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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNl\I., 
A LI.AHA Bi\ D BENCH 

ALI.AHABAD- 

Original Application N.2.:, 

along with connected 

1325 of 1993 - 
ma. tters 

/}/ Allahal:ad this the b C day of ~tu!- • 2001 

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

o .A. .No. 1325 of 1993 

Gang.a Ram. aged about 42 years. son of Shri Sripat 
resident of 444. Masiha Ganj. Sipri Bazar. Jhansi. 

BX Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

Applicant 

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

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway.Jhansi. 

·~pondent~ 
~.Qvoca te Shri A • V. Srivastava 

o .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

Sheikh Zahiruddin. aged al:out 25 years·. son of 
Shri Sheikh Riazuddin.g,. resident of 57. Chhoti 
Masjid, Pulli~ No.9, Jhansi. 

Applicant 

Versus 

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

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Rail~y, 
Jhansi. · 

By Advocate Shri A .K. 
Respond~ 

Gaur K~ .•••• pg.2/- 
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o .A .No. 1347 __ of . 1994 __ 

Vijay aged about 28 years. Son of.S.)1r.t Devi Ram. 
resident of Meat Market., Harl jan Ba1sti. Behind 

Gnrdwara, Murar. G,'1a.lior. 

Applicant 

~y_Advocate Shr!~K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Respor,,dents 

By Advocate Shri _J.N. Singh __ 

0 .A • NO • l 7 5 2 of 19 9 • 
\. 

Sh yam Baboo., aged about 31 years., Son of Shri · Bhagwa ti 
Prasad., resident of railway quartet n~.RB-I 703/F., ·Rani 

Laxmi Nagar., Jhansi. 
1•~ -. ·~-) Appliqiant 

BX Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

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

2. ~visional Railway Manager, Ce~ntral Railway,Jhansi. 

3. ·chief Medical superintendent, Central Railway 
Hospital. Jhansi. 

Respo111dents 

By 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 Diatia Gate. 121 

Mukaryana.,· ~ansi. 
Appli~ 

B:X Advocate ShriR.K. miv 
~· 

• ••. pg .lt- 
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l. Union of India through General Manager.Central. 
Railway. Bombay VT~ 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 
Jhansi. 

Reseondents 

By Advocate Shri G. P • A2arwal 

o .A No.1851 of 1994 
'· 

Peter Henery. aged about 25 years. Son of Shri 
Henery Francis. resident of railway quarter No •. 
RB I/703-D •. Rani Laxmi Nagar.Jhansi. 

AEplicant 
By Advoc!te· Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

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

2. Financial Advi::ier arid Chief Accounts Officer. 
Central .Rail wa_y! Bombay VT • 

.J,,. 

3. Sr.Divisional Accounts Officer. Central Raih·,ay 
Jhansi. · 

~pendents 
~Y Advocate Shri G.P. A2arwal 

0 • .A .NO .1853 of 1994 -· 
William Dowson, aged. about 34 years. Son of 
Shri n.r:owson. resident of Opposite Central 
School No.3,. RB III/804 _A,. Kha ti Baba Road,'!!= 

Applicant Jhansi. - Shri M. p. Gupta 
By Advoca te'3 Shri S .K. M_i~~~a 

Versus 
, 

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

2. Divisional Ra:llway Manager,. Centra1 Rai..lway 
Jhansi. 

B .l Advocate Shri V .K. Goel 
Respondents 

• • • • • •W • 4/- 
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o A .No. 785 of 1995 

Rajendr~ Prasad, aged about 34 ~ars, Son of 
Shri Harl Ram resident of 24, Puiliya No.9. 

Jhansi. 
Appli(pan1t. 

By_Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through Genelral Manager. 
Central Railway, yPmba..Y V-eT. 

. 11,i . I\ 
2. Chief workshop Ma}1ager, Ceriftral Railway 

I 
workshop, Jhansi.1 · I Respori,dents 

'I' -- 

~y Advocate Shri J.N.~~ll[.~ 

. 0 .A .No _J.} 20!_~-;~ 
;t . - 
' Bhaiya Lal, aged 2l:x:,ut!30 years, son of Shr.i Halkoo 

resideent: of village 1ha Post Da/ilkra , Tehsil 
Lalitpur, District Lalltpur. 

: -· . AoE)licant 
~-~c,,1te Shri R.K •. ;_...,1:!ic;pmn " ' ' 

~,,A1 .I 
·~-...~ .... - 

•'I 

Versus 

1. Union of India through Gen¢ral Mara.ger,Central 
.1 

Railway• Bombay '.f. . 
ri,· 

- 1 • - ~ 
1 ' 

Divisional ,Rail~,Y Manager~ Central Railway.· 

ij
o) ' 

j Ir Jhansi • r.f Re s po nde nus 
J!Y_Advocate Shri A·Y.:1Srivastavlj: -·- 

' iii .f iii'• 
}' u 

o ~P:- .No J~§.. of 19~6 

}
' ·!Iii: ,, '·-ir. 
! ~·f 

Abdul Majeed, a~jcl 34 rrears, Son of Shri Shafi 
Mohammad, re~idlnt o~l~c/o Stati~n Master,Sagir 

~J! Ti~ . 
Ahmad, Mohalla lhati . , Distrr, ct Mahc>ba. \11 !rt ~ ~n· :titl ;\' ft · A,ppl,icarnt 
!!Y Advocate Shr.l_g.K~ Nigarn - ·- 

2. 

H 

I I? :j 

. (_~- 

...... p.g .. 5/- 

r. 

I 

' 

lf 
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1. Union of India through General Manager. 
Central Railway. Bombay vr. 

Divisional Railway Manager. Central RailW3.y. 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

O.A.NO. 149 of 1996 

.Al yaa Khan aged about 32 years son of Shri Ba boo 
Khan. R/o House No.36. Pulliya No.9. Nayapura •.. 

Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Chief Workshop Manager. Central Railway.Jhansi. 
j 

:! ~spondents 
arwa:l !!,1 Advocate Shri G.P. 

157 of 1996 

25 ye.1rr.;, So no f Sh r L Dhani 
Ram. resident of ne i oe n j, B~ehinds .I .College,Sipri 

1. General Manager. Central 

· Bazar, cJhansi. 
By.1!.dvocat~~-r_i _ 

r; pplicant 

Union of India 

Railway• Bombay ii.' . 
h ~ " - 

Divisional Rai t'1ay Manager. Central Rail W:iY• :~, 
t,::i Respondents 

By Advocate Shri Ami't Sthalekar 
~}. 

0 .A .Nt• 768 of 1996 

l. Mukesh Kumar Ga ''\:.am aged about 30years. Son of 
··, Shri. Ram Pra tapt

1 
autam R/o Samgam Bihar Colony. 

(1 Nandanpura, Jha si. 
Bl:"d...ee .. -lt.,;,_,.TK~_r· 

~·~ 
" 

2. 

.rnansf., 

••••• pg .s/- 
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2. Kailash Chandra., aged about 36 years. son of 

§hri Bhaiya Lal., R/o 83 Nan.danpur., Jhansi. 

9. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8 .. 

Raees Ahmad aged about 37 yea:rs. Son of Shri 
Na.bi Ullah R/o 52., Bajaryar!/'"' ... 1han'H., 

Harl Ram. aged about 31 yea.rs. son of Sbri 
Panna Lal R/o Nandanpura. Sipri Bazar.,Jhansi. 

Narayan Dasi aged a~ut 32 years. s/o Shri 
Baijnath R/<:tfl60. Masiha Ga~1j., Jhansi. ·,it!, . 

'jl: 

Santosh K 
of shri 

aged about 35 years., Son 
Rfo 22 Raiganj.Jhansi. 

· Man Singh., 
Pd. R/o 

about 33 yeat,rs Son of Sht:t Pevi 
Morar~ Gwa.~lior. 

Jang Bahadt~Ji, aged about 27 years., son 
Bhagwan Da~J~~,;\R/o Nadi Par qtal. Murar. 

Shri 

t 

about 30 yea.fs Son of· 
Rl y .station. Di strict Ti~mgarh ! 

/ \ 
·, 

10. · Raju, 

11. 

12. 

son of Shri ~ " M.ill Na ya Ky.ya Ka Ji?.,ass 
•• 

G&walto~ .• 
) • ~ f, 

Garib a Lo ut, 28 wears S0r1 J,1;.:: St.r.i Raia- 
• ' t Jl ~/ 

Past Kumar rati ;, l'j~) rc}Jha 
i.Jlstrlct 

Mahendra 28 

of 
of 
ttagaon. 

District · 

13. Ali Raza., 
Nasib RB 

By Advoca tec,Shr 
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1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Railway. Muml::s.i CST. 

·l 
'I 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. central Railway. 

Jhansi. Respondents 

By Ag_~aate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 882 of 1996 - I 
l 
I. 

l Amrit Lal aged about 36 years. son of Shri Ram 
Charan. resident of Shreeram Colony. Dabra 

District Gwalior. · . I 
Rajendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of1j 

,f 

Shri Ram s~ewak Srivastava. resident of village I 

Barotha Rajan Ki Pahariya. Tehsil Dabra.Dis_t.t. 

Gwalior. 

3. 

4. 

Mahendra Singh, aged about 37 years• son 
Shri Ram Singh R/o 243 Nanak Ganj. sipri 

Jhansi. 

Vindraban9aged 'about 36 years. son of 
Pd.R/9 Shikish!t Colony. Bujurg Road, 

District G¥:i1ior. 
,B ,J:· 

s. suresh aged aJ~~ht 31 years son of shri 
Lal Ja tav R/o Haripur custom Road. Dabra. 

District Gwalior. 
Applicants 

B~ Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. 
i 

Union of India through General Manager.c ntral ,I 

Railway. Mumbai CST. , 

2. Chief Personnel Officer. Central 

CST. 

3. Divisional Rail-way Manager. Cen~ral Rail~y. 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

~~cate shri A.K. Gaur .: 
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O .A .No. 1084 of 1996 --- 

l. Munna Lal,. aged about 3 7 years. son of Shri 
Kashi Rarn , resident of 102,. outside Datia 
Gate., Jhansi. 

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

By Advocates ShriR.K.Nigam 
Shri Rakesh Verma 

Ag@icants 

Versus 

~, 

~ 

1. Union of lndia th.rough Gemeral Mam.ger., Central 
Railway Mumbai CST. 

Jhansi. 
2. Chief workshop Manager., Central Railway W"a>rkshop. 

~, ... s..:po:..-n ..... de_n ...... t_s 

By Advocate Shri Prashant Mathui -· -·---.......:- 
a.~_. 1212_~~- 1997 

1. Moham'Tlad Nasir Khan. Son~£ Badloo. resident of 
Sadani·P-uri., o raf, , at pres~nt residing at House 
No.1. Hazari Purwa. Ora!. 

2. Sughar Singh• Son of Jhandla Singh., resident of 
Village Chain Ka Purwa., P<J)st Ama.raudha., District 
Kanpur Dehat. 

Applica~~ 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versusi 

i. Union of India th.rough the) secrr.:tr.-:i.ry., Ministry 
of Railway. Rail Bha,-2n. New Delhi. 

2. General Manager, Central Railway., Bombay VT.
1 

3. Divisional Railway Manageic., Jhansi. 

4. Perma.nent Way Inspector., 9ra1!. 
By Advocate Shri G.P. AQ~l /' . .s~-- 

j 

•• pg.9/..;. 
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o .A. .No. 37 of 1998 

JAGDISH son of Kamta 
CHEm IA L son of Kheri 
Both resident of village,and Post Patgora. 
District ~MIRPUR. 

HAR GOVIND son of Chakki Lal. resident of 
village Matchhari. Post Rawatpur. District 
HAMIRPUR. 

Applica~- 

By .Ndvocate Shri R.K. Rajc1.n 

1 •. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Versus 

Union. of India through the Secretary of Rail 
Bhawan~ New Delhi. 

The General Manager. Bombay v.T. 

The Divisionai Manager Railway. Jhansi. 

The _Enspector dif works. Kanpur Jr!uhi under 
D.R.M. JH.i\NSI • 

s. The Permanent way Inspector. Mauranipur. 
HAMIRPUR. 

Res ponderits 

~x__Advocate Shri G.P~garwal 

O.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.~.) 

.!!L Advocate Shri R.K. Ni[am 
Applioa.nt -~ 

1. 

,,, 

2. 
! 

' i 
l 
1 

Versus 

Union of India through General Mana.ger.centr$.l. 
Rail wa Y• Mumbai CS.T. 

Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway,Jhansi. 

• •• i:g.10/- 
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3. Chief Permanent \lay Insp~ctor, Central Rail~ 

way. CJrai. 

B:[ Advocate Shri G.P. A<Jarwal_ 
~ndents 

0 .A. No. · 136 qi,£ 1998 

.> 

!)evi Dayal, aged about 36 year51, son of Shri Gorey 
Lal, resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun,Disti:bt 
Jalaun. 

~plicant 
~Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India thm U<j.h General Manager, Central 
Railway• Mumbai CST• 

2. Divisidmal Railway Marager, Central Railway,· 
Jhansi. ); 

I 
-~ 

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspe~tor, Central Rail~'1ay, 
"~' Orai. 
,1· ;, 

i1 
11:!1 

-~ 

Re$pondents 
BX Advocate Shri G.P. A~~ 

, _ _o ,.J\ • No • 2 2 2 of 19 9 8 
.sc:t.t ! . ' 

1. AAM 131\BOO son of Ram Gopal, resident of ,;· lrf- !- , 

and Post USAR GAON, District J11IAUN. 

2. I MaHESH, Son of Sh yam Lal• resident of vi llag~ 
Harkupur, Post USAR GAON, District ,Tt-1.IAUN. 

A13plicant? 
~~{_~dvoca1:_E:_ __ ~~Ei R.k. Raj~ 

Versus 

1. Union of India and Othe,:-s t.hroug' 
Ministry of Railway, Railwmha-war, ~ New 

2. The General Manager., Central Raj_} way, 

3. ' I I The Divisional Manager, CeD\tral P..a.llW3.y, Jhaf)si. 

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

I 
Orai. #, i 

Railway ,LJ\tl~un 
••. ·j·p·11/_ 

·i 
r~ .. )(~ ' 
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o .A .No. 287 . of 1998 ------ 
1. Shiv Charan S.ingh s/o Bhagwan Deen 
2. Kaushlend Kumar s/o Ganesh Prasad 
3. Sh yam Lal s/o Shanker 
4. Munna s/o Ram Kurra.r 
5. Moo! Chand s/o Baldev 
6. Shiv waran s/o Sh yam sunder 
7. Ram Behar! s/o · Khurna nf 
a. Raja Nati s/o Vikaa 
9. Susheel · Kumar s/o Bhagwan Das 
10. Lakhan Bal:x>o s/o Shree Gopal 
11. Pahalwan SinJh s/o Kumod Singh 
12. Hira Lal s/o Jhalloo Ram 
13. Munni Lal s/o Kam~ 
14. Bhola s/o Kamta 
15. Ram Bahori s/o Chuma 
16. Ram Manohar s /o Ram Bharosa. 
17. Badri Vishal s/o Mairma 
18. Ram Narain s/o- Binda · 
19. Ram swaroop s/o cuj ja 
20. Jag Kishore s/o Sadla 
21. Shree Pal S/O~Lotan 
22. Ram Das s/o Karha 

-~,:. 008, 
23. Rameshwar S/6 Shiy Balak 
24. Laanman s/o Phallo Ram 
25. . Jugal s/o Shiv Nandan 
as , Babboo s/o Ram Natil 
27. Anandi Prasad s/o Ram Asrey 
28. Jank! Prasad s/o Ganga Prasad 
29. Shiv _Bharan s/o Ram Prasad 
30 .Sudama Prasad s/o Baijnath 
31. Achari Lal s/o Ram Lal 
32. Ba boo Lal s/o Nana Ram 
33. Ram Sharan s/o Chhedi Lal 
34. Ram Vishal s/o Jagan Nath 
35. Ram Pal f}/o Chum,ad 
36. Ganga Prasad s/o Gorey Lal 
37. Haseen Khan s/o Sul tan Khan 
38. Jameel I<han s /6 Khaleel Khan 
39. Sw.ili s/o Shiv Na yak 
40. Rameshwar s/o Ram Nath 
41. Ram Das s/o Vindraba.n 

k~ 
- .. - .. (,d. tiJ- ' 
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44. 
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46 • 
47. 

48. 

49. 

so. 
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52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 

62. 
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Shivdeen s/o Magan 
Hari Shankar s/o Jamuna 
Prem Das s/o Chhaggoo 
Ram Milan s/o Wodhan 
Chhota s/o M.a~ prasad 
Raghuveer Dayal s/o Ram Sajeewan 
Bhawani Deen s/o Ram Nath 
Jageshwar 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 

t 
· Sheshan s/o Siddhocp 

j 
Sheo Mangal s/o Ram Manohar 

l 
Rameshwar s/o Kash! 
Ram Chandra s/o Ga~~aj 
Ram Kumar s/o Bodafam 
Ram Charan s/o ManJ:phan 

, I, 

Brijkishore Goswamijs/o Uma. Shanker 
Residents·of 

P. w.r , Complex Chi trakutdhalTII KarwJ. 

~ "'i 

<""'" -· 

• 

Chhatrapati Sahu jirraharaj Nag~'1 .. iJ .P. 
. l 

· l App,!1.iqants 
_!!Y !';dvo.':s\1:~hrl R.K, -. - 

Versus --r·.- 
~ 

1. 

2. 

Union of india (Thv~')ugh : 
Railway, Mumbai cst-J. 

Divisional Railway~lanager,, 
Dd vi.e Lo n , JHANSI. 

General fl! 

I 
I 
I 
t 
t rraq e r-, Central 

nsi 

3.. Senior $ectional E,~ineer (Petrra.nent l'Ja · Inspectt;>r) 
fl . . 

Central Rail ",a y,, CbJ trakot Dl1am Ka r vl, . ')istrict,. 
Chha trapa ti Sahuje41,t·lahara j · Cu. P.) 

g"' ij;n . ~al 
4. Senior Sectional E1~ineer( Petrnanent ltlay Inspectigr) • 

Central Railway. D1~trict Ban,3.a(U.P. 

BX Advocate Sh;t'i G·.P. 

j 

!.f 

I! 

f 
};;r,, 

Res 
r.;f 

1· ,, 
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o .A .No. 587_ of 1998 

Kailash Chandra. aged al::x:>ut 42 years. son of Shri 
Ram Krishna. resident of Gali Ba nai.dhaz-, Tundla. 
District Agra. 

Applicant 
~I Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 
l. Union of India through General Man:1.ger. North­ 

ern Railway. Bearoda House. New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Northern Railway. 
Allahabad. 

Res pendents 
By Advocate Shri A.k •. Pandey 

o .A .No.1194 of 1998 · 

Shiv Sagar. s/o Shri Kannauji Lal. R/o Ratljera. Post 
Indauli. District Ma!npur. 

BX Advocate Shri c. P. Gupta 
Applicant 

\ClI . Versu~ 

1. Union of India ,through General Marager, 
Northern Railwaly. Baroda House. New Delhi. 

2. 
f . 

Divisional Railray Manager. Northern 
Al.Laha.ba d , I . . t 

f 
I . i P.-w.r. Norther ··~Railway. Mainpur. 

' Railway, 

3. 

Respondents 
By Advocate Shri 

of 1999 

REHANULI.AH S lo I.ATE 

Das Akbar Pur. Allah9-~d. 

it Applicant 
A.K~ · Srivastava 

R/o 168 Pura Manoha:r 

By Advocate Shri 

••• :pg 14/- . 
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1. Union of India thro1i1gh Divisional Rail 

Manager. Northern R.iilway. Allahabad 
Division. Allahabad~ 

2. Senior Divisional Engineer. Northern Rail­ 
way, Allahabad Division. AllahaJ::ad.; 

R~sPS?nd~~~ 
By ·Advocate ShE!._~P. A2~J:"ewal 

O .At~.· 378, of 1999 

1. JHALLU. son 1'.{cf Mulla, resident of village and I I • ~, ' Post Makarq,ai, Disttrict Hamirpur. 
W· . 

2. Shree Pal of SalUkhi Lal • ..• 
:i ., 

3. Gulab son 6-f Rajuwa. ~th resident 0:1& Village . it . ,, . ni 
and Post st?i:iaura, Dlisjtnct Har rpur. 

4. Mata Deen n of Jaga11.na th. resident ib f viO.lage 
Daharra • Pc;;,s t Makarl:a.:i, • District Ha 

' •· ,ii " . All \ii~e applicants worked unde4\: tpe 
Perm,,lient Way1 Irfspector, Chitr,fu!t Dham 
Karw~, under tll<t contra 1 of Diii~J1 • .rhansf, , 

w s . I ny_.\c1·10-::,•:r __ :~liri l\:.1:. 2t\11. 
Ver:s us 
- -t---- l I 

ral H,;i~1ager • 1. Union of Iqdia through the Gen 

c, Railway~: Mumbai V.T. 
I 
ll 

2. The Divisiqnal Railway Mfin~gerg c, 
Jhansi. 

3~ The 
Dham. 

akut Way lnspector. Karwi 

Re aporv lents 
-----;-,: . .......__ 

l 
L 
I: 

of ) "L ,:, . ' .~ villaQ1e: aand 
}1 

N\ THU RA.M Son 
Post SUP A. 

••• 1-15/-·"' 

~· 

'11'\I:\i 
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The applicant w:>rked under the Permanent Way 
Inspec~r. Chitrakut Dham. Karw.l. under the 
Control of D .• R.M. • Jbansi. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. Onion o ·' India through the General Manager. 
Central ka11way. Mumbai, V .T. 

2. 
I 

'rhe Div fional Rail~y Manager. Central Railway. 
..Thansi. I 

• I I 
,j 

The Pen nent Way Inspector• Karwi • .Chi trakut 
Dham. er D.R.M • ..Thansi. 

Respondents 

3. 

By Advocate 

o .A ~No.1107 of 1999 

I 
I Chandram:>han. aged about 37 years. Son of Shri Gajadhar. 
I I· resident of 7. Krishna Colony. Jhansi. 

Applicant 
By Advocate ~ 

! 
' 

R.K. Nigam 
.. , 

I 
I 

Versus 
I 
I 

1. Un.ion o ', India i ro uah General ilanager, Ce n t.r-e I 

Rail H~ v- h\umbai CST. 

Divisional R<Iilway Manager. Central Ra Ll.wa y , 

I . Respondents 
I By Advocate s ri G.P. Agarwal 
I . 

0 .A .NJ .1478 of 1999 
l 

I • • I 
lTh.NVEER SIN:;H:·'13/o SITAPAM R/o VILI.i'\GE JHA..JHUPUR, 

2. 

Jhansi. 

J • l 

. ~ 

TEHSIL KARHi\1.,, IJJISTRICTi' MAINPURI • 
· I I 

I 
By Advocate ~ .. fi A.K • .Srivastaya 

'.,il 
I .. , 

Applicant 

I 
I 
t 

•••• •P;;J.16/- 

Veg::sus 
~ •: 

n·./ 

II t ,. 
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1. Union of India through Divisional Rail ~., 
Manager. Northern Railway. Allahabad 
Division. Allahabad. 

2 •. j Senior Divisional Persom1.l Officer. Northern 
Railw.y. Allahabad Divisic>n. Allahal:ad. 

Re:,s p:mdents -.i•- 
By Adv5eate Shri Pras~ant Math I!~,::. 

0 .A .N'l!,_ 343_qlf.;,~ 2000 
j '"'J'""'.°1n, 

.-!j ~ • 
• •1 . 

J ',{'·' 
OMKAR SON OF MANN\. re~dent of v{tlage Gujrai, ' '' Tehsil Ak~arpur. Dist1ict Kanpu( Dehat. 

iejfr~lican:t 
BI.1!,qvocate Shri 

JHANSI • 

l. UNION OF INDTh • 

MUMBAI V .T. 
GENERAL ?¥1. ~GER. 

2. The Divisional 

3·. The Station 
JHA.NSI. 
I 

By Advocate Shri 

under D.R.M. 

l 
i-':11 Ra 1 t5ondents 

':,·j d .. ,foi). 974 ~r- rr ·----- 1000 

TT ...... _..., 1) I L ; /ti: :-: ·-i .-\h·,·, I ·,~···I "'r. ··"'11·1 fJ·). 

/· 131/lJcl, tiegumpurva/ 'l°o. Munsi1,)Urva~ D~:l·.i:".rict 
l 

Applicant 

1. 

2. Di visiona. 
ern Railw, 

j 
II: ! 
Ht 1. Iii u 



I 
I 

•l 

'' I 
I 
i 

: : 17 .. . . 

3. Inspector of Works (I) Northern _Railway. 
I<anpur(Nirman Nirikshak( N.Rly. Kanpur ) 

1t~~Res12ondents 
~l Advocate Shri. Prashant Mathur 

0 RD ER - - - ·- 
By Hon' ble Mr.s.I<.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

In all the Original 1tpplicationsJas 

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. o.A.No.1325 of 1993 shall 

be the leadin;r 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 
· · a 1...cf_ /._>?l,tf, ft.fe · t . 

ve£ify from the original cards"1the days they hav 
1 

worked a-aa--pa--y-s.J.J.ps, and to include their names .. 

in the Live. Casual Labour Regi ter accordingi-to 

their seniority, to give them ~11 the privileges 
I 

r 

a nd the benefits for which a cjsual la J:our with 

at d thereafter to 
J 
f 

ii 
1. been 

h' v~/ filed in all 

4e applicants have·: 
! 

temporary stauts is entitled 

regularise their services. 

3. Counter-affidavits 

these cases .and the,claim of 

been strenuously 

a tion and it has 

I ~ o~posed on t ,e ground of I . t 
be~n emphasis 'a 

I 

limit- 
1 . 

that the appl~c nts 

are not entitled fo, the relie.£3 
.I t as the o .As are higl).l y barred 'y 

' discard~d l . 

they have 

per.iod of 

on this ground · ation and liable to\be 
I 
I ••• pg-. 

:· 
I: 
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alone. In order to appreciate t~e controversy 

the facts in brief giving rise tq the controversy 

are being examined separately in each O.As:- 

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

I Shri Ganga Ram-applicaqt in this O .A. 

pleaded to have -worked in three Spells; 

22.09.1970 to 1s.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) o .A .No. 1922 of 1993. 

The applicant-Sheikh zahiruddi~claims 

to have ,...orked for 144 days in ~tween 25.12.1984 

to 18.05.1985. Theo.A. has beem filed on 22.12.93 

i.e. after about 8 years from th~ date when he w:>rked 

last. 
( ' ·-~J· 

3(iii) 
. J;., :1 £'. 

0 .l\ • NO • 13 4 7 o f 19 9 4 

The ·applicant-Vijay has brought this O.A. . 

. on 02. 09. 94 on the strength of h:JJ.s ha virg v~rked for 

490 days in between 06.11.1987 ta 31.03.1989 in three 
spells, thereby he filed O .A. after a.tout 5 years. 

3(iv) o .A .No. 1752 of 1994 

Shri Shyam Babu filed ij:his O.A.. on 17.11.94 

putting forward his claim for ha vi.rr; wor1<ed 299 days 

_G, •••W•19/- 

' t...__y 
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in ~tween 23.4.1985 to 28.07.1987 in three spells. 

He has claimed that in the process of regularisation 

he was medical! y 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.. eas 

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

3 ( V) 0 .A • No • 177 7 0 f 19 9 4 

Shri Kishori Lal has filed this o . .A. on 
22.11.1994 on the strenJth of his having \'Orked as 

Seasonal Waterman(casual lab:)ur) from 01.10.85 to 

06.10.85 and also form 29.10.85 to 31.10.85 and also· 

as Seasonal Waterman at Jhansi station in five spells 

from 01.04.87 to 22 .07 .91 and thereby he filed this. 

o .A. after a period of more than 3. _years. He also 

claims·that the petition is within period of limit­ 

ation. 

3 (vt ) o .A .No.185l __ of 1994 

This is an application preferred ·by Peter 
. (JV1 e, 

Henery on os.12.94 who claims to have ~rked 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 ti me. 

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 

••• r:g.20/- 
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six spells in between perio(d from 03.02.78 to 

18.07 .85. He has also imp~ned the letter dated 

19.06.SS(annexure A-2) thro111gh which he has been 

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

the O . .A. to be within limitation. 

3 (viii) a.A.No. 785 · of i995 --- 
On 01.08.95 Shri Rajendra Prasad brought 

this o .A • claiming the reli€lf in respect of his 

service status for havi1"9 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 di-elay in filing 

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

name shall be brought Ln the panel and screening 7. 

which was going to take place in the Month of April 

1995 a nd thereby he was mislead by the concerned 

dealing C~erk. Apparently i't is not an acceptable 

ground which is vague in nature. 

3 (ix) -,.01:~;·, No.1204 of 995 

1-'lll~ applicant B.haiya Lal has filed this 

O.A. on 1$.11.95 seeking dirEection to the r~spondents 

that' the appointment order 1111 respect of the appli-:­ 

cant be issued in the wake oJ: his juniorecounter 

parts having been cleared foll'.· absorption in Group 

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

07.01.89. In the counter-af~idavit, the respondents 

have. raised pr~liminary bbjeotion regarding the bar 

of limitation and also ~entiQnedl. that screening for 

absorption was conducted in April/May. 1989 and the 

_(c:~ ···PJ·21/- 
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pan~l of screened candidates was declared on 

28.09.89. The applicant was at serial no.SO 

in the list of eligible candidates, but despite 

wide publicity of the screening, neither the 

applicant appeared beforeythe Screening Committee 

no~ sent any app~ication regardin;J his absence, 

hence could not be considered for screenin;J. 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 yearso 

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

Shri Abdul Majeed ii!a-claims to have w:>rked 

as casual labour from 08.6082 to 21.04.92 in several 

spells and claims service benefits for w:1ich he has 

filed this O .A. • on O 4o(i)Ol .1996- claiming the O .A. to 

be within limitation, which has been filed after about 

4 yearso 

3{xi) o .A. .No. 149 of 1996 

This ·application has been preferred by 

Shri Alyas Khan iiB_o,)filed the O.A. on 07.02.96 and 

has claimed the 'rea!lef on ·the strength of having 

worked as caaual 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.S.86 

to 14.5.86 as Seasonal Wa'\7:erman. The applicant 

has also filed annexure A-5 to the effect that 

from 10 .11.86 he is continuoc.1sl y ,;,.,iorking as Helper 

Cook in supervisors Trainin;J Centre, Hostel Mess, 

Central Railway. The respondents have raised the 

plea of limitation and also dtisputed the period of 

-vPrk as claimed by the applicant. 

~~- 
Regarding his 

••••W•2?./- 
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o .A. on 12 .08. 96 for havirg worked in different 

spells of time, but with. the specific mention 

that Shri Amrit. Lal-applicant no s L has lastly 

worked on 22.7.1991. similar is position with 

applicant no. 2 Ra jendra Prasad. applicant no. 4- 

Vrndraban and applicant no.s-suresh. whereas there 

is mention that Mahendra Singh-applicant no.3 

worlced upto 29.7.91 and thereby all these five 

applicants .-orked in between 20 .07. 77 to 29. 07. 91 

with different periods and spells to their credit. 

They claimed to have filed pplication within limit 

of time though it has been-filed after about five 

years from the date when trie last man ~rked. 

3(xv) o .A .No. 108~ of 1,.996' 

.. . Munna Lal and Kamlesh Kumar have claimed 

to have worked from 17.1.1984 to 15.10.1985 and 

17.04.1984 to 1s.10.19ss·r spectively~in different 

spells. TheY'!'also claimed to have acq~ired M.R.C.L. 

status. Theo.A. has been iled on 04.10.96 i.e. 

a f:tcr 1-L years from the c1a te vrh e n t.h e y v.orkcd 12.s t 
........ } . 

·. -·· 
but have clai·ned · the O .7\.. to be within t.Lrne , 

3 (xvi) 0 .A NO• 121 7. 0 f 19 9 7 

Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Si~h have 

filed this O.A. The applicant no.l-Mohd.Nasir 

Khan claims to have ... 10rkeq in open line from 

2s.12.8l to 18.09.82 and in the second sepell he 
I 

~rked from 20.11.s2 to 1s.02.s3. The applicant 
I 

no s z Shri S '1ar Singh has pleaded that he was not 
1 . 
I • given servicE;' ·card, but r gularly paid monthly salary 

through and filed the pay slip for the 
l 

••• pg.24/- 
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month of April. 1983 a ccorrdf.nq to which he worked 

only upto 18.04.83. The res~mdents have claimed 

in :their C.A. that the ox , if) ~rred by period of 
limitation and the applicants were engaged in· the 

project and when the project 1·ifork came to an end 

the applicants have been disei!lgaged. The O.A. has 

been filed on 17.11.97 after 14 years with the claim. 

that it is within limitation o)f time. 

3 (xvii) The applicants Jagdi,sh. Cheda Lal and 

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

per their claim, the· a ppl.Loarit.a Jagdish and Cheda 

Lal 

the 

I 
worked between 22.08.80 to 20.09.83, w-1ereas 

I . 
applicant no s s Shri Har Ga>vind w:>rked from 

25.07.83 to 18.ml.83 and agaim from 18.11.84 to %ST9'4TB5 
by it,he 

18.04.85. 'ehey claimed thatLorders and mhdifications 

issued from time to tim_e, the~r became entitled to be 

brought on Live Casual ijabour Register and be given 

consequential_ benefit oft temporary status and regular- 

isa t.Lon , The o .}.·. is cla;imed tr.o be within limitation 

wh Lcl i has l;yEgl filled aflt~r a lxrut, 13 years from the 

date vrh e n Shri Har GovirH 1-Bs d.l:•,:;,naa(JE~-:l, ,,ho c La L'ris 

to have wokked e veri-e after the other twos were dis- 

engaged. 

Ii -43 (xviii) O.A.No. 13~ · of ~ 

ti~e. The respondents 

This appl•icatjon has been brought 

04.02.1998 by Shri Shyarp"Sunde,r who claims to 
I 

worked for more than 20Q days in 
I 

to 18.09.84 in different spells. The applicant 

claims to have submitte<b. this P.A.. within limit 

1 

f 
I 
J 

!ii 
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side mentioning that the o.A. has been filed 

after about 14 years "'1en the cause of action 

is claimed to have been accrued. 

3{xix) 
o .A .No. 136 of 1998 

It is an application by Shri Devi Dayal 

filed on 04.02.1998 .ln which the applicant claims 
. ! 

to have worked from 03.02.1982 to 1s.01.19sg in 

' 
different spells. He also claims that bar of l!mi t- 

of Ume does not coqte in his way. Prima facie the 

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

3{xx) 
o .A .No.222 of 1998 - 
The applicant-Ram Baboo claims to have 

worked from 03.04.85 to 1s.oa.ss and the other 

applicanteMahesh i-qclaims that he IDrked from 

03.04.84 to 18.06.85 and on the strengff~ of the 

f 
" days they have worked fhey cla!me¢' to be engaged 

and give consequential benefits. 
They have al.~o, 

a claim that the ,Juniors to them have been en_;raged ,· 

and preferred over the claim of the applicant~. 

The respondents havej~enied the allegation and 

pleaded that the O .A. is barred by limitation 

which has been filed after about 13 years W'len 

cause of action, if any, accrued. 

3(xx1)· o -.1"\. No. 287 of 1998 

Shiv Charan Singh and 61 others 

this O.i\. 011 11.3.1998 clairning relief to 

that they be re-engaged as casual labour/M.R.c,L. in 

accordance with their senior! ty. They be subjected 

to screening and absorbed against .Pe~nent 

Amongst the applicants, first to be engaged was 

·~P9·26/-_ 

f 
/j 
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Rameshwar-applicant no.23 on 22.2.1979 and last to 

be disengaged ;{is Lakhan Babu-applicant no s ID who 
~ 

worked_;upto 18 .12 .86. The reispondents claimed that 

the O .A. which has been £!led after about 12 years. 

is grossly barred by limitation.. if the dates men­ 

tioned by the applicant w1 th regard to their having 

I 

'1 
I 

is reckoned accordingly. 

""10rked, is taken to be correct and cause of action 

3(xxii) 
o .A .No. 587 of, 1998 

Sgri Kailash Chand Who worked as casual 

labour from May. 1976,' to Octol:>er, 1978 has filed 
l 

.. :i 

this O.A. on 26.5.199i.B clairniijg benefit which could 

mental notifidations'.,issue.d f1:10m time to time. The 
'..f;1, 

be available ¥I=> him ff;i:-om the JfUdgment and the depart- - 
,~ '.-4' 

respondents have fir~~ attacked on limitation front 
•;] 

with the mention tha ti:1 the appl,icant got up from deep 

sleep after about .GtJ ·yea:i:s wheh not only the claim 
. rj I 

has beeome ba,rred by '.iirn+ ta tioJ!l, but. the bar of 
also comes tQ. play. 

3(xxiii) 
, .. :. 

o .lhNo. 1194 of 19 98 

Sh~i nShi v s~kaJ clai ~ed to have v.arked 

1085 days in di fferen:tJ spiel ls from 10 .Ol .1976 
~ll I 
)":('1 

13.09B3 and has filed!,.this o .A.. on 28.10.1993 
to ... '; 

cla!ming :,· benefit of the 
rendered. He has declared 

after.about 15 years 
the O.A. to oo within~,er.j.od of limitation though tfiled 

cause of action, 1£ any .• 

l 
1 

' 1999 

accrued to hi.rtl. 

3(xxlv) 

th.is o .A. • on 
15.02.99 

to relief of 
m~ntm !that h~ becomes entitled 

ing c1;bs9.fee~ in tne resr:ondents •••• pg.21/- «: 
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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 

iimitation side with the mention that the applicant 

has come up after 21 years from the date when cause 

of ao t.Lori, 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 

applicant. 

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

Jhallu and three others have filed this 

o~. 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 gi·ven Ln the O .A.. which is· being swnmarised 

as under; 

(a) Jhallu 30.12.1982 to 18.08.1984 I l ( In (b) Sri Pal 22.12.1983 to 18.10.19831 I 
different (c) Gulab 12.12.1982 to 18.07.19831 I 
spells. ·ca> Mata D~eh~OJ.01.1983 to 24.07.1983! I 

The above de ac r'Lp t Lo n goes to indicate;) that 

first to be engaged was Sri Gulab who .joined on 

1982 and last to be disengaged was shri Jhallu ose 

last working date/ is 18.08.1994. The responden rs 

have raised preliminary objection on limitation ~ront 

with the mention that· if any cause of action ace ued 
' la.0,/,- 

to any of the applicants, wasLori lB.OB.1984 and th~ 
1, . ~ 

l o .A. has been filed after 15 years therefrom whe 

the applicants claimed that the O .A. is within p l-riod , . 

of limitation. 

. .... pg.28/. ~ 
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3 (xxvi) 
ff&O .A .No.956 of 1999 - .... --.-._ 

Nathu R~ has brought tr.his o .. x., 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.IH.1983 to 1s.10.19a3. '¥ 

The respondents have raised th~! plea of limitation in 

this matter also with the menti,on that the cause of 

action if any, accrued to the q,pplicant that could be 

on 1a.10.19s3 when he was disengaged and not to be 

engaged again .. and o .A. has been filed after 16 years. 
therefore. barred by period of .Umi tation. 

3.{xxviiJ 0.A .No. 1107 of 195~9 - 
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 . I! 

benefit of 9etti!'4!eB0ard1
;
1s circula,r dated 07.9.1996. I, 

In this natte_r also, th'~ respond'=nts have raised the 
plea of limitation. 

( 
3(xxv±ii) o.A.No. 1478 .of 1999 

- 'I( - . .JJ ,,~ 
Shri Ranveer .Singh has filed this o .A. on 
-- 

02.12.1999 and claims to have w:>i:iked from April. 1985 

to June. 1987 as casual latour un~er Goods Shed. N.R. 

~ . Allahabad and on the str~.ngth of 1,aving worked for 18,9 
. ri 

days claiming the benen,; of circuJ.ars issued from time 
a I . 

to time and the law laid/fY the HOln' ble supreme Cour\• 
, ,, . . . In this case also the re"»~na--0- have raised the plea 

of limitation. 

i 
I 3(xx!x) 0 .A .No. 343 I 

2000 . ,; 
;H I 

Shri Omkar Nath Manna cl1ai·ns to have worked 

from 01.04.76 to 16.06.1990 in different spells. 

~, I 
He 

' ··.Pg-29/- 
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has filed this o .A. on 27 .03. zo 00 claiming his 

re-engagement with benefits in accordance with 

his seniority recmoned on the basis of days he 

has worked. The respQndents have raised the plea 

of" limitation. 

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

Nabab Ali has_ filed this O_.A. On 31.08.00 ' ' l 
'i 

with the mention that he worked as ca~sual lab:>ur 

from 09.07:S77 to 13.08.83 for total number of 656 

days in different spells and thereby claims that he 

has acquired the tempQrary status and deserves a 

claim to be re-engaged and give the service benefit 
,l 

in accordance with the days he has worked. In this 

matter also the plea of limitation has been argued 

on behalf of the respQndents. - 

4. From the facts mentioned above, it is ., 

quite clear that all.the O.As under consideration! 

here have been file0.,iQ l~twP<'n·. ··lw reri0,1 r1111nliY1 •l> .\ J ~ •. • .. .- ....... ,,.. 

Er o.n 

- l l .. ,, ') ;: ' - • : '"I . l I r ' l 1. ' '1 ' 1 • \ \ :! \". 1 ' . r . I' ' I • . ·1 '. t -1: 

period has .been calculated from the last date after 

wh Leh the applicants were not allowed to v-10rk and 

cause of action arose to hhem after that date. I 
s. serious preliminary objection has been : 

I I 
I 

raised from the side of the respondents in all th~se 
t . 

matters and it has ~en submitted that the o.As have 

been filed after 

under Section 21 

are liable to be 

pertod of limi ta tip!1 a-:_Yrescri b ·id 
&-re.4,oy<-,, .sz: i 

of fhe A .T .Act. 1985 ·a.oo the o .A · ' / . 
ground of 
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~!!!_Singh vs. u.o.r. and Others(l993)24 A.T.c. 
' Reference1has also been made to unreported • :j . 

747. - 
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judgment of this -Be nch of Tribunal delivered on 
' 

Vs.u.o.r. & Ors. and also the order dated 24.11.00 --------------------· ' \ 

10.12.1996 in O . .A .No.1550 of 1992 Prahlad & Others -·---· r- 

in o .A. N:>.39 of. 1998 Virendra Kwnar Tiwarl vs.u,o. ' - . ij w 

I.& Ors. RP-lianc~'has also been placed on verdict 
' 11 

handed down by H n'ble supreme Court in u.o.r. & 

Qrs Vs.Basana La··· and Ors.1992 s.c.c. (L&S) 611 --- -·-------- ---.: 

i I 

i ' , 
Judgment of Madr • ·· Bi nch of this Tribunal in the 

. . . F # 
case of G.Krishna1t1ur~- y Vs.u.o.r. & Others(l989) 

Ii - - · - 11· . · . 
9 A.T.C.158 • o-· th,- point of continuing cause Olf 

action each of c · .tinsel appearing on behalf o ; 
~ . . , 

the-- applicants Lr 'th-':. r respect! ve matters highl.i,ghted 
• 1_ - t 

the decision by lh High Court in c.w.P.No.5071! of 
I 4 - 

1999 decided on .o :• .99 (Shish Pai Singh and Othe·· s ' ' 

-;,s)~' wherein it ljlas been held; 

: ' 

. . 
':!In 1997-9' ,, Juniors· to the petitioner wer 

·1 . 
engaged bu_ ·. he wa s le ft o nu , 

realised t~ !:1 t his name had not been entere, 
' 

in the "lilp i register" and, therefore, not'· 
q Lvc n any ·1'·l1gagement. The cause o&ction. t 

l ' . 
accrued tol: im in 1997-98 • even otherwise 
the cause ·. t= action is a continf.10us one. . 
Hence his · ig'nal petition was not barred 
by time." ~ 

Vs. U.O.I. & 

f 
a. s/shri 'P.~·' grawal. A.K .• Gaur. P. Math - • 

; . I 
i( • V • • Srivastava , · .'N -:(i nqh , V .K. Goel and Anii t'[ s ', 
learned counsel fil1' e res~ndents ha.ve raise 1it 

':,, !lli 

' .· ~ objection _of and submitted individu ·. 1 
~r with a joint there is 1'X> questic( 
't' any continuing ca action ~o the applicants 

they were enJagect 
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work was over. their ergagement came to an eddo 

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 acceptalole explanation for 

the delay and. therefore. o .As are grossly barred 

by limitation and liable to be dismissed. From the 

side of the respondents, relian~e has been pl~ced 

on the follo·nf.ng J'Udgments; 
II 

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

Ratan Chand Sama.nta and Others Vs.Union 
of India and Others A.l.R.1993 S.C.2276. 

scooter India and 'others Vs. Vijai s ,v, 
Eldred(l999) 81 FLR er, 
Union of India and OthEtrs Vs. Nand Lal· 
Raigar AIR 1996 s.c.22q6. 

Dakshin Railway Employ~es Union Thiruvanant­ 
apuram Division Vs. General Manager. southern 
Railway & ors.(1987) 1 s.c~c. 677. 

o.A.zNo.1062/97 alongwith connected matters 
Bal ~rishna vs. u.o.I. & Ors.c~.T. Allahabad 
Bench. decided on 12.4.2001. ( 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

J,p.;.:,:. 

9. I h~~lSce,i11sidered the slil.bmissions of learned 

counsel for the either side. In Whoop Sirgh' s case. 

(supra). the question of latches and delay was esamined 

at length and the followirg_ law ha.s been handed down;. 

"There is another aspect of the matter. Inordinate 
and unexplained delay of latchles is by itself a 
ground to refuse relief to the petitioner, irr­ 
espective of the merit of his claim. If a person 
entitled to a relief chooses t\, remain silent for 
long. he-thereby gives rise to reasonable balief 
in the mind of others that he is rot interested 
in claiming that relief. Others are th?Ln just- 
ified in acting on that behalf '['h.i,.s is more so 
in service matters mere vacano:ies are required ... 

'~<LCJ' 
•.• ••••pg- .·33/- 
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to· be filled eerapie~prompUy~ A person ·oa-nnot 
be permitted to·c~ailenge the termination of his 
servic(! after a ~riod of 22 yea.rs. without clny 
~cogent 'explanation for the inordinate delay 
mereiy because Others Si.mi.la:riy dismissed had 
been ~een;,aged as a result of their earlier 
.i?etit~OruH>eing aliowed.· Acc•pting the petitioners· 
contention·. would tipset the. entire service jtir.i.s­ 
prude:ricie and we are -una_ble · to ,coristrude. bhara.m Pal:' 
in the manner suggested by the petftion~r; .Art.iciiE!: 

. • ' ! 
14 of the principle of_ non-discrtmiha.t:i.on is an 
equitable principle. and, therefore~ any relief 
claimed on that basis must itself be founded on 

' . 

equity and not be alien to tha .. t concept. - In our 
opinion. grant of the relief to the petitioner in 

· the _present. ease would ~ inequitabi.e instead of 
1 ts refusai bei~ discriminatory as asse_rted by· 
the learned counsel for the petitioner. We are 
further of the view that these circumstances also . 
Justify refusal of the reiief claimed under Article;· 
136 of the Const! tution.11 

10 •' · A bare perusal of the aDC>ve verdict 1 t ls 

quite _.evident that tlte · af,t,,l:taants cahoot claim similar 

relief granted to Others an? also that inordinate and 
iJ.nexplained del~y or latcht!S La by itself a ground to 

re£use the relief to the petitioners irrespective of 
, the merit of his claim. 

I 

11. Learned counsel for the applicants have 

placed much reiiance ori the JUdgment of Allahabad 
~ench of. this Tribunal Ln the case. of Prahalad & 

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

in the year 1992 and _thereby: the a.~plic:ant therein. 

had approached the Tribunal ·much before ·the present 
applicants. I·; J: find the verdict given in the Prahlad' ~ 
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., .:.: ,34 ··,: :, 1 •• ,;. q:.J;.· l,','. ;. ';· r·:·'.>. <.;,:·r ;;J~.-:~(:.},.i:r· 

. . . J; .· ::: .· f. 'i':'.1 .. i,/r> '');j;:J;,,r~l 
: case ca~o~. ~: __ of. a-~! pelp -'~ the. app~,ican~~i{~\::~iew;f.:. :)\till 

·1. . of observat!oti by. th~. Horii ble Sti.prlme Cdurt in the_.:. c. ~ 1 .. /'Jiil :,: ... ." .. ,/ .. :/,, __ .:_~ : .. :., -.'.:_;:,;_.· .. ~ ···.: ~-··::,·:;:{>:.;,:\j·(Hi"i~11 
, t. , , ~~1!.t •' ~e fei:::re~ illx>~, ;•' At. ano;11e r "7sad0!h~i~e, ( i.f;'{~.ll 

d~~de~rled ·-~~~: Ita.1:-art .~and S,cunan~' s.,'d~s.e (~~-P.i~>_· •"l_:,~e/,.:\ i_i,.('. __ ~:_h ······ . . . . . .. ·. •. . ., . . . ., ., . . .. :,, ·,J~, 
Honi_ble· Supreme ;Court rejectf!d the·,c1alhi br{}he'·grotlrid--: '( :\f 
.. ·. •.· •· ... ,. ·.. . . ,_1 -;'< - :·:· . <,·,: .... ::, :":'. '? t 

.-.of latches .arid:-<>.bs~~ved as :under:-vf, .. ·:J, , ..... _>-- , •. ,. ;, · t,: :;;if 
, · ' ,i'.' , . ·· •:' · ·. ) • . ,· ·.; :;.:1 · _.·-'. , · , -- ,·~. _ • : • .I II 

~T~ que;tions·· arise~· one; ii,the pet.ttiorter~ .· .. ;:·J-f\;-1:+f 
·- , -_ • -'i .• -, -,-· •• ,. _1'-. '· V. 

a_ r_e ''e_·_nu_ l_·-_ied '~-- J; ffiiitt_ e_~ a_'£ ia_: ~_i,:._£o '. E\ rei~i3m_·_tio __ ._:Jm_., .. ·eh1 __ .. ,_u,;_}_:-:·i· i . . . . . . . ·. .· '·· . r~ :-· . . ' ;.·,. ·.,.. .. ,,.,, . .. ·. ·, .-· ;., .. ,, >' ' .. ll 
aiici o_'th~r_ if ttt_,· ''ey·h~vJ.·1_ ost~}.h~lf'·._rigfitii#llf_·_-;-i=iriy~iT-/_;_%{:{ ... . . . . .. . - ,, . ., .. ·;-.;·. . : t ' :,, . . .. •: .. \· . . .. . .,. ' ·-. ., J .'.,·-,: ''\ '>3 
due tc>_ 'delay~,:; Right of. casual la1*,,ur :e~pleye~ :··/ ... ·::r·.: ! 
; . ' . • ' . .. .. ·. . .... ·· .;,. ., . . '· - .,-· . I . ·:: '·- . .. . , ._.·, ...... ,, .... i._.: ~·. ·:?C l 
in projectsf to. be" reemployea ;n'reilwa~)i_as,;,,.:}§ :·t.".ft· I . ,,, ... :::tw::~::u:~:r Y~/i!t~J:n:~(:tt ;fa.'P\~ii ,. 

..... · .{·>· ·,.'not .take{arly st~p td ;'.eiiforce :tieir 9la.im"~fore :·· r·! 
.. · ',:, ' :, -th~ Rail~~ excep(~sending .· l:l_ ~ra.gue repres~nt~ , .. ;'} ,: I ~-u 

at.ion nor·.,did ~,i .evezf'care t.01.~rbducei-~tiy'.inat~-~: 1:-' ';?! 
r.:1.ai to safisfi t11J .. ciourt···tiiat.Lhi~~l:~-1ere-'..0a,JJf~tt'· 

, · '1 ~:th".isdh~!"'; · £r.itlie,f ~i' tlie · ¥i ~ ys. rt: W¥ j tifgef 
·by the - lea~hed counsel .. for· peti tiohers r tha t,'.i.th~y\' 

• ·. ; • . •.• • ~ " , ; ··--~ <· -~ ·.. ~-- •· • - ,: , •I -;- •. '.··· ·.:. - : ••. ' ;) 

.tnay be/i?ermi,,tted t6:pro¢iuce the11.r identity;etc~"; 
• ·_ . • :· . ' • ; . '_'\-, '. ,: ..,-_ .. ~ ' ~ 1 . - , ' . . . .. ;. • • .•.. 

. before ·opPost.tei· parties_ who ma.1: aacept or reject 
• • • • • , r . , • • ;_ _, ; ·•• • ·~ ..,. _ .• ; ,-, • .; - ,:'.; 1 • _·, • :·' 

the. same a,;.t¢~;:,verifica cion~- · We are a fraic:LTt(·· :, 
'~uicL.be -l~ac~~~rcni~:?to,. perridt_· this exercJ.s~i' >- 

~ • l, :· ~ . _ • ; • . • - • • • 1.- L ":, 1 · · · ._: :: ·. 
A. i«i t: is ~~fH:~d .by-_t.hi~ · <::ourt,. in:· favour:. of ,a~: ;f· 
p~rson·"whci :has some ri.glit~- ·, Anal::iidl' for ~aie ,:d1: --~ . 

< risving:':~nqli.try i~Jving. scoixt' £of\'inanoeuvri~.{';f::1;h '. 
Deiay .it~elf_,deprives 'a:':-iper~_tin'.:b:f: his reriiii~f} j\_,· , 
avallable-:in lawf·: ··In. abseiice' b:~_;;any fresh·: c~li~e . 

. of act.tori or any iegisla1. t.i.9n'. a. J?e±"son whci0b~~ ,,:- \ 
• '.i .• • • ·., . ·: . ! . . . ·:, i • • ~ . , ' • ,'l.' •. ,. ., 

elost 'his remedy by·lapse 01: tirre loses his :d.ght 
.. . . ::; . 

, I 

,:i 

.:,i; 
;_._--1:: 

)J 
•;;· 
.. , 

' . ,·,., 

.. :.-: :,1;- 

as wei1.il 

• ~ 1 ... ,·:.• 

<supra): f' the Honi_bie_.._Shpt:$ftie "cdiii:}\absie.rved_;~i()inder;.~·T·.)0:;r 
'·· . or f · tli~ di;m1~~~d'c1~H~u:n~':!~10,1,..,. ~]~li.{hii.;\;tf iri.l 

: ·;. .. 'avail' _of -lhe ··re~dy 'by_ i~~ugrrl.'ri:J' t)~ Ot-d~:r: 61:/,Z:;1.::~;M:irf(Jrt 

:t:,- t·- >J>/::::f ~~1i!i' ·. f .;!·:~f ~1,1,:j 
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. the -O.t'der of· dismissaL is- in ".', .• -._ ~<>- ' . - . •. :• . :,.'rui~s .• _"·: , , 

·.-.·:-.,. 

i a, A l~rge number .o_:( ~ases. were ;filed in 
' ., .ed,w:ts by qasual lab:>urs claiming reguiad.sa tion in the 

,, . . • . . ,. , ·' , . ,I . ' 

1igh~ bf. obse,::va t.i.on in . • IndrO. Pili Ya~v va.,uztlciiL Off · } •• 
: ' ·' ', ::., ·,.,_;:.:.:.. ',' '\'._:: .:\ ·. J :.·.\;'.,°!'•'-ii.:<,''·.:' .... "· '. ::.'. . India. Ci9SS). · 2. s.c~c ... GS26t9~i:Thiir,:,ercSJ~l~iit,,,was;;:.plaae¢l _~ · · · 

. -~1;.;_.:~'.--:-:r~-:·-1··':' ... ~ ·~···.·-:':! .. t;l',•~;f,'-, .. __ .·.• ·~t:-~-; • . :::.:- ·-· ·-·.; 

.before the, H~ri1bie'Supreme cohrt-in casei:ot·,;.Dakshin • 
' . -'.:,' .. : ' ··.' . . . :(' ' . . . . .. . : . . . . \' 

Rail~y Empioyees union Thiruvananthapuram PivisL>n 

_(supra}~. the, Hdil' :bie Supreme -Court· aft.er'. apprecia.tiil;J 
the problem held as under; 

; 
. ' 

• ,, • ? 

•ishri Ki:.ishriamurt.hy;: ieai:ned counsel, ,for Ra!l~y -!,"(,: , : ' ' ' '· ·' :. . . '... '. ,-'.' ' . . . - . '' .. .. .'; ': :: '•• . :: . :- . . ·. 1' ' . 
Administration brib;Js.:::-to oiir. ri?~ce·· tht( .. ~rfidtilt.y1., . .:,·: 

·.which' will .·be ·e~periericed ·by "t.he· Raiiway )-\dminf.s..;(' .,, .. 
. tra ti.On if ad. th"Ui:. any ii.mi ta tlori J,er~c>ni ciHnii.ng] 
to have been employed as. casual' labour prior ·to 
.n:i.n. 1. 1981. k_eep_- c:omi_~ .forward to ~laim . th~· 
benefits of the --~cherrr.e: we understand. the· di££.;. 
Lcul, ty of the adm!hts.~rat.ion and ·we.· th~i:-ef~re)' · 
direct th~ t all .::'l?e¥so'h~ '. ~ci·: desire ', to claim 'the·. 
benefits cif tiu/,schem~: oit .the: ~i:otinc:f0;t.hat .' they : 

. . . ' '. ' ·, ... , ... :·,· .... · ·,.·· . ;-,:.·,, .· ,· .':'. :. ·, had beendretrenched before- January 1; 1~s1-should ';. 
~llhn:i t th~ir claim to the ~dnilhistra d.6n before'·. 
March 31. 1987. The Administrad.on, shall .then 
.consider the gemii.nen~ss: of ·the cl~irri aria process 
. ~e~ ac~ordingl y~ 11 

·"! 
I 

'' \ .. ! 
.l . ·:r 

14. 
From the above 9~~:rvaUori by the _Honi·bie. 

-~-:'i . . Supreme Court. it is qii(te • c~~a.r; that . cotj.ce pt}·o f · a· 

~njcintling ca~e ,.~£ a!'tt~t,t ~l ""~ :~~~?;r~~:~l , . ,, . ,: . · I 
iaoours has beef,di.sappr,,,ied!'.1rui tli~ .. S~

0
ine, v~ew iiiiii · I 

_'.adopted by Full .Bench. of . this Tribunal in' the case of:; ' .,: I 
. . ~-'. ' . 1';~;~;3~/-. ' ,;;, :1 
•... • ~ : ' ' 'l > " ·, ::: ·/! 

''.'; .. 
i._;__ i· . 

'_i-r ., ~ ... 



and Ln some ·cases. even l:>efore the rs 1,6 20 years. There 

is also rto~acceptable · explana.tion for this long and 
' · .. ,. . ' .,,. . . 

. ino~dinate deiay in ctpproaching ·th_e 'i'riburial~ The 
legal Posi tiOn Ls ~U S~thii;~ that ,it:Utiitidn 
''" ' . '"' ": .: ,· ' 'i /; ';.) "t;:,>t ' " ' ,",;[,;::c;>:;: , ·,; ,;. ' .. '' 

1< .. ·,.';_;J.li'ng the claim in Cour.t=:.or,;·Tri)?,~~i\s.;t;c:irt1;3,frun~ng· 
·, ,· : .·, . ·• ... ' •• . ·,.. ·e · .. , • • ,. : . .; •• • ::.. ,,,, • .,.·,:-/.". "'°,.. " .. 

-frdiu ti,~' cia:fi, \>£ Ca~;, J£ aatiOni ' "ftuiifu:~c ~£ um.lb don 
aan~t ·l,e. s bp~·d bi ~ii01 . the i:i!P"a t~J i,i,~;;,s,enta iddna' 

' • ,. "': • . . . . ,. ' . . . . . ' _;. •• . ' . ., ;'. ·, L'•.'' •;1. .·,:>:;< . • ;it.:,. 
·. and the. period as. provided ,. - 

·.. : 

y 

rr·i-_._·= '_t; 
,·1. ~t -~t~ 

~j· 

"!'J"'!,l ~··lJ:: 
:it f• raR"i·' i'"I\.: ii; ., . ~-ir~ )·. 
~t1t1·:·· 11~fi~·. , ,t-J,f'.. -. 
{tl~-)., .' 
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36 ',· .. . . . . . . . . 

":. Mahabir arid ors. vsi Uni.oh df 'rna.i,a 
. . ·I .• ;:, .'-• ,•. ·.: 

·;. ~T .J;. page·,,l ahd ,it _·has·_.beert Gbs~rieeF:~i,-,~~~~*-;<.' 
.. . . . ;~ - ·_ .,.~ , .:rt:, .. t'.:·.,, .;, 

•·.::> ~\ 

;, Provisions:, of _the reievant ~;a.:l.lway;· Bo~rd.~ 
. ,. ' J .. ' .. .. . . . . . . . . '·. ' ; .. '.'. 
Circtll.ar· dated 25~4~1986 .followed by the ;;. 
Circuiar .. dateci 2a.a.i9s71~stied by Gerierai 

·, . . . '". . . •. . '(. . . . _.:.._, . . . 
Ma.rag er} · Northern Railway for' placing the·· 

. . . . .. ' . . . . . '· names of ·casual lal:;iour Ori the .Live Ca.suai 
. -.tabour Register- do mt g!~e ·.,rfi.se1to.aecon..; 

• ~ • •. : • ~ ( C I • , :- ' • • ·-;.' •. . ' •:' •·. : ' tiriuous cause of action. and h~hc~ .the;; pb:,~. 
. . . . . ; .. . '·- · . :: , , , . . . /~ ~:-. , . 1; ;' - : .- .. ;. . . , . ::-·, . i_ • 

visions _of limitation contained in;section 21:. 
of th~ Administrative Tr!bunaJts Act; .1985 

. , . . . ~i.iict apply." ~: ·. 

;{ 
.) 
··1: 

\/i 
~ ti'. 
-•;•; is.. with the above Posidon).n ·view it ca~ 

,( &i!EJ"~-:p~e he1dt:hat the order o_f nJ.V1S1on, 
. . . ·I.. ' ',• - . . .. : Bench of this- Tribunal as well as. the ohse.rvatio.n ·: 

i -:· 

I 
. ~ 

by Delhi High Court !ri Shi sh Pal S'irgh 's case wi.l·l 

not heip the applicant to. assert the 1appl.ica,bili t:.y'. 

'of continuing cause of action in. tj}e 'present matter. 
.. '.: ;·{:i'::'\I.;:;_ 

51,5i··. 

16. Under &ectiori 2i of.· the. ldminist,ra ti Ve 
Tribunals Act •. 1985 law prescid,bed a.·:pei:lod -~f 'limit~·, 

- : . . . ·: . - ::; . ,.. . 
a tion. wi. thin _ whi qh t.ti~ 0 ~A • should· be £.iied be .fore the 

. Tribunai. In the matte.rs Linder eon:si<Jiei;ation •. the 

! 

: cause ·Of action arose to ·the applicants much earlier . 'i . '· 

1-:· 

!_ "I I 

' .• ..:1.,. 



.j)'-i)r . 

rrrr, ,. 
~\} · 

of Sedtiori. :26'. ha~ /been made, Lh · COrinectlon ·,}, 
with· ·the grievance. Unl~s.s··· the ·.applfca tl,on ·•:;t,, 
is niade. within one, yea.r."·:fro~.'the dat.e1,.dh·,~ ,:-r i>, 
wn.i. cli such a na1 6i:-d~;; 'i,;.s.ill.;en\madib i: 'i'c'. : ,;::, I : .·.1i1lih~~1~;rs:Ei!~i-t'~t:;i~tr~tf :it:, 

:'. ~ui> ·siie?~i.on •fa).· Of staotiort 2ct has beeri\iacii;j ..•. · 
... . ; . . .·· :.,·, ',•. ' . . . . . . . :· . : ·: .. ,.' . . , . . . . . . ' . ~rid . a period. o £ six months had' expir~_d there~ 

..· . . . ' ' .. , . : . . . . .. ,. : · .. '''-,c.· -, 1- ... after without such final, Order having been .·. 
made~···. within.6ne· year frt>rii'.-thik;:ciat~ of expity :• 

. of' t~~:. s~i.ci peri<>d:. of ··~tx hion~it~r:'.'' ;:.\;; ' '·... . ,' ,;-;· 

s~ctiori (l >.~ where~:. 
(~) the grievance iri .fespect 0~ which 'ah 
ii.PP-ii ca ti;,>n · 1 i, lllad~ hii.d 0.r!Sian by reason .. bf• .,\, . 
;any orae,r made:ai>~ny'.t.irrte_•·aw:-ing::t.h~ i:iefioa·. 
01{ thre~, ye~r~ · 1huri~hi~teiy. i>recectlng: th~:-·ci~t~ 

. :: :~st:J~t~~d!tf::r:1:~n::~:~:;\. 
Act -Lri respect 'of the'·inatt~:t' to 'wh.i~}i; such ord~r 

···.relates; .~hci. ' . . ..... , : ('.-"'. · ... ·'. ·.: .•, ,, . 
. ,.,.:· 

.. :··:·., 

. ', 

. ·. Cb) no proceeditigs for'. th~ .redressai · of. ~~ch 
grievance hacf been commenced be£6re .th~ said 

·::<:late he fore any' High C6urt._· .. · . . .. · .. · . . . ,. 

,. - ... 

·r. 

'• 
... j·. 

the ,ipf>licafttioh:~hiiU .be :<ilitei:t#ned · by the 'rti.hiu:,ai; ': ' 
· : . ; ... ·. : · .,' .. ; .; ·, .. ··t, , • .··;· ... ,: ·>1-' · i ,.·. •, ' '. : ,. ,· · ,, , .. .-,.· ·, ';.' •· ." • 
. if .it is made .. within the ,period referred toJin ala.Use.,. :.1 

Ca>. or • as the case may- bEi~ clause {b).(\{fisu~sect16n · 
(1) or wi thiri a period. of six months.: from\the said . i, 

. ' ' ' .. . ' .. :. . .:., ... ·, ·. ·; date. whichever period exptres, lat.er~ }_:; ·_:,. : . ! 

(3 > Notwi th~ ~ridl~ .. ~;~iil;J ~Jh~l~e·;/in- sub;:; •> /;:J 
' ···sectioh(lLor EJU~se¢itlon{~); 'an appiiciation 

• ' . SC • :~ C \i',,:,P9.3ij/,;: 

' ,. '1: ••• ·: -·~. 



•; : /;;··· 

...... , 

rh..: ;z 

-~ 

l: 
· • •:: • ·· · ;. r, ·' ;. , ' , > ,, . '. • ,\/\;;)'';',>,,,; ''.': t 

'-'may be admitted af:ter the ]?eriod 'o~:-one ~ .. ,/i;·\/,.:\i: /:.:1 
, ~ ;: ., ,.: :. .;.,.',,•,•I .... , • ~ .. ;· ... ,· .. :·.;._)_<~_;-•,:. ~.;,.t·,,\ . .:i·,·.';_·.;1.j_"_/l 

'yea·r ,spedi fied. iri clause C«U or·.;.olai1se). (~);,.,, )i:(L,i<l 
of Sll~~ectlohci) ~r. 'a~ t~e ~a§i:,.~Y ;JJeft/1/>,/t{t'i{, 1 
the period of six morichs specified- in· sub-.· "· ,,., ..... 

. ' . . . . 
section{2) • if the applicaht sati~f:i.es tj'ie : -~ . !: 

[ 
' 1 ~ 

·.:, 
; 

. ..,. . . . 38 .: .. ( 

Ii~;. 
'i'.·c:.:.;~.':.; tj~,--~ ·; 
.-:·\~;:··-- 
~;/ ;··/~'-: 
i·<.: ·. 
't ;. ·:· ··;: ., 
h,:' ., ·, :.'.·.: .. :; ....... 
'{ 

Tribunal that he had suffic:ient. cause for 
,·I • 

not maJdng the application within such 
,,. per:io<i'." 

' . .. . . ' '· "!~ _; •.' :. .. •. . ; ; .•:,. - . : ~ ·.' . 
If the rep:l?eseri~tioiLis fi.lei:t.:lQrl9 after., 

' ' ', ' ' ' ', '' ' ' '' ,: ' ' ~.' '·1:,. ·: ' ,; ' ' ' ; ·, 
. ', the expiry 6£ ·the, limitation and the•,,repi::esentat~.ori .' 

<:, .. · 

~ 

17. 

·I 

'is rejected that' wiil,hot .revive the·~.ti6d of li.m.it- ,,; 
. ' ' 

. ' . ' .., . 

atiori for the cause of ·action which had ari_sen long 

back. .i.,· 

. 
18. . After consideriaj the fact{a and :circwnstahc~~ 

: l .. 
·bf each caae , '.t have no doubt . that. tl~e. present O .• As 

have beeri fil.ed long after the prescribed' period ~f 
. ' . ', ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . . ' ' 

.li,mitation and tl:le applicants cannot be granted r(;llief· . . . . . . . -: . ' 

' 1 

\ 
,,. ''I' ' ' ' : . ' ' ' ' '' ' .. '. ·-. . ' ·. ' ,· as sought. for.· The original ·applications. are· dismissed . .. . . . . . . . . . , I , . 

, '' ' " ' ' ~. ' ' ' 

as.being barred by peri.od.of'limitat!ort~· >However. it 
• • ,· • ,• • •• •, L • 

0 
0. • .. . 

0

0 :• •.',' • 

. ' . ' . . • . . . . . . • '' ~-' . ' . ' . ·~ . '·J ·. -~ - .. _·; · ... l. ;, ; . i· :.- ;: ': ts found expedient to clarify that,: tlae period.pf. limit- 
. . ' . . ~_. . . . . . .• : .... 

a t.Lori has been prescribed under secti;rl/ ·21 of the .. ~ ,. . . ' . . : .t ' . ·_. 
'Admihistra ti ve Ti:-ibunais Act~ 1985 a~ ~'1bo~e for fiJ in] 

, I 

. the a.ppiication before the Tribunal. b1fi:. it has no 
I , 

· bindlng on departmental authorities who earl act in 

accordance .to' respec~ive departmentaJI. rules .in this 
I 

l 

rrard. __ -~ 0-~~~r-~5, fo, costs. LC~• --'-"~.c:L.c /j,jt C 
-~ 

Member 

! :,·, 

'' -, -­ 
. ~ 

IM.M. i 
.. 

"'~ .. ~ 

l 


