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OPEN C QJRT 

CENTRAL AQIJ1INI.SY.B.ATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD B ENa-I, 

ALLAHABAD. 

Dated: Allahabad, the 2ls.t day of arch, 2001. 
I 

Coram: H0n'ble Mr . .s. Dayal, A.M. 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION. NO. 215 CF 1998 

Girj a Shanker, 
son of Hari Ra'Il, 
r/o village JalalpurMutfarka, 
Post Nadul a, District All eh ebed. 

I 

. . . . . . ,Applicant 
(By Advocate Sri C.M. Yadav) 

Versus 

l. The Union of India, through the Secretary, 
Minist.ry of R~ilway, New Delhi 

2. Toe Uivisional Rail Manager, 
Northern Railway, Lucknow. 

3. The station Superintendent, 
Jhangbai Railway Station, 
District J aunpur. 

. . . . . . Respondents 
!By Advocate Sri 

ORDER ------ (ORAL) 

(By Hon+b I e Mr. S. Dayal, Jt..i) 

This Original App1ica ion has been filed 

for a direction to the Responden· s to consider the 

applicant for appointment on a as~ IV post in case 
I 

juniors of the applicant have been given appointment. 

2. ]he case of the applicant is that he worked 

as ,Vatennan on various days shown in paragraph 4(1), 

~bering 221 days fran 1.6.87 to 14.7.91. It is 
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2. 0A 215/98 

(' claimed that a nunber of persons n ane d in Paragraph 
who 

4(4) of the 0/ihad worked along wi h the applicant 

were appo'inted on CI.ass IV post. It is also mentioned 

that the said persons were given work even after 1991. 

It is also claimed that the applicant had made a 

representation to the Railway Minister and the Railway 

Minister had recommended his case to the authorities 

concerned for appointment .. The app icant cl aims that 

s'rnce his juniors have been given reg u1 ar employment, 

be should also be given the sane. 

2. I have heard the learned counsel for the applican 

3. I find fran the perusai of the Paragraph 4(1) 

of the 0A tbat the applicant had wo.rked for 12 days 

in 1987, 22 days in 1989, 71 days in 1990 and 91 days 

in 1991. After 14.7.1991, he did ot work at all. 

I f1nd that .Annexure No.2 is a letter frcm the office 

of the Railway Minister written by his Assistant .Personal 

Secretary to D.R.M., No.rthem Rail1ay, forvvardipg the 

· application of the applicant and reccrrunending for 
/\, sympathetic considerations on 15. 9. 97. It is, thus, 

clear that the applicant made an effort in 1997 for 

doing work as a casual lab our after he had ceased to 

work in 1991. There is a delay of almost Six years 

in making representation and almost 7 years in filing 

the Original ~plication in the Triliunal. It is cl aimed 

·d_hc:the o. A. that it has been made within the pres c rabed 

period of l:iroitation ujs 21 of the Ac,ninistrative 

1985. 
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3. OA 215/~ 

4. There. is a Full Bench judgment of. this 

Tribunal in the case of Mahabir & others V. Union 

of India & others, 2000 (3) AU l, in which it 

has been held that even for tak"ng the nane of 

a casual labour· on Live Register for casual labour,. 

the issue of limitation would be relevant and the 

stale claims should not be entertained. This 

cla:im mad e by the applicant is clearly barred 

by l :imitation. The o. A. is accordingly dd sn Lss ad, 

Tilere shall. be no order asto costs. 

'~ 
( S. DAY.AL ) 

MEMBER {A) 

Natq/ 


