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CENI'RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN\L 
A I.AIAHA Bi\ D BENCH -ALIAH1\BAD 

Reserved 

Original Application_N.2.:, 1325 of 1993 

aloD;;Jw:l. t h connected matters 

Allaha bld this the b f!i: day of ~~ · 2001 

Hon'ble Mr.s.K.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

o .A .No. 1325 of 1993 

Ganga Ram, aged about 42 yea rs. son of Shri Sri pat 

r esident of 444, Mas iha Ga nj, Sipri Bazar. Jhansi. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 
AJ(plicant 

Versus 

1. Unio n of India through General Manager, Central 

Railway. Bombly VT. 

2. Divisional Railway ?-tanager, Central Railw:iy.Jhansi. 

~es;pondents 

~Y A.Qwocate Shri A.v. Srivastava 

o .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

She ikh zahiruddin, aged about 25 years, son of 

Shri Sheikh Riazuddi ~, res ident of 57, Chhoti 

Masjid, Pulliya No.9, Jhansi. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

1. 

Vers u s -
Union of :India thro~h General Manager• Central 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway. 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 
By Advoc~ te Shri A .K. Gaur 

/;v .•••• pg.2/-
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o .A .No. 1347 of 1994 __ 

Vi jay aged about 28 years. Son of Shri Devi Ram. 

resident of Meat Market. Harijan Basti. Behind 

onrdwara. Murar. Gwalior. 

Afplicant 

~y Advocate S12E.! R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of Indiathrough General I-tanager.central 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

o .A .No. 1752 of 1994 

-·~....., 

Sh yam Baboo, aged about 31 years• Son of Shri Bhagwa. ti 

Prasad. resident of railway quarter no.RB-I 703/F. Rani f 
Laxrni Nagar. Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager. Ce ntral 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. ~visioral Railway Manager. Central Railwa y.Jhansi. 

3 • Chief 11edical Superintendent. Central Railway 

Hospital. Jhansi. 
Respondents 

BX Advocate Shri G.P.A2arwal 

0 .A.No.1777 of 1994 

Kishori Lal. aged about 28 years. son of Late Shri 

Nathoo Ram. resident of Insidate Datia Gate. 121 

Mukaryana. J'hansi. 
Applioant 

BX Advocate ShriR.K. Nigam 

?v 
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l. Union of Inill.a through General Manager.central 
Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

J'hansi. 

• Res J20ndents 

By Advocate shri G.P. Agarwal 

O .A No.1851 of 1994 

Peter Henery, aged about 25 year!:j , son of Shri 

He nery Fran:::is. resident of railway qu:irter No. 

RB I/703-D. Rani Laxmi Nagar.Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 
4 

Versus 

1. Union of India through Ge neral Manager. Central 

Rail"2Y• Bombay VT. 

2. Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer. 

Central Rail\·ra y. Bombay VT. 

3. s r.oivislo nal ,\ccounts Office r. Centt:al Rail\tray 

Jhansi. 
Responde nts 

,!!Y Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

0 • .A .NO .1853 of 1994 

William Dowson. aged n oout 34 year s . Son of 

Shri D.DQwson. res ident of Opposite Central 

Sch ool No.3, RB III/804 A, Kha t i Baba Road.~ 

Jhansi. Shri M.P. Gupta 
By Advoca te5 Shri ~ .1<. t-t!:!h~ 

Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, 

Centra l Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Ral lway 

Jhansi. Respondents 
B,j'. Advocate Shri V.K. Goel 

•••••• pg.4/-
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o .A .No. 785 of 1995 

Rajendra Prasad. aged about 34 

Shri Harl Ram resident of 2 4, 

Jhansi. 

years. Son of 
1 .i ya tt~.9 . 

Apelioant. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam -
Versus 

1. Union of India th.rpugh General Manager. 

Central Railway. - .Jmbay V~. 

2 . Chief workshop Ma · ager. Central Railway 

\'lorl(Shop. Jhansi . 
Respondents 

o .A .No. 204 of 1995 --
Bha i ya Lal. aged <bout. .:O years. Son of Shri Halkoo 

resi .leent o.f village · nd Post Dailw:lra • Tehsil 

Lalitpur. District La'. •. t pur. 
Applicant 

By AdVOC .!te Shri R.K. figam 

t. Union of India t ,rough General I-tanager.central 

Rail ta y • Bombay V r • 

2. Divisional Raill-. y Manager. Central P1. i lway. 

Jhansi. Respondents 
By Advocate Shri A.v • .Srivastava -

o • • No . •3 of 1996 
_.,. --··-------• 

Abdul Majeed. a / a 34 ~ars. Son of Shri Shafi 
I 

Moham'llad. resid, ttt o * i0/o Station Master.sagir 

Ahmad. Mohalla atit • District Mahoba • 
~ 

!Y Advocate R.K Ni am 
Applicant 

••••• pg.s/-
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1. Union of India through General Manager. 

Central Railway. Bombay vr. 

2. Divl sio na l Railway Manager. Central Railw:iy, 

.ntansi. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agans]. 

O.A.NO. 149 of 1996 

Al ya El Khan aged about 32 years Son of Shri Ba boo 

Khan. R/ o House No.36. Pulliya No.9. Nayapura • 

.ntansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigarn 

Versus -
1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Railway• Bombay VT. 

2. Chief Workshop Manager. Central Railway • .ntansi. 

Respondents 

!!,I Advocate Shri G. P. Agarwal 

0 .A N .. . 157 of 1996 

·.sh ,,1: 1· ·1 .. ' "' r- , .-v1,.. il •°l ' <> · ~ 25 Y'"' " i.- 't , •:ono E Sh r-1 f'h i"1ni 

Ram, renltlen t of ual (;a uj, D..,e hin ln .1.collegc , Si!Jri 

· Bazar. Jhansi. 
l\pplica~ 

!!Y i\dvoca Le ~h r 1 n. .~ _IJiga1~ 

1. Union of 

Railway. 

1
s ersus 

India ~lrough General Manager. Central 

Bombay 1~T. 

Divisional Ra17;\'laY Manager. Central Rail\e.Y• 
.ntansi. 1. Respondents 

BX Advocate Snri Aaj..t Sthalekar 
I 
l 

0 .A ·N9r 768 of 1996 .. 
Mukesh Kumar Ga~tam aged about 30years. Son of 

Shri Ram Pratap Gautam R/o Samgam Bihar Colony. 

1. 

. 
C Nandanpura. Jha~i. 

By Jt.tiftea~e &h~~R.. -H~ 
r· - ••••• pg .a/-
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2. Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years. son of 

lll.ri Bhaiya Lal. R/o 83 Nandanpur. Jhansi. 

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

Nabi Ullah R/o 52. Bajaryana. Jhansi . 

4. Hart Ram. aged aoout 31 years. son of Shri 

Parma Lal R/o Nandanpura. Sipri Ba~ar.Jhansi. 

5. Narayan Dass aged about 3 2 years. s/o Shri 

Baijnath R/o 60. Maaiha Ganj. Jhansi. 

6. santosh KUl'M Tri wari. aged aoout 35 years, Son 

of shri Hart .tam Tiwari. R/o 22 Raiganj • .Jhansi. 

7. 

s. 

9. 

11 . 

12 . 

13. 

B 

Man Singh. a 

Pd. R/o Nadi 

Jang Bahadw 

Bhag\·sn Dar 

Santos h a g 

Lal R/o or • 

! j about 33 years Son of Shri Devi 

::ir Tal • Morar• Gwai-lior. 

3.ged at.out 27 years. son o.: Shri 

/ o Na.di Par T · l. Murar. G& za lior 

bout 30 years son of Shri Bri j 

Rly.S tation. District Til .lmgar~l · 

Ra ju, a ged :>ut !8 year s !'. >n of Shrl i~• nl.a 

Prasad, R/ . ~r Ara !-1ill I t ya Kuya Ka ; iss 

~tslior. 

• t i ;, ! .. -,::; I « I 0 11t 'l ( 
~ 

, .. . " : ; >!I 
, -1 • . .. 

n J. th R/o v ge a nd F st } unarrah )re na 
l 3trlct - 3 ;'\ -:-h . . 

1·1ahendra 

Shri R.K. 

District 

~'·.J . aged aoout 28 yea rs • S on of 

Ali Raza, 

Nasib as l 

residant of villa~ ~h 

years, s/ 
axm1 Naga 

't . . '- -

• 

.. 



$ , 

.. 

• 

I 

• 
I 
• 

J 

I 

--
' 

: ' 7 '' 

1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Rail"2Y• Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By AdVQ6ate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 882 of 1996 

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

Charan. resident of Shreeram colony. Dabra 

District Gwalior. 

2. Rajendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of 

Shri Ram swewak Srivastava, resident of village 

Barotha Rajan Ki Pahariya. Tehsil Dabra.Distt. 

Gwalior. 

3. Mahendra Si ngh, aged about 37 years, son of 

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

Jhansi. 

I 

4. Vindrabaneaged a.bout 36 years. son of shri Kamta 
' Pd.R/9 Shikishit Colony, Bujurg Road, Dabr~. 

District G&talior. 

s. suresh aged about 31 years Son of shri oev.t 

Lal Jatav R/o Haripur custom Road, Dabra. 

District Gwalior. 

AeJ2licants 
By Advocate Shri R.K. N:l.gam 

1. 

2 • 

3. 

Union of 

Railway. 

Versus 

India throu:;ih General l•tanager,central 

t1umbai CST. 

Chief Personnel Officer. Central Railway.~wnbai 
CST. 

Divisional Railway Manager. central Railwly. 
Jhansi. 

Res J?2ndents 
By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur 

.e/-

I 
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O.A.No. 1084 of 1996 

Jlunna Lal. aged about 37 years. Son of Shri 

Kashi Ram. resident of 102. outside Uatia 

Gate• Jhansi. 

2. Kamlesh Kumar aged a bout 35 years. son of 

Shri Nathoo Ram. resident of 188 Inside 

Datia Gate. Jhansi. 

App!)icants 
By Advocate:; ShriR.K.Nigam 

. Shri Rakesh Verma 

Versus 

• 

1. Union of .lndia through General Manager. Central 

Railway Mumbai CST. 

2. Chief 1·1orkshop Manager, Central Railw:ly Wi!>rkshop • 

.Jhansi. Respondents 

~Y Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

o .A .No. 1217 of 1997 

1. Mohanrnad Nasir Khan. Son of Badloo. r e sident of 

Sadan Puri, Orai, at !?rese nt resitling at House 

No.1, Hazari Purwa, orai. 

2. sughar Singh, son of Jhanda SiIXJh• r esident of 

Village Chain Ka Purwa. Post i\maraudha , District 

Kanpur Dehat. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union of India thr:ough the secre tary, 111nistry 

of Railway. Rail Bha\en, New Delhi. 

2. General l'1anager. Central Railway, Bombay VT. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager. Jhansi. 

4. Permanent Way Inspect.or. Orai. 

By Advocate Shri G.P. At;ar1Al. /' 

_)tU~ 

Respondent! 

•• pg.9/-
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o .A. .No. 37 of 1998 

1. ~GDISH son of Kamta 

2. CHE~ IA I. son o £ Kheri 

3. 

Both resident of village and Post Patgora. 

District ~MIRPUR. 

fl?\.R GOVIND son of Chakki Lal. resident of 

village Matchhari. Post Rawatpur. District 

1-U\MIRPUR • 
Applicants 

By Xdvocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

l. 

Versus 

Union of India through the Secretary of Rail 

Bhawanil New DelhJ.. 

2. The General Manager. Bombay V.T. 

3. The Divisional Manager Railway. Jhansi. 

4. The Enspector dif works. Kanpur Jhuhi urxler 

D.R.M. JHANSI. 

s. The Permanent way Inspector, Mauranipur. 

HA.MIRPUR. 
Re spondent s 

~X Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 131 of 1998 

. 
Shyam sunder. aged about 35 years. Son of Shri Ram 

Sewal:: . r e side n t of village Baragaon. Post Baragaon, 

Tehsil Orai, District Jalaun(u.~.) 

Applicant 
BX Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

• 

1. Union of India through General Manager,Cent~l. 

Rai.lway. Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisional Rail\tWfly Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi • 

••• pg.10/-
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3. Chief Permanent \~y Inspector. Central Rail• 

way. O'J:a.i. 

R~ndents 

By Advocate Ghri G.P. AgarwaJ:_ 

O .A. No. 136 of 1998 

' 
• 

l>evi Dayal. aged about 36 years. son of Shri Gorey 

Lal. resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun.Dist.J:bt 

Jalaun. 

BX Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

Applicant 

1. Union of India thm UIJh General Manager. Central 

Railway. Mwnbai csr. 

2. Divis icbnal Rail\oray t-larager. Ce ntral Railway • 

.Jhansi. 

3. Chief Permanent 'ilay Inspector. Central Railway. 

Orai. 
Respondent s 

By Ad'VOoate Shri G.P. Ac;;zan2l. 

o .A .No. 222 of 1998 

1. RA.t·t Bl\BOO Son of Ram Go pal• resident of vill ge 

and Post US1\R GAON. District ~IAU;J. 

2. t-DlHESH. Son of Shyam Lal. r f" < 1 cl· 1 1 .. of vi llage 

Harltupur. Post USAR GAON. Distri ct ~L\ lJN. 

Applica .: "' 
By /\dvocate Shri R.K. Rajan - . -- --------""'--

t. 

2. 

3. 

Ver s us 

Union of India and Othe .: s thro 1tnh t11-? Secret, ry. 

l·linistry of Railway. RailwBha\nn. N":!u Delhi. 

'rhe General ?-tanager. Central P"l..i lway. ?-twnbai CST. 

The Divisional Manager, Central r~ail~ay. Jha t i· 

Orai. 
CentraJ. r..:i ilway ·L~laun 4. Permane nt way Inspector. 

By Advocate shri G.P. Agarwal ••••• pg.11/ 
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17. 

l.S. 

19. 
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21. 

22 . 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. . 
27 • 
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o .A .No. 287 of 1998 ·-

Shiv Charan Singh S/o Bhagwan Deen 

Kaushlend K\lm!lr S/o Ganesh Prasad 

Shyarn Lal s/o Shanker 

Munna s/o Ram KWTBr 

Hool Chand s/o Baldev 

Shiv waran s/o ShJBm sunder 

Ram Behari S/O Khwm.ni 

Raja Nati s/o Vikaa 

Susheel Kwnar S/O Bhagwan Das 

Lakhan Baboo s/o Sbree Gopal 

Pahal wan Sirgh s/o Kwood Sirgh 

Hira Lal s/o Jhalloo Ram 

Munni Lal s/o Kamt.11 

Bhola s/o Kamta 

Ram Bahori s/o Chunna 

Ram 1'tanohar s lo Ram Bharosa 

Badrl Vishal s/o Mairma 

Ram Narain s/o Binda 

Ram Sleroop s/o Gujja 

Jag Ki shore s /o Sadla 

Shree Pal s/o LOtan 

Ram Das s/o Karha 

Ramesh "2r s /o Shiv Balak 

r..aanman s/o Phallo Ram 

JUgal s/o Shiv Nandan 

Babtoo s/o Ram Nath 

Anandi Prasad s/o Ram Asrey 

28 . Jank! Prasad s/o Gan;ia Prasad 

29. Shiv Bharan S/O Ram Prasad 

JO.Sudarra Prasad s/o Baijn}th 

31. Acharl Lal s/o Ram Lal 

32. Bal:x>o Lal S/o Na.nd Ram 

33. Ram Sharan S/o Chhedi Lal 

34. Ram Vishal S/o .Jagan Hath 

35. Ram Pal s/o Chun\ad 

36. Ganga Prasad S/o Gorey Lal 

37 • Haseen Khan S/o Sul tan Khan 

38. .Jameel Khan s lo Khaleel Khan 

39. S'61.1 s/o Shiv Nayak 

40. Rameshwar s/o Ram Nath 
41. Ram Das s/o Vindral:an 

k~ 
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42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

so. 
51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

SS. 
56. 

57. 

sa. 
59. 

60 . 

61. 
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Shivdeen s /o Magan 

Hari Shankar s/o .Jclmuna 

Prem Das s/o Chhaggoo 

Ram Milan s/o wodhan 

Chhota s/o t-iatAI prasa(:l 
• 

) 

Raghuveer Dayal S/O Ram Sajee\<Bn 

Bhawani Deen s/o Ram Nath 

.Jclgeshwa.r S/O Ram Pal 

Jageshwar S/O Ram Kishore 

Moti Lal s/o Ram Lal 

Chhota s/o Ram Lal 

Shiv Kumar s/o Ram Manohar 

Natthoo S/O Lalloo 

Chunno s/o Jagdish 

Sheshan s/o Siddhoo 

Sheo l·langal S/O Ram Manohar 

Rameshwar S/O Kashi 

Ram Chandra s/o Ga .t:caJ 
Ram Kwnar s/o Bodal.

1
.im 

Ram Charan S/o l•tan . >han 

62 . Bri jkishore Gos\>.am! S/o Una Shanker 

Residents of 
l 

!.-' . ~l.I . complex Chi t :ak.utdham Kar\-r.l 

Chhatrapa ti Sahu j · .ahara j Na.g~lf.. \T . P. 

Applicants -

Ve). JUS - -

, 

• 
~ 

) 

" , 

I 

1. Union of India (ThJ .1 u;;,h : General tklnag e r,Ce ntrnl 

Rail \·ra y• t·tumbai CS • i . 

2. . Divisiona l Railway · tanager. Ce ntral R').ilway, Jh ~nsi 

Di visi0 n. Jrll\NSI . 

3. Senior Secti onal E• . ineer( Per11u nr,.,t 'fay Inspect r) 

Central Rail \·nty, C~ t. trakot Dham K;:i.r•, l, District ' 

Chhatrapa ti Sahuje< ~·laharaj (U .P. ) 

4. · Senior Sectional Et: ineer( Permane n ·:~y Inspect()r). 

Centra 1 Rail \'18. y • D~ t•i tri ct Banda ( U • r , \ 

Res p..-•nden.: :; ---- -
By Advocate s~;:_i G. P . Agti.~ wal 

••• •. P.:1 .13/-
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o .A. No. 507 of 1998 

Kaila sh Chandra• aged a bout 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 Railway. Bearoda House. New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Northern Railway. 

Allahabad. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri A.){. Pandey 

o .A .No.1194 of 1990 

Shiv Sagar. s/o Shri Kannauji Lal. R/o Ratljera. Post 

Indauli. District Mainpur. 

Applicant 
BX Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta 

Ve r s us 

1. Union of Incll .:i through Gen e r a l lla n:ig c r. 

Northern Railway. Baroda House. New Delhi. 

• 

2. Divisional Railt'1ay Manager. Northern Rail\'la.Y• 

Alloh a l:ad . 

3. P.\·J.I./Northern Railway. Mainpur. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 158 of 1999 

REHANULtAH s lo !ATE AMl:NULtAH R/o 168 Pura Manohar 

Das Akbar Pur. Allahal:ad. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri A.K. Srivastava 

Versus -
••• pg 14/-

' 

• 
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1. Union of Indi.a throUJh Divisional Rail 

Manager .. Northern Rail ray .. Allahabad 

Divisio n .. Allahaba l. 

\ 

2. Senior Divisional E. ~ '~er .. Northern Rail­

way. Allahabad Dl visi '• llahal::ad. 

3eJ k"'>_!!9ents 
By J\dvocate Shri G.P. Agare-'V.tal 

o .A . No. 378 of 1999 

1. ~LLU son . f 1-iul.la .. resident of village aoo 
Post t-takarb i, District Hamirpur. 

2. Shree Pal f! n of Saukhi Lal. 

3. Gulab Son c - Rajul'.a, roth resident of Village 

and Post St. aura. Dis rict Harnirpur. 

4. Ma ta Deen s: n of Jaga nath. resident .:>£ village 

Daharra • Pc _ t t-lakarl::a. • District Hami. .cpur. 

All \ e applica r ts ;.~ r k ed unde:. the 

Perm.a ent \:lay I spector, au.tr. · ~ut Dham 

Kar\·d . under th · cont rol of D l .tt.Jhansi . 

!Jv \ rl·;'">-;"l'. ,.. ~hr i _ , 

Vcrs ll.'. 

1. Unlon of I t i d ·J1rOUJl U1 L J ene ra! ti ?"1ger, 

C. Raill·:ay, Mwnbai V.T . 

2. The Divisid~al Raill·ra.y l·lftr ... J€r, c . P '.l :ay, 
Jhansi. 

I 

3. The Perrro n ti t \·Iay Inspec tor, l(ar\·d c :.tv:akut 
Dham. 

i'espondents -
By Advocate Shri .. :~ ·P• Agarwal 

' 

l · 9 • -£_.A .No. 956 1 0 £ 

fli\Tl-IU Ml·t Son of udhuya re· ! dent 

Post SUP A. Distr ~ct Hamirr -lr'· 

villa a .. tnd 

... • J.15/- . 

• 

.. 
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The applicant \'Orked under the Perrra.nent W~y 

Inspec~r. Chitrakut Dham. Karwl. under the 

Control of D. R.M. • Jhansi. 
Applicant 

BX Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

1. 

Versus 

union of India through the General Manager. 

Central Railway. Mumbai. V .T. 

The Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 

3. The Pernanent Way Inspector• Kand.• Chi trakut 

Dham., Under D.R.11 • .Jhansi. 

Respondents 

O .A .No.1107 of 1999 - -
Chandram>han., aged about 37 years., Son of Shri Gajaclhar., 

resident of B-17., Krishna Colony. Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union ot India through General llanager. Centra l 

R"il •.!1 y, Murnl•:\l r;;T . 

2. Divisional R~il~ay Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Respc:>ndents 

By Advocate Shri G.P . J\garwal 

o .A .No .1478 of 1999 

!'U\NVEER SI1'J3H s/o SITAAAM R/o VILtAG~ JHi\JHUPUR. 

TEHSIL I<ARHl\L DISTRICT Mi\INPURI. 

BX Advocat.e slJri A.K. Srivastava 
Aeplicant 

Versus 

••••• pg .16/-
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l. Union of India through Divisional Rail ,., 
Manager, Northern Railway, Allahabad 

Division, Allahabad. 

2. J Senior Divisional 

Rail-ay, Allahabad 

Personal Officer, Northern 

Division, Allahal:ad. 
I 

Res p:>ndents 
----~'-"--~~---~-

8 y Adveeate Shri Prashant Mathur .. 

o .A .No. 343 of 2000 

Ot-U<7\R SON OF l~NN\ re£: l dent of v ~lage Gujrai, 

Tehsil Akb-.arpur, Dis1 lt1ct Kanpu Dehat. 

Al plicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K • . :ajan 

Ver~ .:s 

l. UNION OF I NDIA, IHROOOH TH. GENERA L t-t\ t.V\GER 

MUMBl>.I V .T. 

2 . The Divis i onal I1 ill'ay1·1an . J er, JH?>. NSI. 
I 

3. The Station l·1 1s t . r, Lalpw: under D.R.1·1· 
l 

JHl\ NSI. 

Re oondents -
By Advocate Shri G. t> . .g a rwil 

,, 
l ·l ) l , •• - - • • - -- - ·-- --

• 
I'' . ' , I . ! 

' • I . I . l • \ I .. 
1 3 1 /lJU , Begwnuurv.:* :' •J . 

I<an:pur 1'1agar. 

Huu s1 !- Vu , Ul ! tri ..: t 

By Advocates Shri B. J. ' ingh App l eant 
Shri c. :.>ri Y3Stava ----------- Ver s us 

1. Unio n o f I \.di 1 r o ugh Ge n e ral Ha1 

Nor thern R 1il. ·a~ ., Baroda Hous t. . N 

2 . Divi s i onaJ l 

ern Rail \·1'l. 

'=" , 

~lhi. 

Natil 

:l 

I -

' . 
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3. Xnspector of Works(X) tt:>rthern Rail•Y• 

Kanpur(Nirman Nirikahak(N.Rly. Kanpur ) 

ApplRespondents 

By Advocate Shrl Prashant Ma th ur 

ORDER - -- -
By Hon' ble Mr.S.K.x. Naqvi. Member (J) 

In all the Original ftpplicationsJas 

mentioned above. the question of law and facts 

involved are almost of similar nature and can 

be convenienUy disposed of by a common order. 

for \otiich the learned counsel for the parties 

have no objection. O.A .N0.1325 of 1993 ahal:'. 

be the leadirg case • 
• 

In all these a.As the applicants have 

claimed the relief for a direction to the respon­

dents to re-engage the applicants in service. to 
a l\.d. /_~ .fe. fe 

vefify from the original card.S"..Jthe days they have 

worked and pay slips. arXl to include their names 

in the Live Casual Labour Register according~to 

their seniority. to give them all the privileges 

and the benefits for which a casual labour with 

temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to 

regularise their services. 

). 
been 

Counter-affidavl ts ha ve1 filed in all -
these cases and the claim of the applicants have 

been strenuously opposed on the ground of limit-

• 

a tion and it has been emi;tlasised that the applicants 

are not entiUed for the reliefs they have claimed~ 

as the o .As are highly barred by period of 11m1 t-

a tion and liable to be discarded on this ground 

~ ••• pg.18/-
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' 
alone. In order to appreoia te the controversy ,;, 

the facts in brief giving rise to the controversy . 
are being examined separately in each o.As:-

3 (i) o .A .No. 1325 of 1993 

Shri Ganga Ram-applicant in this o .A. 

pleaded to have worked in three spells; 

22.09 .1970 to 10.12.1970 

22.12.1970 to 10.03.1971 

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 wf..thin time • 

• 

3(11) o .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

The applicant-Sheikh Zahiruddi~aims 

to have \'Orked 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) o .A .No.1347 of 1994 

The applicant-Vi jay .has brought this o .A • 
• 

· on 02.09.94 on the strength of his havirg w=>rked for 

490 days in between 06.11.1.987 to 31.03.1989 in three 

spells, thereby he filed o .A. after alx>ut 5 years. 

3(1v) o .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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in between 23.4.1985 to 28.07.1987 in three spells. 

He has claimed that in the process of regularisation 

he was medically examined, but annexure A-1 shows 

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

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

filed on 17.11.1994 i.e. a9fter about 7 years. 

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

Shri Kishori Lal has filed this o .A. on 

22.11.1994 on the strergth of his having l«>rked as 

Seasonal \iaterman(casual labour) from 01.10 .as to 

06.10.85 and also form 29.10.85 to 31.10.as a~d also 

as Seasonal \'laterman at '1hansi 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-

ation. 

3(vi) O.A .No.1851 _of 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 betwwen 02.4.86 

to io.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) o .A No.1853 of 1994 
• 

This is an o .A • filed by Shri William 

Dowson on os.12.94 and claims to have worked in 

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

18.07.85. He has also impugned the letter dated 

19.06.SS(annexure A-2) through which he ha3 been 

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

the o .A. to be within limitation. 

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

on 01.os.95 Shri Rajendra Prasad brought 

this o .A • claiming the relief in respect of his 

service status for havi~ w:>rked from 28.11.74 to 

21.03.84 in different spplls. He has also filed 

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

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

name shall be brought in the panel and screening. 

which was goir¥J to take place in the t-tonth of April. 

1995 and. thereby he was mislead by the concerned 

dealir¥J Clerk. ApparenUy it is not an acceptable 

ground l·hich is vague in nature. 

3(ix) OJ>.. N0.1204 of 1995 

The applicant Bhai ya Lal has filed this 

O.A. on l!i.11.95 seeking direc t.ion to the respondents 

that the appointment order in respect of the ap?li­

cant be issued in the wake of his juniorec-ounter 

parts havirg been cleared for absorption in Group 

• D • cadre. He has also filed a notification l 1'1 ted 

07.0~.89. In the counter-affidavit, the respondents 

have raised pr1::liminary objection regarding th ":? bar 

of limitation and also mentioned that screening 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 \'IClS at seria l no.SO 

in the list of eligible candidates, but despite 

wide publicity of the screening, neither the 

applicant appea red before~the Screening Committe e 

nor s ent any application regarding his absence, 

he nce 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 .cifter abcut six years. 

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

Shri Abdul Majeed he-claims to have \ox:>rked 

as casual labour from 08.6 oB2 to 21.04.92 in several 

spells and cla ims service benefits for W"lich h~ has 

filed this O.A. o n 04o@Ol.1996. claimin;J the o.A. · to 

• ·.t: 

be \'Ti thin limitatio n, which has been filed after about 

4 years o 

3 (xi) o .A .No. 149 of 1996 -
This application has been preferred by 

Shri Al yas Khan who filed the o .A • on 07 .02 .96 and 

has clai:ned the r elief on the streng th of h a ving 

worked as casual labour from 01.12.83 to November • 

. 1985 in four spells. The applicant has also men­

tioned tha t h e worke d for few days from 06.5.86 

to 14.5.86 as Seasonal Wa~erman. The applicant 

has also filed annexure A-5 to the effect that 

fro1n 10.11.86 he is conUnuo..isly '~rking as Helper 

Cook in supervisors Trainin;J Centre. Hostel Meas. 

Central Railway. The respondents have raise d the 

plea of limitation and also <lisputed the period of 

\'Ork as claimed by the applicant. 

' 

Regarding his 
•••• pg.2 ~/-
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~ 
being engaged as Helper Cook. it has been submitted 

in the counter-reply that it is irrelevant for the 

purpose of the relief sought in this o A. and app­

licant has filed this OA. after nore than 10 years 

from the ..-&te when he last worked. 

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

so lorg this matter was ~l:ebeing listed 

be fore the Di vision Bench, but now 1 t has been 

placed before Simgle Member Bench as it relates 

to casual labour regularisation case. Shri Ashok 

Kumar filed this OA. on 00.2.1996 seeking relief 

for confirrnent of status of M.R.c.r,. and to absorb 

finally on the msis of quantum of service he ren­

dered, as detailed in para-4.1 of the O.A, accordirg 

to ·which he worked for 123 days in between December. 

1992 to April. 1993 in five spells. He claims the 

o .1\ . to be within time \hlch has bee n filed after 

3 c!leyea rs from the date he worlted last. 

3(xiii) o .A .No. 768 of 1996 --
t·lllkesh KUil\3.r and 12 others have fil ed 

this o .A. on 18. 7. 96 for having \«:>rked in different 

spells and different time, but none of these app­

licants w:>rked after 22.1.1991 which is the last 

working day of applicant-Shri ?-tan Singh. Thereafte.r 
Man Si!gh 

neither the applicant! nor any of the other appli-

cants ~ho h~ve joined in this O.A. has \«:>rked. 

claime d the application to be within ti:ne • 

•••• 
. 

3 (xiv) O.A.No ,.882 of 1996 
' 

Amrit Lal and four others have filed this 

••• pg.2.3/-
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·o.A. on 12.08.96 for havirg worked in different 

spells of time, but with the specific mentio n 

that Shri Amrit. Lal-applicant no.l has lastly 

worked on 22.7.1991. Similar is position with 
• 

applicant no.2 Ra j endra Prasad. applicant no.4-

V~hdraban and applicant no.s-suresh. whereas there 

is mention that Mahendra Singh-applicant no.3 

worked upto 29.7.91 a nd thereby all these five 
• 

applicants \'JOrked in between 20.07.77 to 29.07.91 

\'lith different periods and spells to their credit. 

They claimed to have filed application within limit 
I 

of time though it has been filed after about five 

years from the date when the last man w::>rked. 

J 

3 (xv) o .A .No. 108ii of 1996 

Munna Lal and Kamlesh Kwnar have claimed 

to have worked from 17.1.1984 to 15.10.1985 and . 
17.04.1984 to 15.10.1985 r e spectively.in different 

spells. The'Y't'also claimed t o have acquired M.R.C.L. 

status . The O.A. has been filed on 04.10.96 i.e. 

b ut h ave cla i ·ne d t he O ./\ . c.o be wi th in t i ·ne . 

3 (xvi) o .Al~o. 1217 of 1997 

t1ohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Singh have 

filed this O.A. The ap;)licant no.l-l1lohd. Nasir 
I 

Khan cla i ms to have \-IC>rl<ed in open line from 
I 

2s.12.s1 to lB.09.82 and tn the second sepell he 
I 

'~rked from 20.11.82 to i a .02.s3. The applicant 

no. 2 Shri Sughar Singh has plead e d that he ,.,as not r I 

given service ' card. but regularly paid rronthly salary 
, I 

through pay &lip and has filed the pay slip for the 
' 

••• pg.24/-
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roonth of f\pril, 1983 acc ording to which he wr:>rked 

only upto 18.04.83. The respondents have claimed 

in their C.A. that the O.A. is barred by period of 

limitation a IXi 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 applicants Jagdish, Cheda Lal. and 

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

per their claim, the applicants Jagdish and Che da 

Lal wvrked between 22.08.80 to 20.09.83, \ohereas 

the applicant no.3 Shri Har Govind worked fr~m 

25.07.83 to 18.El.83 and again from 18.11.84 to %ST9-4T95 
, by the 

18.04.85. 'J!hey claimed thatLorders and mhdifications 

issued from ti .ne to time , they became entitled to be 

brought on Live Casual ~abour Register and be given 

consequential benefit o f t e mporary status and r egular-

isati o n. The O ..1\ . is c l -3. l rmd tn be> within l i•11.i t~tion 

t·.ih i c h has been filed afuer about 13 years from the 

to have l-lOkked even~ aft;er the other twos \·;l;!re dis-

engaged. 

l 
'43(xviii) O.i\ .No. 4 of 1998 

' I Tnis application has been brol.Y.Jht on 
I 

04.02 .1998 by Shri Shyaqt Sunder \'ho claims to hat e 

worked for more than 200 days in between OJ.OS.S f. 
I 

• 
to 18.09.84 in differenij. spells. The applicant 

claims to have submitted\ this O.A • . within limit,,, £ 

ti:ne. The respondents ave attacked on limitati~n 

f 

~ ····PJ-25/­
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side mentioning that the O.A. has been filed 

after about 14 years men the cause of action 

is claimed ·to have been accrued. 

J(xix) o .A .No. 136 of 1998 

It is an application by Shri Devi Dayal 

filed on 04.02.1998 .tn which the applicant clai :ns 

to have worked from 03.02.1982 to 18.01.1989 in 

different ~pells. Ho also claims that bar of limit-

o f Ume does not conlS in his way. Prima facie the 

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

0 .A .N0.222 Of 1998 -
3(zx) The applica nt-Ram Baboo claims to have 

worked from 03.04.85 to 18.08.85 and the other 

applicant.9Mahesh ~lai.ns that he w:>rked from 

OJ.04.84 to 18.06.85 and on the strengff~ of the 

" days they h a ve worked fhey cla imef!( to be engaged 

and give consequential benefits. They have also 

a claim that the Junio rs t o them have been e"}Jaged 

a nd preferre d over th J claim of the applicants. 

The respondents have rlenied the allegation and 

pleaded that the o .A. is barred by limitation 

\-Illich has been filed after about 13 years \ben 

c n use of action. if any. accrued. 

3(xxi) o .A .No. 287 · of 1998 

Shi\' Cha ran .,tngh ancl 61 o ti• r.>rr; have f iled 

th i s o .,\ . 0 11 11.3.1998 clai1ning relief to the effect 

that they be r1• - f"' fl'J ·:l'J ~ c1 an r~~~ua l l a bour/lt.R.C.L. in · 
I 

ac<:ordance ,.,i, their senior! ty. They be subjected 

to screening a n d absorbed against permanent vacancies. 

Am:::>ngst the ap~licants. first to be engaged was 

•• pg.26/-
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Rameshwar-applicant no.23 on 22.2.1979 and last to 

be disengaged ;fis Lakhan Babu-applicant IX>.10 who 

~ 
'\-rorked)Upto 18.12.86.. The respondents claimed that 

the o .A. \..tlich has been filed after about 12 years, 

is grossly barred by limitation. if the dates men­

tioned by the applicant with regard to their having 

worked. is taken to be correct and cause of action 

is reckoned accordingly. 

o .A .No. 587 of 1998 

3 (xxii) sl)ri Kailash Chand who worked as casual 

labour from May. 1978 to October. 1978 has filed 
' 

this O.A. on 26.5.199 8 claiming benefit which could 

be available \JO him fcom the JUdgment and the depart­

mental notifidations i ssuad from time to time. The 

r e spondents have fir~~ attacked on limitation fro nt 

,-11th the mention that the applicant got up from deep 

sleep after about 29 ~{ears when not only the claim 

has beeome barred by l imitatio n, but the bar of age 

also comes to play. 

3(xxiii) O.A .No. 119 " of 1998 

ShrJ. Shiv s ~.;rar claimed to have w::>rked f.or 

1085 days in uifferen\· spells from 10 .01.1976 to 

13.0983 and h...is filed this o .A. on 20.10.1998 cla )~ming 

benefit of th ~ servic«O he rendered. He has decl < red 

the o .A. to l:. • \-d thin period of limita t.ion though filed 

after about l !J years ll. en cause of action. if any • 
I 

accrued to hi111 . 
• 

1 

3 (xxiv) O .l\ . l>Jo • 1 S 8 0 f 1 9 9 9 --· ·----
Shri Rehanul i a h has filed t his o .A. on 

' 15.02.99 with \;he ment:J .. ?n that he bec .. -:>nles ent.1Ued-
. I 

I ' to relief of l:.:cing abs~·reed in 
I 

t • 

' 
\ 
I 

I 

l 
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establishment because of his having worked for 

144 days in different spells from 22.12.1975 to 

13.08.1978. The respondents have attacked on 

limitation side ,.,ith the mention that the o.pplicant 
• 

has come up after .21 years from the date 't.'hen cause 

of action. 1 f 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 

applicant. 

3(xxv) O&A.No.378 of 1999 

Jhallu and three others have filed this 

0'1\. on 01. 4. 99 claiming relie £ of being e~ag ed 

as casual labour in the respondents establishment 

and provided with benefit of services they have 

rendered to the respondents. The de~ll of ltlich 

has been given in the 0.A. which is bein;J summarised 

as under1 

(a) Jhallu 3n12.198 2 to 10.08.1984 I 
I n 

(b) Sri Pal 22.12.1983 to 18.10.19831 
different 

(c) Gulab 12.1 ~ .1982 t o 18 . 07.19831 
S!-'(!lls. 

(d) Mata Deen 03 .01.1983 to 24.07.19831 

The above description goes to indicate that 

first to be engaged was Sri Gulab who joined on ~2.12 . 

1982 and last to be disergaged was Shri Jhallu '~iose 

last working date.sl'is 18.08.1994. The responden~s 
have raised preliminary objection on limitation f ront 

wi th the men t i o n that if any cause C?f a ction accrued 
J.~r&,~ 

to any of the applicants, wasJon 18.08.1984 and the 

o .A . has bet n filed after 15 years t herefrom \·lhereas 

the applicants claimed that the O.A. is within ~riod 

of limitation. 
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!l!l<>.A .~.955 of 1999 

• 

Na~u ' bas lxonght th.is o .A.. on 13.08.99 

vi th the claii:a iliac. be dese:: ves to be re e1"9aged in 

pursuan=e of the order dated 10.12.1996. '?be applicant 

clai.::is ~ have ...Orlted !:Ga 19.01.1983 ~ lB.1 J .1983. 9 

'l'be resfOodents have raised the p1ea of Jt ltation in 

this :aatter a1so td.. th ~~"7!' :-:1ention that the ca115e of 

action if an,-. accrued u:> the a pplicant tba~ ooUld be • 

on 18.1'1 .1933 tk~en he was dtsez:gaged a:Jd D:>t t:> be 

engaged again.and o .A. has been filed a~..er 1.6 years. 

therefore. bar.red b y period of llmitatio:i. 

3 ( -~1) 0 .,. ,,._ 1107 of= ~9~0 • <T.Jlo. '¥. -"" • ....., • - .. ~ 7 

a n 5 has fil ed :his o .. ; . on !.6.0 3.1999 ~lai=L"l; ~e 

In this natter ilso. the respoxents ha....:e raised thi! 

plea of l.i::U tat.ion. 

Shri. ~ ..,.... _ lo.,~ c 

-·~-· ··-- ,;:..c l ~ --- .£:- - - .is o .h • on 

to June. 1997 as casoal lato·.i.r u nder --:.~-~la 

Allahabad a nd on the streng t...~ of ha· YO?t e for 1 9 

da;-s cla:i!!l!.l'l!} :he oenea t o: : ! rc :.11. • 1uur d fto• ti 

t.o t.1.:::e and U .e !av l aid by ";.~e Ho· 

I ~ t:.hi s :2se a!~~ -.hr; re~pon1ent 

of llrrl.-=ation. 

3(xx1x) O.A .uo. 343 of 2000 

Sbri Odear llilt.'l Kctnno cl i 

from 0 1.04. 76 t.o 16.0 6. 1990 1.1' 1 ff 

-~ · '" 
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has filed this o .A. on 27 .03. ~000 claiming his . 
re-engagement with benefits in accordance with 

his seniority recmoned on the basis of days he 

has worked. The respondents have raised the plea 

of limitation. 

3 (xxx) o .A. No. 974 of 2000 

Nabab Ali has . filed this o .A. On 31.oa.oo 

with the mention that he worked as cat!.sual 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 l:een ~rgued 

on behalf of the respondents. 

4. From the facts mentioned abOve, it is 

quite clear that all the o .As under consideration 

herP h-3.ve been fil c.rl in l)(>tWP<"'n •:h ,-. pcrio· l t'"Unning 

from f l ve years to ~L )-ears frorn the date whcc1 a 

period has been calculated from the last date after 

whl.:h the applicants were not allowed to \~rk and 

cause of action arose to hbem after that date. 

s. serious preliminary objection has been 

raised from the side of the respondents in all these 

matters and it has been subnitted that the o.As have 

been filed after period of limitation as prescribed 
r- lk - <..- ..s;_ 

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

are liable to be cilmissed on the ground of limitation • 
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6. I have heard S/Shri R.K. Nigam. R.K.Rajan, 

c.P. Gupta, s.K. Mishra, A.K. Srivastava. Rakesh Verma, 

B.N. Sirgh, learned counsel for the applicants in 

their respect! ve cases in which they appeared for 

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

J.N. Singh, V.K. Goel. A.V. Srivastava. Amit Sthalekar 

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

respondents in the respective cases in W"lich they 

represented. 

The legal position as referred from t:he 

•1 ther side is as follows I 

Learne·.i counsel for ·the applicants have 

submitted that as applicants have worke d for good 

long time as casual labours. as detailed in eaeh 

of the O.A.s under consideration. their mrres were 

req uired to be ente red in Live Casual labour Register 

as !Jer notification in this regard. afid their non-

e ngagement gives rise to c o n t i nui ng cau.·;H> o f acti '> n 

and .11" r." b y the .1 ppl l c · \lltS a [ c. <' nt l t l 1 · · for t h e 

c l l1i ·n i -=.. lng ~r r '.. <.l l>y .(Jr esc r i bed per l ,)d of limitatio n. 

~ t has also bee n submitted on ):>ehal £ o f the a pplicant 

that the similarly situated applican ~s ~o were dis­

engag e d like the applicants have a lre ady been granted 

relief by this Tribunal and on the g ?'."ound of parity_, 

the present a pplicants are also en t.! tle d for similar 
' 

r e lief. Learne d counsel for the applicants in 

differe nt o .As • under oonsidera t.iC".l herein. have 

placed r e liance in a Division Bench Judgment of 

Principal Bench of the Tribunal in the case of 

••• pg31/-

I 

( 



I 
i I' 

j 
r 

. I 
I 

I 
I 

I ' 

I . ' . I 

-
• 

-

I a 

:: 31 :t 

Hulaam,Sirgh vs. u.o.I. and Others(l993)24 A.T.c. 

747 • .Reference has also been made to ~eported 

judgment of this Bench of Tribunal delivered on 

10.12.1996 in O.A.N0.1550 of 1992 Prahlad & Others - - • 

vs.u.0.1. & ors. and also the order dated 24.11.00 

in o .A. N:>.39 of 1998 Virendra Kwnar Tiwa.rl vs.u.o. 

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

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

grs ya.Ba!!~& Lal and ors.1992 s.c.c.(L&S) 611 
• 

JUdgment of Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the 

case of G.Krishnamurthy va.u.0.1. & Others(l989) 

9 A.T.C.158 • on the point of continuing cause of 

action each of the counsel appearing on behalf of 
• 

the applicants in their respective matters highlighted 

the decision by Delhi High Court in c.w.P.No.5071 of 

1999 decided on 23.08.99(Shish Pal Singh and Others 

Vs. U.0.1. & Others). wherein it has been held1 

8. 

~In 1997-98. juniors ' to the petitioner were 

ergaged but he was left ottti. It is then he 

realised that his name had not been e ntered 

in the "live regi s ter" and, the r e fore . not 

give n any engagement. The cause ofiaction 

accrued to him in 1997-98. even otherwise 

the cause of action· is a contirwfuous one. 

HIJnce his original petition was not barred 

by time." 

S/Shri G.P. Agra'Wal·. A.K. Gaur. p. lilathur. 

X.V• .Srivastava. J.N. Singh. V.K. Goel and Amit Sthalekar. 

learned counsel fbr the respOndents have rais ed the 

objection of limitation and submitted individ t.ally but 

with a joint assertion that there is no question of 

any continuing cause of action 40 the applica nts as 

they were erXJaged for specific purposes and a fter the 

/ •••• pg.32/-
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work was over. their engagement came to an endo 

It has further been submitted that the applicants 

have approached this Tribunal 1 n 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 J\ldgments 1 

9 . 

" 1. Bhoop Singh vs.Union of India and Others 
A.I.R. 1992 s.c. 1414. 

• 

2 . Ratan Chand Sama.nta and Others vs.Union 
of India and Others A.I.R.1993 s.C.2276. 

3. scooter Ind!• a nd others Vs. Vijai E.v. 
Eldred(l999) 81 FLR 87. 

4. Union of Ind. a and Others vs. Na.nd Lal 
Raigar AIR 1~96 s.C.2206. 

s. Dakshin Rail ay Employees Union Thiruvanant­
apuram Divis on Vs. General Manager. southern 
Railway & Or£. .(1987) 1 s.c.c. 677. 

6. o.A. 3No.l062 '97 alongwith connected matters 
Bal Krishna 'f...'s. U.O.I • & Ors.caA.T. Allahabad 
Bench. decid d on 12.4.2001. · 

I h u ve c o n:Ji "'.? r eU t h e .a u bnisn i o ns of lea rned 

( S U! ' L·J ) , t h e t1ucntl o n ~( l J. tch c:; a nd delay was esa.1nlned 

a .t leBJ th and the foll been handed down1 

"There is anoth~r pec t of the matter. Inordinate 

and unexplaine d de\ y Qf latches is by itself a 

ground to ref!.J.GI ie; to the petitioner. irr-

espective of it i of his claim. If a person 

entitled to a c ooses to remain silent :&>r 

loBJ. he the rise to reasonable belief 

in the mind at he is mt interested 

in cla iming 

ified in ac 

in service 

• Others are than just­

a l behalf. This is more so 
e e vacancies are requlred ... 

•••••• pg.33/-
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to be fiiled ea~ie'9promptly. A person cannot 

be pend tt.ed to challenge the te.r:miha t.ion of his 

aerviae after a ped.od of 22 years• Without any 
e1 •1oogent ·explanation for the inordina t.e delay _.. 
merely bec:atiae others similarly dismissed had 

been reengaged as a result. of their ~arlier 

10. 

peti tlonM>eing allowed• Aoc•pting the petitioners 

contention would upset the entire service juria­

pruden~e and w are unable to canst.rude Dbaram Pal 
in the manner suggested by the petitioner. Artiole 

14 of the principle of non-discrimination is an 

equitable principle. and. therefore. any relief 

claimed on that basis must it.self 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 beio;i discriminatory as asserted !>y 

the learned counsel for the pet1 tioner. we are 

further of the view that these circwnstanoes also 

justify refusal of the relief al~ifnl!d under Article 

136 of the constitution.• 

~ bare perusal of the atlove verdict it is 

· quite .evident that the applic::ants c::anmt claim ,,1mt.1ar 

relief granted to others and also that inordinate and 

unexplained delay or la tohes is by i tael f a ground to 

re~use the relief to the petitioners irrespective of 

·the merit of his claim • 

11. Lea-rned counsel for the applicants have 

placed much reliance on the JUdgment of Allahabad 

Bench of this Tribunal in the case of Prihalad & 

otllers (supra). In that aase the petition w.a filed . 
in the 19ar 1992 and thereby the appiiaant therein 

had approached the Tribunal. muah before the presene 

applic:anta. J: find the verdiat given in the Prahlad• a 

••••• 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 

~-ht t-eferred abon. At another oaaasion while 

concerned vi th Ra tan Chand Sa manta' 8 case (supra) • the 

Bon• ble supreme Court rejected the claim on the ground 

of latches and observed as underi-

. ' 

• 

• 

• 
"Two questions ariae. one. if the petitioners 

are entitled &a a matter of law for re-emp1o¥1ftent 

and other if they have lost theii: right.. if any. 

due to delay. Right of casual labour employed 

in projects. to be reemployed ~n railways has 

been recoWJnised both by the Railwys and this 

Court. aut unfortunately the peti tion;rs did 

mt .take any step to enforce their claim before 
the Rail Wi! ya exoept sending a vague represent­

ation nor did they even care to produce any mate­

rial to satisfy this court that they were covered 

in the scheme framed by the Railways~It was urged 

by the learned counsel for petitioners that they 

may be permi. tted to produce their identity etc. 

before opposite parties who may accept or reject 

the same after verification. We are afra id it 

would be too dangerous . to permit this exercise. 

A wr1 t is issued by this court in favour of a 

person lilbo has some right. And not for eale of 

roving enquiry leaving scope for manoeuv ring • 

Delay itself deprives a person of his re~~dy 

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 ~is right 

as well." 

12. In another case scooter India and Others 

(supra). the Hon• ble Supreme Court refused to grant 

the relief mere a case w.a filed after six years. 
' 

• 

In another case u.o.x. fc O:fa. Va.and Lal R.aigar 

(supra) • the Hon• ble supreme OOUrt obeexved a• '1nder1 

- . 

•If the dlsmiase~ delinquent elilplo,ee does riet. 
avail of the remedy by im urJnirv the oa:dt~ o~ 

.. .... ~.35/- . 
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dismissal wi~in limitation. then it wciul.d not ~. : 
101 

~ · · • • ~ 
.be open~ to him to challenge in the suit that . '\ . . l~ 
the order of dismissal is in violation of that , :. • 
rules~" • · ... • (f 

13. A laqe number of cases were filed in various 

oourts by casual labours claiming regul.arisa ti on in the 

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

India (1985) 2 s.c.c.C 526i'!."l:·:~!h!! ·.e~~~m ··i!!.~-plaoed 

before the Hon'ble supreme Court in case of "Dakshin 

Railway Employees Union Th.iruvananthapuram Division 

{supra). the Hon' ble supreme court after appreaiatin;i 

the problem held as under1 

"Shri Krishnamurthy. learned counsel for Railway · . 
Administration brirgs to our notice the difficUlty 

which will be experienced by t:.he Railway Adminis­

tration if sithout any limitation persons alaimin.;J 

to have been employed as casual labour prior to 

Jan. l. 1981 lleep coming forward to claim tbe 

benefits of the scheme. we understand the diff­

icUlty of the administration and we. therefore. 

direct that all persons who desire to claim the 

benefits of the scheme on the ground that they 
• 

had beendretrenched before January i. 1981' should 

suklni t their claim to the administration before 

March 31. 1987. The Administration shall then 

consider the genuineness of the claim and process 
them accordingly. n 

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 disapproved.and the same view •a . . 

adopted by FUll Bench of this Tribunal iri the aaae of 

s;;. ..~.pg.36/-
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Mahabir and ors.vs~ Union of India and Ora.2000(3) 

A .T.J. paqe 1 and it bas been observed aa '1nder1 

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

circular dated 28.8.1987 issued by General 

Manager. Northern Railway for plac:ing the 
• 

names of casual labour on the Live Casual 
Labour Register do not give rise to aeaon­

tinuous cause of aation and hence the pro­

visions of limitation contained in Section 21 

of the Administrative Tribunals Aat. 1985 

wuld apply." 

15. With the above position in view 1 t can 

• 

< a-itff~l be held that the order of Division 

Bench of this Tribunal as well as the observation 

by Delhi High Court in Shi sh Pal Sio;h • s 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 Administra tive 

Tribunals Aat. 1985 law prescribed a period of limit­

ation within which the o.A. should be filed before the 

Tribunal. In the matters under eonsidera tio n. the 

cause of action arose to the applicants much earlier 

and in some cases even before the 15 to 20 ·years. There 

is also noscceptable explanation for this l ong and 

inordinate delay in approaching the Tribunal.. The 

legal position is wel.l a•ttled that liraita tion £or 

' f111i¥] the claim in court or Tribunal ~tarts r unning 

from the date of cause of action. Running o f limitation 

cannot be stopped by filing the repeated re1>resentations. 

and the period as provided nnder Seat.ion 21 <>f the 
• • • pg .37/-
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l 
!'. 21-t;IMITATION ::. (1) A TribUnal shali JV>t admit 

. i 
an application, - ' ' , l I 

(a) in a case where a final ~order sucli as 
is mentioned in dlause(a) of sub-section (2) 

of section 20 has been made in connection 
w1 th the grievance unless the applioa ti on 

is ~de. w1 thin one year from the date on .ih . . 
which such final order has , been made 1 

• 

. , ' 
(b) in a case \there an appeal; or represent-

! 

a tion such as is men~ioned in clause (b) of . 
sub section (2) of Section 20 has been made 

and a period of six months had · expired there­

after withou~. such final order having been 
made. within one year from the date of expiry 

of the said period of six m::>nths • 

• 

(2) N:>tilithstanding anythi~ contained in sub- · 

section (1). Wiere-
(a.) the grievance in respect of which an 

application is made had arisen by reason of 

any order made at any time during the period 

of three years intnediately 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 suah order 

relates 1 and 

(b) no proceedings for the redressal of such 

grievance had been comnenced before the said 
date before any High Court. 

~ 

the applicantion shall be entertained by the Tribunal 

if it is made within the period referred to in clause 
(a), or • as the case may be. olause(b). of sub-section 
(1) or within a period of six months from the said 

date. whichever period expires la~r. 

(3) Notwithstandi~ anything aontained ·in a~ 
seation(l) or sub-aeet.ion(2)• an application 

' j ... I • 
' ! . 
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may be admitted after th~ period 6£ one : ' ' . 
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' year specified iri olause (a) or dlause · (b) 

of sub-sec~oti(i) or. aa . the case may . be' 

the period of six months specified .iri sub-. ' 
section(2) • if the applicant satisfies the 

Tribtinal that he had sufficient cause for 

not maldng the application within such 
• 

peri.od." 
' . • 

' 
:If the representation is filed long after 

' 

the expiry of the limitation aoo the representation 
. 

is re jedted that will oot revive the pe.i:iod of lim! t-

a tion for the cause of action which had arisen long 

back • 

• • 

18. After considerirg. the facts and oircwnstances 

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

have been filed lonJ after the prescribed period of 

limitation and the applicants cannot be granted r e lief 

as sought for. 'l'he original applications are Clismissed 
. 
as being barred by period of limitation. However. it 

is found expedient to clari £y that the peri.od of limit­

a ti on has been prescribed under Section 21 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act. 1985 as above for filirg 

the application before the Tribunal, but it has no 

bir:iding oh departmental author! ti es who can act in 

accorda nce to respective departmental rules in this 

regard. No order as to costs. _,,,-----~ --- --- - . -- -___ ___ .._~Le;... ______ _ 
..... . , " a 

'Member (J) 
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