
By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur 

Reserved 
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE  TRIBUNAL 

A  1,171 	6  -;-1 8 	 ALLAHABAD  BEACH 

/ 	

4. 
ALLAHABAD  

Original Application  No. 1325 of 1993 

along with connected  matters 

/ Allahabad this the  /1: day of 	 2001 

Hon_ I ble Mr.S.K.I. Na vi, Member (J) 

0.A .No. 1325 of 1993  

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

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

Applicant  
13 Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

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

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Rai 1 wa y, Jhansi 

Respondents 

By A4Vocate Shri A.V. Srivastava  

lat 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 

pg•2/- 
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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 

Gnrdwara, Murar, Gwalior. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of Indiathrough General Manager,Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Shansi. 
Respondents 

BilAvocate Shri 

0.A .No. 1752 of 1994 

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

Prasad, resident of railway quarter no.RB-I 703/F, Rani 

Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi. 

Applicant 

BY Advocate  Shri. R.K. Nigarn.  

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, C-ytral 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. 1;ivisional Railway Manager, Central Railwahansi. 

3. Chief Medical Superintendent, Central Rail;•ay 

Hospital, Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.1).Aprwal 

.A.No.1777  of 1994 

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

Nathoo Ram, resident of Insidate Datia Gate, 121 

Mukaryana, Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By Advocate ShriR.K. Niqam 
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1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 
Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

	

Jhansi. 	
Respondents 

B Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal  

0 .A No.1851 of 1994  

Peter Henery, aged about 25 yearJ, 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. 

2. Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer, 

Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

3. sr.Divisional ;:ccounts Officer, Central Railway 

Shansi. 
Respondents 

ByAdy2stteari2 ai. 

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 
Shansi. 	Shri M.P. Gupta 

By Advocates Shri S.K. Mighra  
Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, 

Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway 

Jhansi. 
Bz Advocate Shri V.K. Goel  

Respondents  

	 .pg.4/- 
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0 .No. 785 of 1995 

Rajendra Prasad, aged about 34 years, Son of 

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

Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nicez 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager. 

Central. Railway, Bombay V'T. 

Chief Workshop Me ager, Central Railway 

Workshop, Jhansi, 
Respondents 

••■••■••••••■•••••*••••■■■■■• ••••■•■••••■ 

By Advocate Shr J.N. rrh 

0.A .No. 204 of 1995 

Bhaiya Lai, aged :bout 

resideent of village 

Lalitpur, District La 

Advoc te Shri R.K. 

1. 	Union of India t 

Railway, Bombay 

0 years, Son of Shri. Haikoo 

)d Post Dailwara , Tehs11 

tpur. 
Applicant 

zuLm 

rsus 

mugh General Manager, (7- nt ral 

2. 	Divisional Railv 4y Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents 
3...L.Advocate Shri A.V. :Srivastava 

0.A .No,a3  of 1996 

Abdul Ma feed, a, A 34 cars, Son of Shri Shafi 

Mohammad, resid.lt o c/o Station Master,Sagir 

Ahmad, Mohalla :iati ra, District Mahoba. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shr R.K Nigam 

 

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 

By Advocate Shri G.P. A.arwal  

O.A.NO. 149 of 1996 

AlyaEl Khan aged dbout 32 years Son of shri Baboo 

Khan, R/o House 1 ).36, Pulliya No.9, Nayapura, 

Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shri 2.K.  Nigam  

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Chief Works p Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi. 

Respondents  

By Advocate Shri 4.P. Ayarwal  

No. 157 of 1996 

Ashok Kumar, ag( aboat 25 years, Sonof Shri Dhani 

Irridr-nt 	!!1. 

•Bazar, Jhansi. 	 Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Elersus 

1. Union of I- pia t.lrough General Manager, Central 
Railway, Bn„',bay /T. 

2. 	Divisional, Rail lay Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents  
By advocate Sha Am)1. Sthalekar  

768 of 1996 

1. Mukesh Kung Gaztam aged about 30years„ Son of 
Shri Ram I r  tap' G'autam R/o Satagam Bihar Colony, 

Nandanpur Jha si • 
CBT-Prelveeeehe—S 	R:14 	 .....pg.6/— 
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2. Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years, Son of 

4hri Bhaiya Lal, R/o 83 Nandanpur, Jhansi. 

3. Raees Ahmad aged about 37 years, Son of Shri 

Nabi Ullah R/o 52, Majaryana, Jhansi. 

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

Panna Lal R/o Nandanpura, Sipri Bazar,Jhansi. 

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

Baijnath R/o 60, Masiha Ganj, Jhansi. 

5. 	Santosh Kumz_cirTiwari, aged about 35 years, Son 

of Shri Har Ram' wari, R/o 22 Raiganj,Jhansi. 

7. Man Singh, 	out 33 years Son of Shri Devi 

Pd. R/o Nad-  rr 11, Moran, Gwailior. 

8. Jang Bahado..:' 	about 27 years, Son of Shr 

Bhagwan Das:; 	'Adi Par Tal, Murar, Gftwaliol 

9. Santosh ag 	Do t 30 years Son of Shri. Brij 

Lal R/o Or . 	P y.Station, District TJtamgar 

13. 	Raja, ages , 'a 8 years son of Shri Y. mla 

Prasad, Ft/. 	7\.ra Mill Naya Kuya Ka 'sss 

cf,=- nlior. 

11. Garib DasE 	d %bout 28 yrs Son of S'ri RE: t-. 

n , th R/o ', 	1‘,-- :-1(1 Post 1.1mrirrah, Or,--'s 

District '! 	,ii. -h. 

12. Mahendra 	 -d about 3 years, 3or of 

Shri R.K. 	h, resident oE villas Bh ttag gin, 

District 

13. Ili Raza, 	)ut :0 ye rs, S/o hri lohd 

Nasib RB 	 Rani Lax i Nagar JhE 

Appl ants  

1:112141Y22SLEtaE. 	iqam  

Verss 

ry ; 
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1. 
Union of India through General Manager,Central 

Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. 
Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 	 Respondents 

BLAcivadate Shri G.P. A arwal 

0.A.No. 682 of 1996 

	

1. 	
Amrit Lal aged about 36 years, Son of Shri Iam 

Charan, resident of Shreeram Colony, Dabra 

District Gwalior. 

	

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

Barotha Rajan Ki Pahariya, Tehsil Dabra,Distt. 

Gmalior. 

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

Shri Ram Singh Rio 243 Nanak Ganj, Sipri Bazar, 

jhansi. 

4. 
Vindrabanelaged about 36 years, on of Shri mta 

Pd.R/9 Shikishit 
Colony, Bujurg Road, Dabr 

District Gaalior. 

ed about 31 years Son of Shri Devi 

5. Suresh ag  Dabra, 
Lal Jatav R/o Haripur Custom Road,  

District Gwalior. 
Applicants 

Advocate Shri
arn 

Versus 

1. 	
Union of India through General Manager,Cethttal' 

Railway, Mumblei CST. 

2. 	
Chief Personnel Officer, Central Railway,MuMbal 

CST. 

3. 	
Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

 

By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur 

 

• • • 
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0.A .No. 1084 of 1996 

1. Minna Lal, aged about 37 years, Son of Shri 
Kashi Ram, resident of 102, Outside Datia 
Gate, JhanSi. 

2. Kamlesh Kumar aged about 35 years, Son of 
Shri Nathoo Ram, resident of 188 Inside 
Datia Gate, Jhansi. 

By Advocates ShriR.K.Nigam 
	Appbicants 

	 Shri Rakesh Verma 

Versus 

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

2. 	Chief Workshop. Manager, Central Railway Wibrkshop, 
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 present residing at House 
No.1, Hazari Purwa, Orai. 

2. Sughar Singh, Son of Jhanda Singh, resident of 
Village Chain Ka Purwa, Post Amara . ' ',a, District 
Kanpur Dehat. 

soy 

Applicants 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

p. 	Union of India through the secretor), Ministry 
of Railway, Rail Bhawan, New Delhi. 

2.  General Manager, Central Railway I3orbay 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Jhan:' ,... 

4. Permanent Way Inspector, Orai. 
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

Respondents 

..Pg•9/— 
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0 .A .No. 37 of 1998 

1. JkGDISH son of Kamta 
2. CHEDA IAL son of Kheri 

Both resident of village and Post Patgora, 
District I1AMIRPUR. 

3. HMI GOVIND son of Chakki Lal, resident of 

village Matchhari, Post Rawatpur, District 
HAMIRPUR. 

Applicants 

B Kdvocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the Secretary of Rail 
Bhawani►  New Delhi. 

2. The General Manager, Bombay V.T. 

3. The Divisional Manager Railway, Jhansi. 

4. The Enspector df Works, Kanpur Jhuhi under 
D.R.M. JMNSI. 

5. The Permanent Way Inspector, Mauranipur, 
HAMIRPUR. 

Respondents 

Bx_Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

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.to.) 

By...Advocate  Shri 
Applicant_ 

Versus 

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

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi. 

...pg.10/- 
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3. 	Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Central Rail-r. 
wa y, Oral . 

Respondents 
By Advocate Shri G.P.  Agarwal 

O.A. No. 136 of 1998 

Devi Dayal, aged about 36 years, son of Shri Gorey 
Lal, resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun,Distidct 
Jalaun. 

Applicant 
..,,y_Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India thr, u4h General Manager, Central 
Railway, Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisidmal Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Central Railway, 
Orai. 

Respondents 
By Advocate  Shri G.P.  Agarmal 

0.A .No.  222 of 1998 

1. RAM BNBOO Son of Ram Gopal, resiclent of village 
and Post USAR GAON, District soILMJN. 

2. WtHTSH, Son of Shyam Lai, resident of villag 

Harkupur, Post USAR GAON, District JALNUN. 

Applic ‘ts 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Ra jan 

Versus 

1. 	Union of India and Othe :s thre,ugh the Secret 
Ministry of Railway, Railtiaa•n, New Delhi.  

ry, 

2. The General Manager, Central -Almay, Mumhai CST. 

3. The Divisional Manager, Cen 	1 Railway, JhatIsi. 

4. Permanent Way Inspector, Central Railway , /Jillaun 
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 	 .....pg.11/ 

(,ce 

Orai, 
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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/0 Vikaa 
9. Susheel Kumar S/O Bhagwan Das 
10. Lekhan Baboo S/o Shree Gopal 
11. Pahalwan Singh S/O Kumod Singh 
12. Hira Lal 8/0 Jhalloo Ram 
13. munni Lal 8/0 Ka meal 
14. Ehola S/0 Kamta 
15. Ram Bahori S/O Chum 
16. Ram manohar S IO Ram Bharosa 
17. Badri Vishal S/O Maims. 
18. Ram Narain S/O Binda 
19. Ram Swaroop S/O Gujja 
20. Jig Kishore 8/0 Sadla 
21. Shree Pal S/o Lo.t.n 
22. Ram Das S/O Karha. 
23. Rameshwar S/O ShL, Balak 
24. Laanman S/O Phall•Ram 
25. Jugal S/O Shiv Nadan 
26. Babboo S/O Ram Nat.h 
27. Anandi Prasad S/0 .  rtam Asrey 
28. 'Jadzi Prasad S/O (L ,anga Prasad 
29. Shiv Bharan S/O 	Prasad 
30 .Sudama Prasad S/0 B:s.:.in-Ith 
31. Achari Lal S/0 Rat Lal 
32. Baboo Lal 8/0 Nar0 Ram 
33. Ram sharan S/o Cht di Lal 
34. Ram Vishal 8/0 Ja:9an Nath 
35. Ram Pal S/o Chitnad 
36. Ganga Prasad S/o Gorey Lal 
37. Haseen Khan S/o Su'.t.an Khan 
38. Jameel Khan slo 1<aleel Khan 
39. Suzan S/o Shiv Ny.ak 
40. Rameshwar S/o Ram 1;.3th 
41. Ram Las S/o VindraLian 



42. Shivdeen S/0 Magan 
43. Hari Shankar S/O Jamuna 
44. Preen Das S/0 Chhaggoo 
45. Ram Milan S/O Wodhan 
46. Chhota S/0 Matti prasad 
47. Raghuveer Dayal S/0 Ram Sajeewan 
48. Bhawani Deen S/0 Ram Nath 
49. Jageshwar S/O Ram Pal 
50. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Kishore 
51. Moti Lal S/0 Ram Lal 
52. Chhota S/O Ram Lal 
53. Shiv Kumar 8/0 Ram Manohar 
54. Natthoo S/0 Lalloo 
55. Chunno S/0 Jagdish 
56. Sheshan S/O Siddhoo 
57. Sheo Mangal S/0 Ram Manohar 
58. Rameshwar S/0 Kashi. 
59. Ram Chandra S/o Gajg:aj 
60. Ram Kumar S/o Bodaram 
61. Ram Charan S/o Mani ithan 
62. Brijk.ishore Goswarn... S/o Uma Shanker 
Residents of 

P.W.I. Complex Chii:rakutdham Karwi 

Chhatrapati Sahu jimaharaj Nag14, 13•P • 

By Advocate  shri R.ritlikgam 
	Applicants 

Versus 

1. Union of India (Thi.-ough : General 
Railway, Mumbai CSO. 

2. Divisional Railway ,tanager, Central. Railway, JbAnsi 
Division, JIIANSI. 

3. Senior Section-al EA ineer (Permanc, r' tray Inspetfr r) 
Central Railway, CHI trakot Dham 	, District:  
Chhatrapati SahujedRaharaj (U.P.) 

4. Senior Sectional Eii/tineer( 

Central Railway, DiOItrict Bania(U.P.) 
Permanc-ilt way Inspectc:?r), 

ResplInd-nts 

M 'i 4er,Centrill 

By Advocate  Shri G.P. Agei•wal 
3 
O 
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0.A.No. 587 of 1998 

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

Applicant 
By 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.R. Pandey 

0.A .No.1194 of  1998 

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

By... Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta Applicant 

Verius 

1. Union of India through General Manager, 

Northern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, 
Allahabad. 

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

Respondents 
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

0.A .No. 158 of 1999  

REHANULIAH S 10 LATE AMINULIAH 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, Allahabad 

Division, Allahabad. 

2. Senior Divisional Engineer, Northern Rail-

way, Allahabad Division, Allahabad. 

Respondents 

By advocate Shri G.P t Aaarewal 

0.A .No. 378 of 1999 

1. JHALLU son of Huila, resident of village and 

Post Makarbai„ District Hamirpur. 

2. Shree Pal Son -)f Saukhi Lal. 

3. Gulab Son of I 

and Post Suka' 

4. Mata Deen Son 

Daharra, Post 

duvet Both resident of Vii tage 

-a, District Hamirpur. 

if Jagalinath, resident of 1.11age 

taizarbai, District Hamirpu.  . 

All the Lpplicants worked under th' 

Perrnane 	Way Inspector, Chitrakut '.)ham 

Karwi, . ider the control of D.R.11 Thansi. 

By Advocate  Shri R. Ra)an. 

Versus 

)' 	.1 
	

11 ,  

	

'hat. 	" . 

2. 	The Divisiona,), Railway M-yngger, C. 	y, 

Jhansi. 

3. 	The -ermanent. 

Dharn. 

By Advocate Shri  

ray Inspect,-)r, Karwi iitr tut 

Respondents 

arwal 

0.P, TO. 956 of 1999 

11\THU RAM Son of Bu luya resident of village ti 

Post SUP A, Dtstric -  Hamirpur. 

.....Pg.15/- 
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The applicant worked under the Permanent way 
I ns pe cz4o r Chi trakut Dham, Ka rvii , under the 
Control of D.R.M., Jhansi. 

Applicant 
piaarocate,Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

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

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

3. The Permanent Way Inspector, Karwi, Chitrakut 
Dham, Under D.R.M. Jhansi. 

Respondents  
By Advocate Shri G.P. iacarwal  

0.A. to.1107 of 1999 

Chandrarrohan, aged abo,,t 37 years, Son of Shri Gajadhar, 
resident of B-17, Krisnna Colony, Jhansi. 

Applicant 
Bx Advocate Shri R.K.  ctigam 

Ve -sus 

1. Union of.  India t ,:oulti General :tanager. Central 
.aailway, Mumbai rsT. 

2. y Manager, Central Railway, 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P.  

0.A.E x.1478 • of 1999 

RANVEER SINGH Sio SITA,Am Rio VILLAGE JHAJHUPUR, 
TEHSIL KARHAL DISTRICT MINPURI. 

By Advocate Shri A.K. :rivastava 
Applicant 

Versus 

  

    

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

Manager, Northern Railway, Allahabad 

Division, Allahabad. 

2. Senior Divisional Personal Officer, Northern 

Allahabad Division, Allahabad. 

12espDants 

IlEaslySeste Shri Prashant Mathur. 

0 .No. 343 of 2000 

OM.1\7R, SON OF MANM. resident o:E v .11age Gujrai, 

Tehsil Akb-arpur, District Kanpt 7 Dehat. 

Z >plicant 

By Advocate Shri 	Rajan 

Versus 

1. 	UNION OF INDIA, THROUGH TI GENERAL MANAGI 

MUMBA I V .T 

• The Divisional lilway Ma? ger, JEAIZI. 

3. The Station Master, Lalpu: under D.R.M. 

31-D\ NSI . 

R( pondents 
By Advocate Shri G.P. A9arwal 

. 	13 • 	9 /4 	± 	200() 

‘,)1. 

131/138, Begumpurva, 2.0. Munsil rya, District 

Kanpur Nagar. 

By Advocates Shri B.11. Singh 	1.)! icant 

Shri C.Sr: vastava 

Versus 

1. Union of India ; ;rough Ge. ral Map 

Northern Rai 1.1-13. 	Biroda I us ::J, N:: D I hi 

2. Supe Lntending : nginee' ' •E rt1 

ern Rai .1_ IT 	DeiC *M. OffiC( Allah. 	Td 

 

.7/-- 

 



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) 	o.A .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 O.A. on 02.9.1993 

i.e. after about 22 years and claims the O.A. 

to be within time. 

3(ii) 	0 .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

The applicant-Sheikh Zahiruddinelclaims 

to have worked for 144 days in between 25.12.1984 

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

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

last. 

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

The applicant-Vi jay 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) 	0.A.No. 1752 of 1994 

Shri Shyam Babu filed this O.A. on 17.11.94 

putting forward his claim for having worked 299 days 

...pg.19/- 
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3. 	Inspector of Works(I) Northern Railway, 

Kanpur(Nirman Nirikshak(N.Rly. Kanpur ) 

hppiRespondents  
B  Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

By Hon' 	Mr.S.K.I. Na vi, Member (J) 

In all the Original ftpplicationsjas 

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.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 
04.(4i,J2;te 

vefify from the original cards':Jthe days they have 

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

in the Live Casual Labour Register accordingito 

their seniority, to give them all the privileges 

and the benefits for which a casual labour with 

temporary stauts is entitled and ther eafter too 

regularise their services. 

been 
3. Counter-affidavits haves filed iu all 

these cases and the claim of the appli(-.ants have 

been strenuously opposed on the ground of limit-

ation and it has been emphasised that the applicants 

are not entitled for the reliefs they have claiTted, 

as the 0.As are highly barred by pert 	,T)f limit- 

ation and liable to be discarded on tis ground 
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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. as 

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

	

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

Shri Kishori Lal has filed this 0.A. on 

22.11.1994 on the strength of his having worked as 

Seasonal Waterman(casual labour) from 01.10.85 to 

06.13.85 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- 

a tion. 

	

3 (vi) ) 	OA .No.1851 	f 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 O.A. is within time. 

3 (vii ) 	0.A No.1853 of 1994 

This is an 0.A. filed by Shri William 
Dowson on 08.12.94 and claims to have worked in 
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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 A-2) through which he has been 

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

the 0.A . 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 delay 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 

0.A, on 15.11.95 seeking direction to the resnondents 

that the appointment order in respect of t''e ap  li- 
cant be issued in the wake of his juniorscounter 

parts having been cleared for absorption in Group 

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

07.02.89. In the counter-affidavit, the renpondents 
have raised pr,_liminary objection regarding the bar 

of limitation and also mentioned that screen4 nj for 

absorption was conducted in April/May, 1989 and the 

...pg.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 iterclaims 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 040001.1996, claiming the O.A. to 

be within limitation, which has been filed after about 

4 years. 

0 .A .No.  149 of 1996 

This application has been preferred by 

Shri Alyas Khan who filed the 0.2\ . on 07.02.96 and 

has clatned 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 continuoasly 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 
....pg.21/- 



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 fedate when he last worked. 

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

So long this matter was 4ebeing listed 

before the Division Bench, but now it has been 

placed before Single Member Bench as it relates 

to casual labour regularisation case. Shri Ashok 4 

Kumar filed this O.A. on 08.2.1996 seeking relief 

for confirment of status of M.R.C.L. and to absorb 

finally on the basis of quantum of service he ren- 

dered, as detailed in para-4.1 of the 0.A, accordimr 

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 elecyears from the date he worked last. 

0.A .No. 768 of 1996 

Iluiv?..sh Kumar and 12 others have filed 

this 0.A. on 18.7.96 for having worked in different 

spells and different time, but none of these app-

licants worked after 22.7.1991 which is the last 

working day of applicant-Shri Man Singh. Thereafte.:- 
Man Singh

neither the applicantZ nor any of the other 

cants who have joined in this 0.A. has worked. They 

claimed the application to be within time. 

3 (xiv) 	0 .A .N.31882 of 1996 

Amrit Lal and four others have filed this 
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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.Uo. 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. Theyealso claimed to have acquired M.R.C.L. 

status. The OA. has been filed on 04.10.96 i.e. 

aCtur 11 years from the (11!1e wivn they wi)rked 17,,st 

but have claimed the 0.A. to be within tine. 

	

3(xvi) 	0.NNo.  1217 of 1997 

Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Singh have 

filed this OA. The ap?licant no.1-Mohd.Nasir 

Khan claids 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 Sughar 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 
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month of April, 1983 according to which he worked 

only uptd 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 time. 

3 (xvii) 	The applicalts Jagdish, Cheda Lal and 

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

per their claim, the Applicants Jagdish and Cheda 

Lal worked between 2 ✓08.80 to 20.09.83, whereas 

the applicant no.3 S 	Har Govind worked from 

25.07.83 to 18.1)1.83 tnd again from 18.11.84 to *81.447:86 
by the 

18.04.85. 'they clai 	thatLorders and mcbdifications 

they became entitled to be 

L Labour Register and be given 

of temporary status and regular-

Aaimed to be within limitation 

aft_er about 13 years from the 

2!,  '''T 	"1r) <71'./- 

after the other twos were dis- 

issued from time to 

brought on Lve Case-. 

consequenti.L benefi 

isation. Th O.A . ir 

which has L.en 

11  , 	 ri IT 

to have worked even4. 

• engaged. 

43(xviii) 0.A.No. 131 of 1998 

This application has been brought on 

04.02.1998 by Shri Shyam Sunder who claims to have 

worked for more than 200 days in between 03.05.82 

to 18.09.84 in different spells. The applicant 

claims to live submitted this O.A. within limit of 

time. The espondeIs 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 0

4.02.1998 in which the applicant clai,ris 

to have worked from 03.02.1982 to 18.01.1985 in 

different spells. He also claims that bar of limit-

of time does not come in his way. Prima facie the 

O.A. has been filed after about 13 years. 

0.A •No•222 of 1998 
3(xx) 	

The applicant-Ram Baboo claims to have 
worked from 03.04.85 to 18.08.85 and the other 

applicanteMahesh i•ficlains that he worked from 
03.04.84 to 18

.06.85 and on the strengg of the 

days they have worked they claimegf to be engaged 

and give consequential benefits. They have also 
a claim that the g-unii)rs to them have been engaged 

and preferred over th claim of the applicants. 

The respondents have denied the allegation and 

pleaded that the 0.A. is barred by limitation 

which has been filed ,,Eter about 13 years when 

cause of action, if az ', accrued. 

3(xxi) 	0 .A .LTo. 287 of 1998 

_ 	
and 

	have filed 

Shiv Charan 	
61 

others h this 0.A . 
on 11.3.1998 71,11.1%111g 

relief to the effect 
that they be re-

engageo as casual labourA4.R.C.L, in 

accordance with their seniority. They be subject 

	

to screens, 	 ed 
ing and absorbed against permanent vacancies. 

Amongst the applicants, first to be engaged was 
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Rameshwar-applicant no.23 on 2 2.2.1979 and last: to 

be disengaged is Lak.han Babu-applicant no.10 who 
workedjupto 18

.12.86. The respondents claimed that 

the O. which has been filed after about 12 
 is 

	

	 years, 
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. 

0.A •No. 587 of 1998 
3(x)- cii) 	

sari Kailash Chand who worked as casual 

labour from May, 1978 to October, 1978 has idled 

this 0.A. on 26.5.1998 claiming benefit which could 

be available too him from the Judgment and the depart-

mental notifications issued from time to time. The 

respondents have fir.F.:t attacked on limitation front 

with the mention thaL the applibant got up from deep 

sleep after about 20 :Tears when not only the claim 

has become barred by limitation, but the bar of age 
also comes to play. 

3(xxiii) 0.A.No. 119H of 1998 

Shri Shiv S jar claimed to have worked F:o 
1085 days in lifferen spells 

 
ells from 10.01.1976 to 

13.0993 and has filed this 0.A. on 28.10.1998 clai min 
benefit of th 	 g 

servic( ; he rendered. He has de.clE red 
the 0 .A . to 

1r within )eriod of limitation tho 
after about 1

ugh filed 
years ,en cause of action, if any 

accrued to hi; 

3 (xxiv) 	0 .A To. 158 pf 1999 

shri Rehanul ..0.11 has filed this 0.A on 

15.02.99 with he menti, )n that he becomes en'.1tled 
to relief of I Ang alas,  ♦13ed in the responden#-  ..• .pg.27/- 
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establishment because of his having worked for 

144 days in different spells from 22.12.1975 to 
13.0

8.1978. 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&N. No.378 of 1999 

Jhallu and three others have filed this 

M.N. 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 

(b) Sri Pal 	22.12.1983 to 18.10.19831 In  
 (c) Gulab 	12.1).1982 tD 	 different;18.07.1983f 

(d) Mats Deep 03.01.1983 to 24.07.19831 spells. 

The above description goes to indicate that 
first to 

be engaged was Sri Gulab who joinfad on 12.12. 

1982 and last to be disengaged was Shri Jhallu whose 

last working date/is 18.08.1984. The respondents 

have raised preliminary objection on limitation ront 

with •the mention that if any cause of action accrued 

to any of the applicants, waspn 18.08.1984 and the 

0.A. has be n filed after 
15 years therefrom whereas 

the applicants claimed that the O.A. is within period 
of limitation. 
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3 (xxvi ) 	tfe*0 .A .No.956 of 1999 

Nathu Ram has brought this O.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  thea mention that the cause of 

action if any, accrued to the applicant that could be 

on 18.10.1983 when he was disengaged and hot to be 

engaged again and O.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 O.A. on 16.09.1999 claiming the 
be 	

of GettrterBoard's circular dated 07.9.1996. 

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

3(xxViii) 0 .A.No. 1478 of 1999 

Shri Ranveer Singh has filed this O.A. on 

02.12.1999 and claims to have worked from April, 1985 

to June, 1987 as casual labour under Goods Shed, N.R. 

Allahabad and on the strength of having worked for 189 

days claiming the benefit of circulars issued frcm time 

to time and the law laid by the Honible Supreme Court. 

In this case also the respondents have raised the 
 of limitation. 	 plea  

3 (3ocix) 	0.A .No. 343 of 2000 .....•••••••••••••••■•••••■■■■■•••••••••■•••••••■••••••■••••■•• 

Shri Omkar Nath Manna clai as to have worked 
from 01.04.76 to 1

6.06.1990 in different spells. He 



• • 	29 	: : 

has filed this 0 . on 27.03. !000 claiming his 

re-engagement with benefits in accordance with 

his seniority reckoned on the ballis of days he 

has worked. The respondents have raised the plea 

of limitation. 

3 (xxx) 	OA. No. 974 of 2000  

Nabab Ali has filed this O.A. On 31.08.00 

with the mention that he worked as cattsual labour 

from 09.07.977 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 

herr- have been file(I in htlArrn 	riol rrnintnq 

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

1 • •,• 1r 1, .3 :1, 

period has been calculated from the last date after 

which the applicants were not allowed to work and 

cause of action arose to !ahem 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 limitati9n as prescribed 

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

are liable to be dbnissed on the ground of limitation. 
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6. 	
I have heard S/Shri R.K. Nigam, R.K.Ra jan, 

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

B.N. Singh. learned counsel for the applicants 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, Anat. 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 

wither side is as follows; 

Learne..1 counsel for the applicants have 

submitted that as appl .,cants have worked for good 

long time as casual la'iyours, as detailed in each 

of the O.As under consideration, the3.r !lams were 

required to be entered in Live Casual labour Register 

as )er notification in this regard, and their non-

cflgagement gives 
rise to continuing causf,  c“7  

and ._hereby the applic-ants are entitled for the 
retter -71:11-1(d lnl ■.hr,rf 	n ,  

claim being barred by 
prescribed period of limitation. 

It has also been submitted on behalf of the applicalt 

that the similarly situated applicants who were dis-

engaged like the appli, , Ints have already been grant,K1 

relief by this Tribuna and on the ground of parit 

the present applicants are alsj entitled for simila 

relief. 

different O.As 	un r consideatlion her I, have 
placed reliance in Division Pench Judgmu t of 

Principal Bench of e Tribunal. in the c: 	of 

• 	31/- 

Learned counsel for tie applican'.- in 
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Huham Singh 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  OA .N0.1550 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 Kuloar Tiwari Vs.U.O.  

xeliance has also neen p.Laced on verlict 

hahud 	Hon'ble Suprtl: Court in U.D.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.Krishnamurtt r vs.u.o.i. & Others(1989) 
9 A.T.C.158 . On the Joint of continuing cause of 

action each of the counsel appearing on behalf of 

the applicants in thei. respective matters highlighted 

the decision by 	digh Couri. in C w P 	5071 of 

1999 decided on 

Vs. U.O.I. & 

accrued to him n 1997-98, 

the cause 

Hence his 

by time." 

21n 1997-

engaged bu 

realised 

in the 

n i v,  n any 0 
CA Uff o Sac tion 

even Itherwise 

of acion is a continuoas one. 

origthal petition 7as n barred 

J8.99(Shish Pal Singh and Others 

). 4lerein it has been held; 

judors 'to the petitioner were 
le was left ott. It is then he 

h s name had not been entered 
re.: 	and, therefore, not 

--terLt . 	The 

8. 	s/shri gra 	A.K. Gat,  

A.V..Srivastava, 	 V.K. Goel 

learned counsel 

objection of ljrnjt d.oI 

with a joint assert, on ,--hat there is :7 

any continuing c- 	oi 

they were engage6. r specific purpos;, 

P. Mathur, 

Amit Sthalekar, 

re3pOndents 	aised the 

and submitted 	vidually but 

lestion of 

action 4o the 	Acants as 

nd after the 
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work was over, their engagement came to an end. 

It has further been submitted that the applicants 

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, O.As are grossly barred 

by limitation and liable to be dismissed. From the 

side of the respondents, reliance has been placed 

on the following Judgments; 

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

2. Ratan Chand Samanta and Others Vs.Union 
of India and Others A.I.R.1993 S.C.2276. 

3. Scooter India and Others Vs. Vi jai E.V. 
Eldred(1999) 81 FLR 87. 

4. Union of India and Others Vs. Nand Lai 
Raigar AIR 1996 S.C.2206. 

5. Dakshin Raillay Employees Union Thiruvanant- 
apuram Division Vs. General Manager, Southern 
Railway & Ors.(1987) 1 S.C.C. 677. 

6. 0.A.:No.1062/97 alongwith connected matters 
Bal Krishna Vs. U.O.I. & Ors.CaA.T. Allahabad 
Bench, decided on 12.4.2001. 

9. 	I have cousin gyred the submissions of learned 

counsel for the otther ride. In Rhoop Singh's clse 

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

at length and the following law has been handed down; 

"There is anothc,r aspect of the matter. Inordinate 
and unexplained deLly of latches is by itself a 

ground to refusE rc Lief to the petitioner, irr-

espective of th( mE:zit of his claim. If a person 

entitled to a rEdief chooses to remain silent for 

long, he thereby gives rise to reasonable belief 

in the mind of thus that he is not interested 

in claiming that relief. Others are than just-

ified in acting on that behalf. This is more so 

in service mattrs there vacancies are required: 
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to be filled eemp+etpromptly. 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 

petittonebeing allowed. Accppting the petitioners 

contention would upset the entire service juris-

prudence and we are unable to construde DI:exam 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." 

33 st 

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 Samanta's case(supra), the 

Hon' ble Supreme Court rejected the claim on the ground 

of latches and observed as under:- 

"Two questions arise, one, if the petitioners 

are entitled is a matter of law for re-employment 
and other if they have lost their right, if any, 

due to delay. Right of casual labour employed 
in projects, to be reemployed in railways has 

been recorbgnised both by the Railways and this 
Court. But unfortunately the petitioners did 

not take any step. to enforce their claim before 

the Railways except sending a vague represent-
ation nor did they even care to produce a't. y mate-
rial to satisfy this court that they were covered 

in the scheme framed by the Railways.It iirts urged 
by the learned counsel for petitioners that they 

may be permitted to produce their identity etc. 

before opposite parties who may accept or reject 
the same after verification. We are afraid it 

would be too dangerous to permit this exercise. 

A writ is issued by this court in favour of a 

person who has some right. And not for sale of 

roving enquiry leaving scope for manoeuvring. 
Delay itself deprives a person of his remedy 

available in law. In absence of any fresh cause 
of action or any legislation a person who has 

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

12. 	
In another case Scooter India and Others 

(supra), the Hon' ble Supreme Court refused to grant 

the relief where a case was filed after six years. 

In another case 	& Ots. Vs.Nand Lal Raigar 

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

"If the dismissed delinquent employee dies not 
avail of the remedy by impugning the order of 

..... p1.35/- 



disMiSsal 	
tken it 14004 not 

be opene*tOhiM to challenge in the stilt that the order Of:diaMiesal,is  in violation of ghat 

13. 	
A large hdmber of cases were filed i 

Courts by casual, labOurs 	in various 
 claiming  

light of c 

	

	 .regularisation in the 
bservation.in jIndra Pal.Yadav VS:Union,of 

Ifidia (198$) 2 S.C.0 

before the Hon'ble 
SUpreme;cOurtin 

case of " Rail, tekshin  
ees Union Thiruvanantha utam Divisio4 

(sUpra): the mOnible 
supreme 

COurt after appreciating the Problem held as under 

"Shri KrishnamUrthy, learned counsel for Railway 
Administration brings to 

OUr• notice the diffictiltY vhiCh will be ex 	 the 
 by the Railway Adminiii.- tration 	

anY liMitatiOn persona Claimiiv. to haire been 	any 

 as casual:labourpriOrto 
Jan. 1, 1981 keep doming forward to claim 

the benefits of 
the Scheme. We ,iinderetand 414 

diff- iculty of the administratiOh and ma, therefore, 
direct that all  
benefite 

 of 	persona WhO desire to claim the f the'scheme oh 
had been 	 the groundthat 

they dretrenched 
before January 	

l981'should submit their claim bo the adMinistratiOn befOre 
March 31i 1987. The Administration shall 

 :then 
'them acCordingly. 
coneider the genUineness Of the claim 

and Process 

14. 
From the above observation by the 

! supreme qoutti  it is quite clear that continUing Cause of 	
concept of 

action i4 the  lab 	 cane of casual 
labourlAs been disapproveSand the same view wee 
adopted by Full Bench Of 

thie Tribunal in the  case of 



kahabir and 
Ori:Vs. Union of India andrOrs.2000(8) 

A.T.,T. 	el and it has been observed as under;. 

uPrOvisiond of the relevant RailWay Boardi 
Circular dated 25.4.1986 f011owed by the 
circular dated 28.8.1987 issued by General 
Manageri)lorthern kailWay for Placing the 

• names of casual labourinthe Live, CasUal 
LabOUr Register do not give:riSebo 

aecon 
tinuoui cause of action and hence the pro-
visions of liMitatiOn contained in Section 21 
of the AdministratiVe Tribunals Act, 1985 
would apply." 

15. 	With the AbOve PoCition 40 view it can 

be held that the order Of. Division 
Bench of this 

Tribunal as well as the obserVation 
by Delhi High court in Shish Pal, singhse case will 
not help the applicant to assert the applicability 

of continuing cause of action in the present matter. 

16. 	Under 
Section 21 of the Administrative 

Triblinala Act, 1985 laW prescribed a 
Pekiod ofUnlit-

ation within which the O.A. ShoUld be filed before the 
Tribunal. 

In the matters Under consideration, 
the 

cause of action arose to the applicants much earlier 
and in 

some cases even before the 15 to 
20 years. T here 

is also notacceptable explanation for this long and 

inordinate delaylnipOroaching the Tribunal. The. 

legal pOsitiOn is well settled that limitationfor 

filing the claim in COurt.Or Tribunal starts running 
from the date of. cause of action. Running oc7 
cannot be stopped 

by filing 
the-repeated representations 

and the period as provided undet section 21 of the .  
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Act vhich_rOns as UndeO 

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

an application, 

(a) in a case where a fitwil -,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 lit 
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) Notbithstanding 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 &Wing the period 
of three years immediately preceding the date 

on Which the jurie3diction; powers and authority 
of the Tribunal becomes exercisable under this 

Act in respect of the matter to which Bitch 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 clattse 
(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 euir-seetion(2), an application 
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May be admittectafter the period of one 

year specified in clause(A) or ClaUee (b) 

of sub.-section(i) or, at the case May bei 
the period of six months specified in Sub-,: 

section(2), if the applicant satisfies the 

Tribunal that he had sufficientbause for 

hot 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 paiiod 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 O.As 

have been filed &ong after the prescribed period of 

limitation and the applicants cannot be granted relief 

as sought for. The original applications are dismissed 

as being barred by period of limitation. However, it 

is found expedient to clarify that the period of limit-

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._/„/"---7 

Member (J) 

.M . 


