | 3 i
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0 A «NO, 37 of 1998

1. JAGDISH son of Kamta

2. CHEDA IAIL son of Kheri
Both resident of village and post Patgora,
District Hamrrpugr,

3. HAR GOVIND son of Chakki rnal, resident of
village Matchhari, post Rawatpur, District
HAMIRPUR .

Applicants

By Hdvocate Shri R.K. Raj;g_

Versus

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

2e The General Manager, Bombay v.T,
3. The Divisional Manager Railway, Jhansi ,

4, The Bnspector &df works, Kanpur Jwuhi under
DeReMs JHANST,

5% The Permanent Way Inspector, Mauranipur,
HAMIRPUR.
Respondents
M

By Advocate Shri G.p, Agarwal

O .No. 131 of 1998

Shyam Sunder, aged about 35 Years, Son of Shri Ram
Sewak, resident of village Baragaon, rost Baragaon,
Tehsil orai, District Jalaun(u.p.)

Applisant
BY Advocate Shri R.k. Nigam

Versus

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

_ 2. Divisional Railway Manager, Centra) Railway, Jhansi.
‘V - ...m.lo/-
gy - | ~§€;:;;
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tie 130 ey
3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Central Raile
';‘ v’ay. O'raio 1 ;
Respondents i
| — et
| By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal
OA. No. 136 of 1998 | B o g

bevi Dayal, aged about 36 years, Son of Shri @ i:ey ;
Lal, resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun,Disgrct
Jalaun.

Applicant -;';':'.
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

l
Versus ' i A
3 !
1. Union of India thmugh General Manager,}...{Cen]n:ral
Railway, Mumbai CST. ’

2 Divisi®dnal Railway Manager, Central Railway,
Jhansi. ; 1_:' 3 «
3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Centl:ja:i Railway,
orai. "
Respondents | el
" By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal §

Qb o564 222 of 1998

1. RAM BABOO Son of Ram Gopal, resident of vill.ége
and Post USAR GAON, District JaLAUIlL.

2. MAHESH, Son of Shyam Lal, resident of ‘villa‘g_éf_ n X
Harkupur, Post USAR GAON, District JALAUN.

.,

o
il

Applicants _ Lo
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan & "'-"' | k
Versus J
1 o :
Ts Union of India and Othe: s through th ‘fSecretéry. 1
Ministry of Railway, RailwBhawan, Ne'' Delhi.
i %
p 11 The General Manager, Central Railway anbai@CST.:
=
3. The Divisional Manager, Central Ral’ ay, Jhaési.
Orai, % :
4, Permanent Way Inspector, Central R:l i@y ,LJéé;laun
By Advocate sShri G.p. Agarwal _ R . SR T
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1.
2.
3.

5.
6.

8.

9.

10.
S
12.
£3.
14,
15,
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23,
24,
285.
26.
27.
28,
29,

- Kol s el

OA.No. 287 of 1998

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 xhumani

Ra ja Nati S/0 vikaa

Susheel Kumar s/o Bhagwan Das
Lakhan Baboo S/0 Shree Gopal
Pahalwan Singh S/0 Kumod Singh
Hira Lal S/0 Jhalloo Ram
Munni Lal S/o0 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/o0 sadla

Shree pPal 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/o Ram Asrey
Janzi Prasad s/o Ganga Prasad
Shiv Bharan S/0 Ram Prasad

30.Sudama  Pprasag S/0 Bai jnath

31.
32.
334
34.
35.
36.
37.
38,
39.
40,
41,

Achari Lal S/0 Ram pal

Baboo Lal S/o Nang Ram

Ram sharan S/o Chhedi Lal

Ram Vishal s/o Jagan Nath
Ram pal s5/o Chunwvaga

Ganga Prasad s/o Gorey Lal
Haseen Khan S/o Sultan Khan
Jameel Khan s|o Khaleel Khan
Swali S/o shiv Nayak
Rameshwar S/o Ram Math

Ram Das S/o vindraban

Gk
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42. Shivdeen S/0 Magan
43. Hari Shankar S/0 Jamuna
44, Prem Das S/0 Chhaggoo
45. Ram Milan S/0 Wodhan

46. Chhota S/0 Maty prasad ‘{‘: o
47. Raghuveer Dayal S/O Ram Sa jeewan g o8y

48. Bhawani Deen S/0 Ram Nath
49. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Pal 4
50. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Kishore
51. Moti Lal S/0 Ram Lal

52. Chhota S/0 Ram Lal

53. shiv Kumar 8/0 Ram Manohar
54. Natthoo S$/0 Lalloo

55. Chunno 8S/0 Jagdish

56. Sheshan S/0 siddhoo

57. Sheo Mangal S/0 Ram Manohar
58. Rameshwar S/0 Kashi

59. Ram Chandra S/o Ga j

60. = Ram Kumar S/o Boda:

3
-
.
8
5 |
i
| A

|
6l1. Ram Charan S/o Manw)han :
62.  Brijkishore Goswa ' S/o Uma Shanker e
Residents of JH ;: ¥
i ’ '
1%

- P

PeW.I. Complex Chi'f;i'akutdham Karwi _
Chhatrapati Sahu jimahara j Nagay, v.p.’
' ' Applicants

By Advocate Shri R.K. N&Qamv

Vei'sus !

it ~ i
o Union of India (Thg_‘i:é:ugh ¢ General Marnger,c:ent
Railway, Mumbai cs#,)
: é

s Ju-g»_.a.—-—-—wl—«-

2. . Divisional Railway;&anager, Central p- 31way, | bl

Division, JHANSI. ii :
3. Senior Sectional E':sgineer(eermanen\ ia Inspectﬁ’r)
Central Railway, Cliitrakot Dham Karvi , IDis"_'
Chhatrapati - Sahujeut ‘Maharaj (U.p.)
4, Senior Sectional Fi wineer(Permanent :ay Inspectr).

Central Railway, Dﬁ'.trict Banda(U P.)

Res }@Vnde nts |

By Advocate Shri G.pP. .--"\'i

"Pg"l?/.'_ i 3
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OANOe 587 of 1998

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

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam

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

2 Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway,
Allahabad.

: Respondents
By Advocate Shri A.K. Pandey

. | o K 0.A.N0.1194 of 1998
Shiv Sagar, S/o Shri Kannauji Lal, R/o Rathera, Post

Indauli, District Mainpur.

-33 g;_ i Applicant
' ’ By Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta

Versus

1. Union of India through General Mamger,
Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi.

‘ u Sr - ¥ Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway,
fl_} : fi'é¢i“ Allahabad.
3. P;W.I./Northern Railway, Hainpur.
Respondents

By Advocate shri G.P. Agarwal

OA .NOe 158 of 1999

REHANULIAH S [0 IATE AMINULIAH R/o 168 pura Manohar
Das Akbar Pur, Allahabad.

{i Applicant
By Advocate Shri A.K. Srivastava

Versus
—

g// eeepPg 14/=
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1. Union of Indla through Divisional hail
Manager, Northern Railway, Allahabhd ¢ _‘:-‘-;;?-',' Y
Division, Allahabad. :

E
2. Senior Divisional Engineer, Northern RAil- J
 way, Allahabad Division, Al lahabads % :% i 1
Resc 'nndentF ‘J 1 e
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agareval - ' ”,'
‘ f; &

|2
378 of 3999 ‘

l.

20

3. Gulab Son qﬁ Ra juwa, aoth resident{ of, Village
and Post s%faura. Dist*rict Hamirplii”' : 4

4. Mata Deen £in of Jaga! math. resid¢ut'bf village |
Daharra, Pagt Makarba 8 Diqtriat lﬁm& Hpur.‘ ‘
ALl t,;be applicants ‘,vrked uxhdel“the-

Perme‘&ﬁent Way Inspectf\r, Ch:l.trqédut Dha.m
Karwﬁ under the control of Dd‘é t’l J}lansi.','

{"E‘f_s; | “ " ‘,, o
By Advacake Shri @.K. Pajan. LU &
versus g5
L Union of India through the Ceneral M: ilager,
C. Railway? Mumbai V.T. a'*
2. The Jivisidnal Railway Manacer, Ces R .
Jhansi . PR 18
_: ;:\ i
3. The Perman-r‘éut Way Inspector I\arw# C‘it{akut &

Dhame.

Resp ndﬁents
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The applicant worked under the Permanent Way
Inspector, Chitrakut Dham, Karwh, under the
Control of DeReMe, Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan

versus

1. Union of India through the General Manager,
Central Railway, Mumbai, V.T.

2% The Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway.

Jhansi’

3. The Perianent Way Inspector, Karwi, Chitrakut
Dham, Ui der D.R.M. Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate St ri G.P. Agarwal
-

0.A.NO.1107 of 1999

Chandramohan, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri Ga jadhar,

resident of B*17, Krishna Colony, Jhansi.

Applicant
By Advocate Siirli R.K. Nigam
Versus
5% Unfon of India through General !lanager, Centrél
Railway, Mumbai CST. :
2 Divisional Rgilway Manager, Central Rallway,
Jhansi.
Respondents

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal

O JNDe1l478 of 1999

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

Applicant
By Advocate Suri A.K. Srivastava
: Versus
1 2
(' k. .....pg.lﬁ/-
A
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Kanpur Nagar.

‘=: 16 ::

Union of India through Sivisional Rail
Manager, Northern Railway. Allahabad
Divl.sion. Allahabad.

2 5 Senlor m.visional Personal Officer, Nori,

Railay, Allahabad Division. Allahahs@

Tehsil Akbaarpuré Dist:
1 i

By Advocate Shri R.K. iz
1 | i

‘ | Vers.
. | H i

1.  UnION OF INDIA,
MUMBAI V.T.

2. The Divisibnal

3. The Station Mﬁs
JHANST o ‘

By Advocate Shri G.

Magnbh Alll oMy By

131/138, Begumpurv

By Advocates Shri B ';. ngh Applicant
shri“C ; astava

gl

exsus

el Union of

Northern

ough General M
Baroda House¢, N

2 Divisiona
ern Railw:

fntending Enginee;
« Office, Allah

I
¥
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3. Counter-affidavits hgve/filed in all ?

.

17

e
.o
.

3. Inspector of Works(I) Northern Railwaj.
Kanpur(Nirman Nirikshak(N.Rly. Kanpur )

AppiResgondents

By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur

ORDER

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

In all the Original Rpplications)as
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 the leading case.

2. In all these 0.As the applicants have
claimed the relief for a direction to the respon-
dents to re-engage the applicants in service, to
Qhl [y

vefify from the original cardéythe days they have
worked and-pay slips, and to include their namesh
in the Live Casual Labour Register according+to ;
their seniority, to give them all the privilegesi

and the benefits for which a casual labour with
temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to

regularise their services. |

f
!

been

these cases and the claim of the applicants havef
f
t

ation and it has been emphasiSvd that the applicants

been strenuously osposed on tha ground of limit-

are not entitled for the relieﬁu they have clalﬂed

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

k
ation and liable to be discardad on this ground

'

(,. A aoopgcé;g/-
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alone. In order to appreciate the controversy |
the facts in brief giving rise to the controversy 4198
are being examined separately in each O.As:- T ‘?f% A'
3(1) O.A.No. 1325 of 1993 .
il ‘
Shri Ganga Ram=applicant in this 0aA. f i
pleaded to have worked in three spells: e 3.

22.09,1970 to 18.12.1970
2241241970 to 18.03.1971
25,03.1971 to 18.07.1971

He has filed this O.A. on 02.9.1993
i.e. after about 22 years and claims the O.A.
to be within time.

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

The applicant-Sheikh Zahiruddirgc].jaing&'{'
A
to have worked for 144 days in between 25.12,1984

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

l.e. after about 8 years from the date when he _1vp,1;ked';i_-_,¢"{‘.'t'

laste.

3(iid) O.ANO.1347 of 1994

The applicant-Vijay has brought this 0.A.

490 days in between 06.11.1987 to 31.03.1989 in three i

spells, thereby he filed O.A. after about 5 yeai.rs. 1

B3

3(1v) 0.A.No. 1752 of 1994 I

shri Shyam Babu filed this O0.A. on 14.11.94 '

putting forward his claim for having worked 299 dal;é

{ ooo@olg/‘ﬂ' )
G o |

|
¢

-on 02.09.94 on the strength of his having worked for: - ot

i oL
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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=l 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. adfter about 7 years.

3(v) 0O.A.No. 1777 of 1994

Shri Kishori Lal has filed this O.A . 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 and thereby he filed this
O.A. after a period of more than 3 years. He also

claims that the petition is within period of limit-

atione.

3(wvi) O «NO.1851_.0of 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-l,
According to which.he remained engage between 02.4.86
£0710.11.89 in 8 spells and thereby after about 5
years from the date he worked last, he filed this

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

3(vii) OA No.1853 of 1994

This is an 0&A . filed by Shri William

Dowson on 08,.,12.94 and claims to have worked in

: ooomQZO/“
(@ o~
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six spells in between periog from 03.02,78 to'ﬁy‘

18.07.85. He has also impugned the letter datdq

disengageq W.e.f. 18,07.85. He has also declgqed n

v -~

3(vitl) 0.A.No. 785 of 1995 &

On 01.08.95 ghry Ra jendra Prasadgj'“ught

this oa ., claiming the relief in respect 01351
service status for having worked from 28.11¥i4 to
21.03.84 in different Spells. He has also Filed L

N0 208 Bt conania 1o Of dkelay in £11ing

B

dealing Clerk. Apparently it is not an acceftab1e7 1

ground which is Vague in nature, 20,1 S

¥

3(ix) OA. No.1204 of 1995

©y

v,
tee e
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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 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 maeclaims to have worked
as casual labour from 08.6.82 to 21.04.92 in several
spells and claims service benefiﬁs for which he has
filed this O.A . ON 04,301.1996, 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 continuousiy working as Helper
Cook in Supervisors Training Centre, Hostel Meas,
Central Railway. The respondents have raised the
plea of limitation and also d@isputed the period of

wrk as claimed by the applicant. Regarding his

....pg.22/-
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being ehgaged as Helper Cook, it has been submitted ;
in the counter=-reply that it is irrelevant for the “:'"v
purpose of the relief sought in this 0A. ang ;pp-“ '
licant has filed this OA . after more than 10 years i;
from the $edate when he last worked.

8 3
il i
¥

3(xi1) | lo@.M. 157 of 1996 |

S50 long this matter was iéabeing\listed\
be fore the Division Bench, but now it has Heeﬁ

Placed before Simgle Member Bench as it rel, tes

LY

to casual labour regularisation case. shriﬁﬂéﬁ;k 3
Kumar filed this 0.4 . on 08.2. 1996 seeking gelief
for confirment of status of M.R.C.L. and. tolabsorb
finally on the basis of quantum of service £e ren— :
dered, as detailed in para=4.1 of the O.A aeco;ding
to which he worked for 123 days in between Dece@ber.
1992 to April, 1993 in five spells. ne claims the
O«A .+ to be within time which has been filed after 2;

3 dayears from the date he worked last. / V%'?f

3(xiii) O.A.No. 768 of 1995 | K

Mukesk Kumar and 12 Others have fileq
this 0. . on 18. 7.96 for having workedq in different
spells and di fferent time, but none of these aﬁp— :

. licants workeq after 22.7.1991 which is the last i

working day of applicant=Shri Man Singh. The%éaf&ef .
Man Singh ' &

neither the aPPlicanty nor any of the other qﬁplin R

cants who have joined in this 0.A. has workeg./ The”

claimed the application to be within time,

L

3(xiv)  DA.No0882 of 1996




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. sSimilar 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 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) 04 .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 respectivelywin different
spells. They=also claimed to have acquired M.R.C.L.
status. The O.A . has been Ffiled on 04.10.96 i.e.
after 11 years from the date when they worked last

hiat haversclal ned the 0.8 .20 bhe within ‘tline,

3(xvi) O.ANo. 1217 of 1997

. Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar singh have
filed this O0.A . The applicant no.l=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 Sugiiar 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

meﬂéh ooopgo?.4/-
Gesnt
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month of April, 1983 according to which he wOrkedwblh

only upto 18.04.,83. The respondents have claime&‘

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 en@i
el

the applicants have been disengaged. The O.K..h$s

been filed on 17.11.97 after 14 years with the:qlaim

that it is within limitation of time. s

3(xvii) The applicants Jagdish, Cheda Lal'f; "

Har Govind have filed this O.A. on 08.01, 98;2"

per their claim, the applicants Jagdish and ]Cheda
Lal wofkad between 22. 0& 80 to 20.09.83, mhereas

the applhcant no«.3 Shri Har Govind worked from

g

25.07. 83‘to 18.01.83 and again from 18. 11, 84*to +8+04v85

by the

18.04. 854 They claimed'thap[orders and mﬁdifications
issued f%om tine to time, they became entitled to be
brought &n Live Casual Labour Register and be given

consequential benefit oé temporary status and regular—

f

isation. The OA. is claimed to be within limitarion

which has been filed afcer about 13 years from the

date vhen Shrl Har covinl g dicengage ) i@ cliai ns

to have wokked even-=s afﬁer the other tqu were dis=-

| I

- engaged. |
|

|

43(xviil) Q.A.No. 131 of 1998
| !

5

% This application has been brought‘on

04.02.1998 by Shri Shyam Sunder who claims to hi@ej{

worked f&r more than 200 days in between 03.05.8?

to 18, 09}84 in different spells. The applicant

time. The respondents ?ave attacked on limLtatiQn &

: ....m.zs/— i ': '
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claims have submittei this O.A . within limit ?f i

2"

™



o

L1

side mentioning that the O.A. has been fi]eg

after about 14 years when the cause of action

3(xix) OA.No. 136 of 1998

a@ claim that the Juniors to them have been e€rgageqd

3(xx1) O.A.No. 287 of 1998

Shiv Charan Singh anqg 61 others have fileq

that they pe r'®~engaged ag casual labour/H.R.C.L. in
aCcordance with their Seniority, They be Subjecteg
to Screening ang absorbeqd against bPermanent vacancies,.
Amongst the aPplicants, f£i gt to be engagegq was




- o 3
2. 26 1y : i 'i‘

Rameshwar=applicant NO.23 on 22.2,1979 andglaat to . 4
be disengaged yis Lakhan Babu-applicant no.10 who | |
worked;upto 18.12.86. The respondents claimed that
the 0.A. which has been filed after about 12 yéars.
is grossly barred by limitation, if the dates qen- 4

tioned by the applicant with regard to their hﬂving ‘7‘;2'
worked. is taken to be ceorrect and cause of action -

is reckoned accordingly. }f- \¢

O A NO. 587 of 1998 %5
3(xx1i)  Shri Kailash Chand who worked as i@

labour from May, 197§5to October, 1978 has:; 
this 0A. on 26.5.1908 clai :
be available §o him ;ﬁ ? -}gﬁﬁhé depar£~ ,
mental notifications" 1 > t1 e The '
Tespondents have fira’ :
with the mention tha& the applicant got up from deep

sleep after about ze“wears when not only the cla&m

has become barred by ﬁimitation, but the bar of
U‘ !

also comes play. f E

W

3(xxiii) O.A.No. 1194 of 1998

ohzt Shiv Swgaq claimed to have worked &

1085 days in lifferen‘gspells from 10.01.1976 to’w5

13.0983 and has ﬂledfgthis OA. on 28.10.1998 clagming

benefit of thﬁ servicW» he rendered. He hasfdeclﬁred

the 0.A. to h& withtnrderiod of limitation though‘filed

after about 15 years Wf

accrued to him.

£

cause of action, i ﬁ any&,
%

!
?
?
3 (xxiv) O.A;.‘%No. 158 (e | 1999

«-nﬁﬁt o etretms s

gfh as filed this o, en

15.02.99 with gthe mén n lthat ne' becomes entitled

ﬂ bep in the respouimnté....pg 27 /=
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estabiishment.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 thé
applicant.

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

Jhallu and three others have filed this
OWA. 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. . which is being summarised

as under:?

(a) Jhallu @’ 3Q12.1982 to 18.08.1984 | I

(b) sri pal 22.12.1983 to 18.10.1983] X [
di fferent -

(e) Gulab 12.12.1982 to 18.07.1983} I
spells.

(d) Mata Deen 03.01.1983 to 24.07.1983] ¥

The above description goes to indicate that
first to be engaged was Sfi 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
to any of the applicants, w&%fgg 18.08.1984 and the
O.A. has been filed after 15 years therefrom whereas
the applicants claimed that the 0.A. is within period

o e

of limitation.
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3 (xxvi) ReO_.A .N0.956 of 1999 y

o o
o s s f B A

“Nathi Ram has brought 'this o4 . on'13.08.99

with the claim thét he deserves to be Te-erngaged i.n ‘
Pursuance of the order dated 10.12.1996. The appiicahi Vi i
claims to have worked from 19.01.1983 +to 18.10.1_5_83'. 1
The respondents have raisedq the Plea of lthaf;_;‘!.oﬁ,in
this matter also with the mention that the caus{fe of .
action if any, accrued to the applicant that cboufid be

©°n 18,10.1983 when he was disengaged and hot tb be [
€hgaged againwand 0.a. has been fijeg after‘ lﬁiyears.
there fore, barreqd by period of limitation,

3. (xxvii) O4A JNo. 1107 of 1999

3lxxviii) QA.No. 1478 of 1999

Shri Ranveer Singh has filed this 0.A. on
02.12.1999 and claims to have workeg from April, 1985.
to June, 1987 as casual labour under Gonas Shed, N.R.

Allahabad ang on the strergth of havi n, worked for 189

days claiming the benefit of circuray- lssued from tiii;:léf T

to time ang the law laig by the Hon': L€ Supreme Cbgrtl

In this cage also the respondents have rajgeg the ?led_
of limitation, § - 1

3 (xxix) O.A .No. 343 of ¢ 2029 1

Shri Omkar Nath Manna clai s to have worked |
from 01.04.76 to 16.06.1990 in qj £, 2nt spells. He

|

Gesy ;.pg.#?/— i
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has filed this O0.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 li"\itationc

3 (%) OA. No. 974 of 2000

Nabab Ali has filed this 0.A. On 31.08.00
with the mention that he worked as cawsual labour
from 09.07.077 to 13.08.83 for total number of 656
days in di fferent spells and thereby claims tnat 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 méntioned above, it is

quite clear that all the O.As under consideration (/
here havé been filed in between the period running ;
from Five years to 3L years from the date »when a

~ance of action is alleged to have ac srued, whiczh

period has been calculated from the last date after

which the applicants were not allowed tkoork 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 i1t has been submitted that the 0.As have
been filed after period of limitati?n as prescribped
under Section 21 of the A.T.Act, 1985/ the O.AsS

are liable to be dimissed on the ground of limitation.

cccessPge30/=
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6. I ‘have hearqg S/Shri R.K. Nigam, R.K.Rajan. 4
CeP. Gupta, SeKe Mishra, A.K, Srivastava, RakeshiVerma. ‘.;
BeN. Singh, learneq counsel for the applicants 1#’
the applicants, Also>heard S/Shri G.P, Agarwul; 

JeNe. Singh, V. Goel, a.v. Srivastava, Amit ﬁ}haigkar’ :

representeqd,

Te The legal Position as referreqg frdh;éhe

@ither side isg asg follows:

i

engagement giveg rise to continuing Cause of antivﬁ‘ Lf?fl
and hereby bhe PIEEC ks A entlitl e g, tihe

relief claimed anqg e Wy o e of s hirf o

g1 & Loy Hagr. g by rrescerf be Feriod of lilllitatii;n'-
It has also peen submitted on behal of the applica%t
that the similarly Situateg applicantg who were ﬁisi
€ngaged like the applicants have already been gr#ntié%a
: relief by thig Trib&hal and on the ground of parﬁ#xj

the present applicar?s are also entit]eqg f%r Simplaby‘

relief. rLearpeq couhsel £or the agmlf”ant@ in

i ]
different oag » uncer consideratio, hereifi, have
Placeqg reliancp in ?Division Bench l‘fﬁmeét of i

Principaj Bench o . ;Eriﬁunal in the cagd of




Hukam Singh Vs. J.0.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 O.A.ND.ISSO of 1992 Prahlad & Others

VS.UsOWI. & Ors.,and also the order dated 24.11.00

1998 Virendra Kumar Tiwari Vs.U.O.

in 0.A.No.39 of.;%;_

Sh

I.&% Ors. Ralianuﬁ;has also been placed on verdict

handed down by hq@'ble Supreme Court in U.O.I. &

Qrs Vs.Basang Lah”
Judgment of Madrﬁﬁ Bench of this Tribunal in the

qii'a :1”\;
case of G.Krishnﬁmurthy‘Vs.U.o.I. & Others(1989)

and 0rs.1992 S.C.C.(L&S) 611

9 A.,T.C.158 . Oﬁ%th& point of continuing cause of

action each of tﬁﬁ munsel appearing on behalf oﬁ

the applicants 1 hiir respective matters highlighted

the decision by mﬁlh* High Court in C.W.P.No. 5071 of

1999 decided on &.O&.QQ(Shish Pal Singh and Oth "s

va. Hao.li & Oth“

T:), wherein it has been held:

In 1997-91%

_ juniors to the petitioner werw
engaged bul

hé¢ was left otth. It is then he
realised t)xt his name had not been enterel
in the ”11,\4 register" and, therefore, not
given any «wgagement. The cause ofaction
accrued t:ﬁ%im in 1997-98, even otherwise %
the cause &I action is a continfuous one.
Hénce hisﬁi‘ g

nig;nal petition was not barred
by time."

S

; % i
B 14

8. S/Shri % @Agrawal. K. Gaur, P. Mathur.

A.Vs.Srivastava,

learned counsel ¢

objection of limi 1%1 and submitted individuahlﬁ but
with a joint asss "
£
action go the applicant@ a&

iy

oy% that there is no questio»n

any continuing o

& .
they were engage %Epecific purposes and afnmr‘3

ﬁ\)\ . s 32/«,-

0

i
L
»ai% &
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work was over, their engagement came to an end.

It has further been submitted that the applicants
have approached thisg Tribunal in each case much
beyond the period of limitation Prescribed for the
purpose and there is no acceptable explanation for
the delay ang, therefore, 0.as are gmssly ba:i"r_'ed.~
by limitation ang liable to be dismisseq. From ﬁheV
side of the respondents, reliance has been plaged
on the following Judgments: ?i J

1 Bhoop Singh vs.union Of India ang Others
y: AeIsRe 1992 S5.C, 1414. fes”

2+ Ratan Chang Samanta and Others Vs.Uﬁidn
of India and Others A«I.R.1993 S.C.2276.

3. Scooter India and Others vs, Vi jai Eiv.
Eldred(1999) 81 FLR 87, :

4, Union of India and Others vs, Nand Lal
Raigar AIR 1996 s.c.2206.

5. Dakshin Railway Employees Unjion Thiruvanant-
apuram Division vsg, General Manager, Southern

6. O0«A.2N0.1062/97 alorngwith connecteq matters

Bal Krishna Vs. U.0.I. & Ors.CaA.T. Allahabad i

Bench, decideq on 12.4.2001, .

9. I have considered the submissions of learned

counsel for the efther side. 1n Bhoop Singh's case -

(supra), the question of latches ang delay was emamined

espective of the merit Of his claim. 71+ a person
entitled to a relief chooses to remain silent for
long, he thereby gives rise to TeasOomable belief

in the mind of others that he is mot interested

in claiming that relief. Others are than just-




to be filled eomp&eepromptly. 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 ﬁ
Petitkonsbeing allowed. Accepting the petitioners g

in the manner Suggested by the Petitioner. Article
14 of the pPrinciple of non-discrimination ig an
equitable principle, ang, therefore, any relief
claimed on that basis must itself be founded on
equity and not be alien to that concept.,

the learned counsel for the petitioner.
further of the view that these clrcumstances also

Justify refusal of the relief claimeg under Article
136 of the Constitution,.»

?*;Ffl.j 10, A bare perusal of the akove 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

i : refuse the relief to the Petitioners irrespective of
'# : | ' the merit of his claim.

BREEL)

| #% 11. Learned counsel for the applicants have

Placed much reliance on the Judgment of Allahabag

g,.15 L Bench of this Tribunal in the case of Prahalaqg g

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

in the year 1992 ang thereby the applicant therein

had approached the Tribunal much before the Present
5{ : applicants.

I find the verdiet given in the Prahladt's

, : sec..pPg.34/~
1 g : _g\ A
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case cannot be of a;iy help“to the applivcants in v:lih'w"w
of observation by the Hon' ble Supreme Court in the
Judgment referred above. At another occasion whild .
concerned with Ratan Chand Samanta's case(supra), | the d

Hon' ble Supreme Court re jected the claim on the ground

of latches and obeerved as under:-

#

"Two questions arise, one, if the petitioners

are entitled &s a matter of law for re-emxloyment : |
and other if they have lost their right, if ény,
due to delay. Right of casual labour employed

in projects; to be reemployed in reilways has

been recomgnised both by the Railways and this
Court. But unfortunately the petitioners aldy
not take any step to enforce their claim be fore

the Railways except sending a vague represent=
ation nor did they even care to produce any mate-
rial to satisfy this court that they were covered i
in the scheme framed by the Rallways.It was urged
by the learned counsel for petitioners that they |
may be permitted to produce their identity ete.
before opposite parties who may accept or reject
the same after verification. We are afrald it |
would be too dangerous to permit this exercise.

A writ is #ssued by this court in favour of a

person who has some right. And not fo: sale of
roving enquiry leaving scope for manoeuvrings

Delay itself deprives a “person Of his remedy
available in lawe In absence of any fresh cause

of action or any legislation a rerson who has t

elost his remedy by lapse of time loses his right
- as well."

124 In another case Scooter India and {thers

(supra), the Hon'hle Supreme Court refused #- grant
the relief mere a case was fned after six years.

In another ca$e U.0.I. & Ofs. Vs.Nand Lal iziga r._‘ ,

(supra) , the;Hon ble Supreme Court observed as under:
| :

“If the hismissed delinguent employee does nat

avail of the remedy by impugning the ord-r of/
LIRS .35 vyt

"!,U
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dismissal within limitation, then it would not g
be opené%’to him to challenge in the sulit 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.cszsf_:a'-t?gr_ggq +problem was-placed

be fore the Hon'ble 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, learned counsel for Railway
Administration brings to our notice the difficulty
which will be experienced by the Railway adminis-
tration i £ without 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 dlsapprovedvand the same view was

adopted by Full Bench of this Tribunal in the case of

....pg.36/-
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Mahabir and Brs.Vs'; Union of India ang Ors.2000(3)

A
q

A.T.J. page 1 and it has been observed as uncieri,:.' W 9 ko4

“Provisions of the relevant Railway Boards
Clrcular dated 25.4.1986 followeq by the
Circular dated 28.8.1987 issued by General
Manager, ;Northern Railway for placing thesi'
names of fcasua‘l labour on the Live Chsual‘i? e
Labour Register do not glve rise to aecon- P AT
tinuwous cause of action and hence the Pros . '
visions of limitation contained in Section 21
Of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985
would apply."

1S, : With the above Position in viey it can

¢ e held that the order of Division |
Bench of this Tribunal as well as the observation : * i
7Y WL nion Odask A Budan ) diagn i case will
not help the applicant to assert the applicability

of continuing cause Of action in the present matter,

16. Undeﬁ*} Section 21 of ‘the Administrative b
Tribunals Act, 1985 jay prescribed a period of )4mit~ :
ation within which the 0.a. should be filey be fore the |

Tribunal. 1np the matters under Sonsideration, the

cause of actioniarose o the applicants myuen earlier
and in some cas%s even before the 15 to 20 years. There
is also nokacceptanle explanation for this long ang

inordihate delay in approaching the Tribunal. 1he

from the date o cause of action, Running of limitation
cannot be Stopped by filing ﬁhe repeated reprenentai:j.ons

and the periog a8 provided under Section 21 of the
I ® e ".:;g.37/-
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 Act which runs as under;

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

an épplication. -

(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 wa
which such final order has been made 7

(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, '

No thii thstanding anything contained in supe~

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 periogd
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 hag been commenced before the said
date before any High Court,

Notwl thstanding anything containeq in sub=-
section(l) or sub-section(2), an application
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Ly may be;admitted after the period of one |
year specified in clause(a) or clause (b) |
of sub-section(l) or, as the case may he.
the pekiod of six months specified in sub-
section(2), 1£ the applicant satisfies the
Tribunal that he had sufficient cause for
not making the application within such‘
perio ."

17. Ifythe‘representation is filed long after&l
the expiry of the limitation and the representationﬁ
is rejected that will not revive the pefiod of limit-
ation ﬁ&r the cause of action which had arisen long

backe

18, After considering the facts and circumstahCes}f
Of each case, I have no doubt that the present O.As |
have been filed 3ong after the prescribed period of
limitation and the applicants cannot be granted relief
as sought for. The original applications are dismiéSed‘:.
as being barred by period of limitation. However, it ..
is found expedient to clarify that the period of limit-T 
ation has been prescribed under Section 21 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 as above for 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 costs. /////// e R
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