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CENTRAL 

f 

ADMlNlSTRATIVf TRIBUNAL, 

ALLAHABAD 

RESERvED 

... 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 

Allahabad : Dated this ~~~am day of April, 2002. 

Driginal Application No.1504 or 1998. 

c .ORAM:-

Hon•ble Mrs. Meara Chhibber, J.M. 

1. Nand Lal Son of Pitai 

Resident of Vil 1 age J a par pur 

P.o. Pattirahas Kaitha1..1al, 

District Raiebareilly. 

2. Bhabhuti Son of Bhol a Gupta, 

R/o Village Japarpur, 

3. 

Post Patti Rahas Kaithawal, 

District Raibareilly. 

Jag at Pal son of Badai, 

Rjo Village JaMar pur 

Post Patti Rahas Kaithawal, 

District Raibareilly. 

(Sri R.N. Bhakta, Advoc ate) 

••••••• Applicant 

versus 

1. Union of India, Ministry of Railway 

through Secretary, New Delhi, 

2. Divisional Rail way Manager, 

Northern Railway, Lucknou. 

3. Assist ant Engineer N. R. Pray ag, 

Allahabad. 

4. Permanent Wa" Inspector ( e.w. I. J', 
(Special), Unchahar, Raibareilly. 

(Sri ~ashant lflathur, Advocate) 

••••••• Respondents 
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By Han 'b] a Mrs. Meara Chhibt,ar, J.M. 

This OA has bean filed by three applicants 

seeking a direction to the res pendants to cons idar 

the applicant for permanent appointment as Gangman 

and for payment or salary month to month as and when 

it falls due in terms of Ministry letts~ dated 15-12-1997 

and 17-12-1997. 

2. The respondents have contested the OA on the 

ground that the OA is hopa~essly barred by limitation 

as they have admittedly ceased to work in the year 

1975, 197B and 19BO whereas they have filed the present 

OA in the year, 1998. In support of their contention 

they have relied Pn the case or Rattan Chand Samanta•s 

decision given by the Hon• ~ la Supreme Court and the 

Fu1 1 Bench judgement given by the Trihunal in the case of 

• • Mahabl'!·· Prasad and other several judgements given t,y 

Hon 1 ble Supreme Court. I have seen the pleadings and 

agreeing with the res pendants that this case is ru 1 ly 

covered by the judgements mentioned above as in Rattan 

Chand Samanta•s case tho Hon'hle Suprema Court has held 

that appeal itself deprives Of a person of his remedy 

available in law and a parson who loses remedy by lapse 

of time 1 oses his right as well. In Mahabir Prasad •s 

case, the Full Bench or the Tribunal has held that the 

law Of 1 imitation applies to casual la~ourem itse'lf and 
I arises 

cause of actio'! Qhan they are dis-engaged and if they 

do not approach the Trit,unal within the limitation period 

of one year their 0As would be barred hy limitation. In 

this case, admittedly, the applicants had last worked 

in the year, 1978 and 1980 as per their own saying 

"'here as the OA has been filed in 1998, that too, without 

an application for condonation of delay. The applicants 
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have not evan bothered to give any plausible explanation 

For delay in approaching the Tribunal and as per the 

Hon' b la Supreme Court's judgement reported in 2000 Vol II 

S.A.I.L.J . SC 89, the Tribunal cannot entertain petitions 

b arred !Jy limitation and limitation cannot evan be waived 

unl ess it has been applied for. The ~linistry letter 

referred to in the OA does not give any fresh cause 

of action to the applicant as hy this lett e r the 

representatiors or the ap plic ants have sim ply been 

forwarded to the Divis ion a] Rail way Man agar, which 

does not give any right to the applicants. Since the 

OA is fully covered by the law laid down by the Hon' h ]e 

Supreme Court and the full Bench of the Tri.,unal, the 

DA is dismissed on the grounds of limitation. Th~~e 

shall be no order as to costs. 

Member (J) 

Dube/ 
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