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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNZ'\L 
ALIAHAmD BENCH -ALlAHABAD 

Reserve a 

Original Application N2.:. 1325 of 1993 

alongwlth connected matters 

Allahabad this the b !Jh day of ~r-L · 2001 

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

o .A .No. 1325 of 1993 

Ganga Ram. aged about 42 years, son of Shri Sripat 

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

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. NiQam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Hanager, Central Rail\-tay,Jhans i. 

Respondents 

ByA.Qvocate Shri A.v. Srivastava 

o .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

Sheikh Zahiruddin, aged about 25 years, Son of 

Shri Sheikh Riazuddi~. resident o f 57, Chhoti 

Masjid, Pulliya No.9, Jhans i. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

1 • 

2. 

Versus -
Union of India throUJh General Manager, Central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

Divisional Railway HaMger, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advoc~te Shri A.K. Gaur 

~v ••••• pg.2/-
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0 .A .No. 1347 of 1994 __ 

Vijay aged about 28 years, Son of Shri nevi Ram, 

resident of Meat Market, Sarijan Basti, Behind 

GDrdwara • Murar. Gwa.lior • 

• 
AfP!ioant 

!Y Advocate shrl R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of Indiathrough General Manager,central 

Railway, Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, 

.Jhansi. 
Respondents 

o .A .No. 1752 of 1994 

Shyam Baboo, aged aoout 31 years • Son of Shri Bhagwa ti 

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

Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manage r • c.-. ntral 

Rail\'.ray, Bombay VT. 

2. ~visional Railway Manager, Central Rail\-tay,.Jhansi. 

3. Chief Medical superintendent, Central Railway 

Hospital, .Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P.Aiarwal 

0 .A.No.l777 of 1994 

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

Nathoo Ram, resident of Insidate Datia Gate, 121 

Mukaryana, .:Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shr1R.K. Nigam 

?v 
•••• pg .3~-
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1. Union of :India through General Manager.central 
Rallway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional RaJ.l'WB.y Manager • Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Reseondents 

By Advocate Shri G.p. Agarw.l 

o .A No.1851 of 1994 

Peter Henery. aged about 25 yaar::~ . son of Shri 

Henery Francis. resident of railway quarter No. 

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

Afplicant 

ByAdvocate Bhri R.K. Nigam 

' 
Versus 

1. Union of :India through General Manager. Central 

RaUway. Bombay VT. 

2. Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer • 

Central Railway. Bombay vr. 

3. sr.oivislo nal Accounts office r. Centl:al Rail11tay 

.Jhansi. 
Respondent• 

.!Y Advocate Shri G.P. Aszarwal 

o • .A .NO .1853 of 1994 

William oowson. aged about 34 years. Son of 

Shri o.DQwson. resident of Opposite Central 

School No.3• RB :I:II/804 A. Khat! Baba Road.~ 
.Jhansi • Shri Applicant 

M.P. GUpta 
By Advocat~ Shri S.K. Mi~b~ 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager. 

Central Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central RaLlway 
.Jhansi. RespOndents 

B ~ Advocate Shri V .K. Goel 

•••••• pg.4/-
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o .A .NO. 785 of 1995 

Rajendra Prasad. aged about 34 years. son of 

Shri Hari Ram resident of 24. Pulliya N0.9. 

Jhansi. 
Applicant 

By_Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India tht¥)ugh General Manager. 

Central Railway. mbay Y4!!'1'. 

2. Chief workshop Ma ger. Central Railway 

WOrkshop. Jhansi . 
Respondents 

o .A .No. 1 204 of 1995 
--~~--~----~---------

Bhaiya Lal. aged .:bout 30 years. Son of Shri Halkoo 

resi deent of village .. Jld Post Dail-wara • Tehsil 

Lalitpur. District La. l. tpur. 
APJ(licant 

By Advoc .1te Shri R.K. l!igam 

1. Union of India ~.rough General Manager.central 
• 

Railtra y • Bombay l'. 

2. Divisional Rail~•IY Hanager. Central Railway. 
Jhansi. Respondent :3 

By Advocate Shri A.v_ Srivastava ~ · 
'~------

o .No . 8 of 1996 

Abdul Majeed. a/~ 34 ~ars, Son of Shri s hafi 

Moham~d. resid. pt o o/o Station Mas t~r.sagir 

Ahmad. Mohalla ati • District Mah.:> l~ . 
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1. Union of India through General Manager. 

Central Railway. Bombay vr. 

2. Divisiona l Railway Manager. Central Railw:Ly. 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. A)lanal. 

O.A.NO. 149 of 1996 

Alya4 Khan aged about 32 years son of Shri Baboo 

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

Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

1. 

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

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Chief Workshop Manager. Central Railway.Jhansi. 

Respondents 

~ Advocate Shri G. P. Agarwal 

0 .A N • 157 of 1996 

. 
l\ !1h'")k Yt tm-,r , a f'J f' rl n l-o ·t 25 y i':!:H-n . Sonof Shrl Dh ani 

Ram, resident of Nal 0an j, Bheh!nJ o.r.Collegc , Siprl 

Bazar, Jhansi. 

~X 1\uvoc~Le Shri It .~lUgar~ 
l\_Eplica~ 

JUers us 

1. 
If 

Union of India ty~rough General Manager. Central 

Railwa Y• Bombay !!'n• 
Divisional Rai~•ray Manager. Central Rail w:t.Y• 

Jhansi. Jl· Respondents 
Advocate Shri A t Sthalekar 

2. 

By 

rt 
0 .A.m.. 768 of 1996 

j 
1. Mukesh Kumar Gay.tam aged about 30years. Son of 

Shri Ram Pra tap,iGautam R/o SaDJam Bihar colony. 

(' Nandanpura, Jhafri. 
0 

ex-h8¥eeaee ~~*-R~K "' ••••. pg.a/-
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2. Kailash Chandra. aged about 36 years. son of 

iJ:lri Bhaiya Lal. R/o 83 Nandanpur. ~nsi. 

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

Nabi Ullah R/o 52. Bajaryana. Jhansi. 

4. Hari Ram. aged about 31 years. son of Shri 

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

s. 

6. 

Narayan Dass 

Baijnath R/ 

Santosh 

of Shri 

aged about 32 years. S/o Shri 

60. Masiha Ganj. Jhansi. 

Tiwari. aged about 35 years. Son 

~m Tiwari. R/o 22 Raiganj.Jhansi. 

7. Man Singh. ~ed about 33 yea rs Son of Shri Devi 

Pd. R/o Nad.t- u r Tal. Morar. Gwa~lior. 

8. Jang Bahad aged about 27 years. Son o i Shri 

Bhagwan Da ... ' / o Nadi Par T<; l. Murar. Getla lior 

9. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

B 

Santos h 

Lal R/o 

Raju. a g e e 1 

Prasad, R/ 
G&\mlior. 

Garib Das~ 

n • t h R/ o ,I 

Uis t rict 1 

Mahendra 

Shri R.K. 

District • 

Ali Raza. 

Nasib RB 

bout 30 years s o n of Shri Bri j 

Rly.Station, District TiJ ., unga r • 

ut l 8 years 5 .> n of shr i I<r nla 

\ a r Ara M! ll 1 aya Kuya r:a ! ss 

~ d QbJUt '~8 yea rs Son .. S) c-i na, \-
CT P. a n d r )St 1-: u m.--:1rrah · r-e t '1a 

9a'='h· 

a~ed about 28 years a 

.. jJh,. r esiq -:nt of villa~ 

r .i • 

years. S/ 
axmi Naga 

I 

• 

n. 
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1. Union of India through General Manager,central 

Rall\o&y, Murnbai CST. 

2. Divisional Rallway Manager, Central Railway, 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By AdVQ6ate Shri G. P . Agarwal 

0 .A .No. 882 of 1996 

1. Amrit Lal aged about 36 years. son of Shri Ram 

Cha ran, resident of Shreeram COlony, Dabra 

District Gwa.lior. 

2. Rajendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of 1 
Shri Ram s~wak Srivastava. resident of vil l age 

' 
Barotha Rajan Ki Paha riya, Tehsil Dabra,Distt. 

Gwalior. 

3. Mahendra Singh, aged about 37 years, son o ii: 

4. 

Shri Ram Singh R/o 243 Nanak Ganj, Sipri Ba~ar, 

Jha nsi. 

Vindrabaneaged about 36 years, Son of Shrir.mta 

Pd.R/9 Shikishi t Colony. Bujurg Road, Da br , 

Distr ict G«alior. 

5. suresh aged about 31 years son of Shri Dev 

Lal Jatav R/o Harlpur custom Road, Da.bra, 

District Gwalior. 

Afplicants 

By Ad~cate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India throl)Jh General Manager,c ntral 
Rail\-~a.y, Mumbai CST. 

2. Chief Personnel Officer, Central Railway, 
I 
umbai 

CST. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Rail y, 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

BX Ad~cate Sbri A.K. Gaur 

•••• .8/-
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O.A .No. 1084 of 1996 

1. Jtunna Lal, age d about 37 years, Son of Shri 

Kashi Ram, resident of 102, outside Datia 

Gate, Jhansi. 

2. Kaml.esh Kumar aged aoout 35 years, son of 

Shri Nathoo Ram, resident of 188 Inside 

Datia Gate, Jhansi. 

By AdvocatES ShriR.K.Nigam 
Shri Rakesh Verma 

Versus 

AI?el!icants 

1. Union of .india through General Manager, Central 

Railway Mumbai CST. 

2. Chief workshop Manager, Central Railway Wbrkshop, 

.ntansi. Respondents 

~Y Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

o .A .No. 1217 of 1997 ------ -
1. Mohammad Nasir Khan, Son of Badloo, r e sident of 

Sadan Pur!, orai, at prese nt resiui ng at House 

No.1, Hazar! Purwa, orai. 

2. Sughar Singh, son of Jhanda Sin;Jh, r esident of 

Village Chain Ka Purwa, Post Amaraudha , District 

Ka n pur Dehat. 

Applicants 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Ra jan · 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the secre tary, Minist~y 

of Railway, Rail Bha\e.n, New Delhi. 1 

2. General Manager, Central Railway, Bo mbay VT. 

3. Divisional Railway Manager, Jhansi . 

4. Permanent Way Inspector, Orai. 

By Adwcate Shri G.P. Agarwal /' 
. .5 t(_~" 

Respondent! 

•• pg.9/-
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o .A. .NO. 37 o£ 1998 

JA.GDISH son of Kamta 

CHEDJ\ IA L son of Kheri 

Both resident of · village and Post Patgora. 

District ~~RPUR. 

3. Hl\R GOVI ND son of Chakki Lal, resident o £ 

village Matchhari. Post Rawatpur. District 

Hl\MIRPUR. 
Applicants~ 

By Kdvocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union o£ India through the Secretary of Rail 

Bhawan~ New Delhi. 

2. The General Manager, Bombay V. T. 

3. The Divisional Manager Raill1ay, ~ans'i. 

4. The Enspector cfif a:>rks, Kanpur .»ruhi uroer 

D.R.l1. JHANSI • 

s .. The Perma.nent \'lay Inspector, Mauranipur. 

HAMIRPUR. 
Respondents 

~X Advocate Shri G .P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 131 of 1998 

Shya m sunder, aged about 35 years, son of Shri Ram 

Set<~ak, resident of village Baragaon, Post Baragaon, 

Tehsil Orai, District Jalaun(u.~.) 

Applioant 
By Advocate Shri R.K .. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General t1anager,centr$.1, 

Railway, Mwnbai CST~ 

2. Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway,Jhansi • 

... l::g.10/-
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3. Chief Permanent w:t.y Inspector. Central Rail ... 

way, crrai. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agar~l:-

o .A. No. 136 of 1998 

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

Lal. resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun.DistDbt 

Jalaun. 
Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R .K. Nigam 

Versus 

• 1. Union of India thm UlJh General Manager, Central 

Railway. Mumba.i csr. 

2. Divisicbnal Ra il\·ray ~1arager, Ce ntral Railway. 

Jhansi. I 

l 
3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector, Cent ral Rail ;rtay, 

orai. 
Respondents 

B:( Advocate Shri G. P . A~r\'Ial 

0 .A .No. 222 of 1998 ' • 

1. RAH &'\BOO Son of Ram Gopal, resident o f vill ge 

and Post USA.R GAON,. District JAIAU~I .. 

2. t~HCSH. Son of Shyam Lal, r e sident c f vi llag, 

Harlcupur, Post USAR GAON, Distric +.: JI.\IJ"\ tTN. 

Applicants 

Dy l\dvocate Shri R.K. Ru jan 
~ . ........ _ -·- ..... ·- .. ~--

Vers us 

I 

1. Union of India and Othe .:- s through th e Secre t 1, ry. 

~1inistry of Railway, RailftBha\'lan. He \>T Delhi. l 

2 • '£he General Manager, Central Rail ~·;a y, Hwnbai CST • 

. 
3. The Divisional Manager, Ce~tral !b.il~ay. Jhat)si. 

4. Permane nt. \'lay Inspector, 

By Advocate Shri G.P . Agarwal 

orai. 
Ct, ptral Railway •LJ\)laun 

~ .... .. . pg.11/ 
) C<t L .. I 

I 
I 



I 

I 

I 

... 

:: 11 :: . 

o .A .No. 287 of 1998 
..;;.;....;.;;.;;..;....;,_..;;;......;...._ - . -

1. 
2. 

3. 

Shiv Charan Singh S/o Bh~gwan Deen 

Kaushlend Kumar s/o Ganesh Prasad 

Shyam Lal s/o Shanke r 

4. Munna S/O Ram Kwnar 

s. Mool Chand s/o Balde v 

6. Shiv waran s/o Shyam sunder 

7. Ram Behar! s/o Khumani 

8. Raja Na. t1 s /o Vil~a 

9. Susheel Kumar s/o Bhagwan Das 

10. Lakhan Baboo S/0 Shree Go pal 

11. Pahalwan Sin;Jh sjo Kurood Sin;Jh 

12. Hira Lal S/0 Jhalloo Ram 

13 • Munni Lal s /o Kamt4 
4 

14. Bhola S/0 Karnta 

1 5 . Ram Bahori S/0 Chum1a 

16. Ram Manohar s lo Ram Bharosa 

17. Badri Vishal S/0 Mairma 

18. · Ram Narain S/0 Binda 

19. Ram Sl-~aroop s/o Guj ja 

20. Jag Kishore S/0 Sadla 

21. Shree Pal S/0 Lotu n 

22. Ram Das S/0 Karha 

23. Rameshl-Iar S/0 Shiv Balak 

24. 

25. 

26 .• 

Laanman S/0 Phallo Ram 

Jugal sjo Shiv Nandan 

Babboo s/o Ram Nath 

27. Ana nd! Pras ad s/o Ram Asre y 

28 . Jan!ti Pr asad S/0 Ganga Prasad 

29. Shiv Bhara n S/o Ram Pras ad 

30 . Sudama Pr asad s/o Bai jn:l th 

31. Acha ri Lal S/0 Ram La l 

32. Ba ooo Lal S/o Nand Ram 

33. Ram Sharan s/o Chhe di Lal 

34. Ram Vishal S/o Jagan Nath 

35. Ram Pal S/o Chum·.ad 

36. Ganga Prasad s/o Gorey Lal 
37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

Haseen Khan S/o Sultan Khan 

Jarneel Khan s lo Khaleel Khan 

Swali s/o Shiv Nayak 

Rameah\-~ar S/o Ram Nath 

Ram r:as S/o Vindraban 

k~ 

l . 

I 

I 
f 

• . . . . l;~ . uJ- I 
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44. 

45. 
46. 

47. 
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Shivdeen S/0 Magan 

Hari Shankar s/o Jamuna 

Prem Das S/0 Chhaggoo 

Ram Milan s/o Wodhan 

Chhota s/o t-tat.t~ prasad 

Raghuveer Dayal S/0 Ram Sa jee\-an 

48. Bhawan1 Deen S/0 Ram Nath 

49. Jageshwar S/0 Ram Pal 

so. Jageshwar sjo Ram Kishore 

51. Moti Lal S/0 Ram Lal 

52. C'lolt .t "'\ s jo Ram Lal 

53. Shiv Kumar S/0 Ram Manohar 

54. Natthoo S/0 Lalloo 

55. Chunno sjo Jagdish 

56. She shan s /0 SiddhO<j> 

57. Sheo Mangal S/0 Ram tvlanohar 

58. Rameshwar S/0 Kashi 

59. Ram Chandra S/o Ga t~~ j 

60. RamKumar S/o Boda ru.m 

61. Ram Charan S / o Mant 1)han 

6 2. Brljldshore Goswa~ S/o uma Shanke r 

Residents of 
L 

P . ~l.I. Compl e x Chi t _-akutdham Kar\ld 

Chhatrapati Sabu j !•.1a.hara j Nag~2f• \J .P. 

By Advocate Shri R.K . Nii<'l t \ffi - - -

1. 

Ve~.JUS 

Union of Indi a (Tht<!H~h 

Rail\!ay, Humbai CS'f ) • 

Applica nts 

: Ge ne r ·· l Manager. cen t r t'll 

2. Divisiona l Rail \'Ia y \ Ja nager. Cc r r Ra il t•.C\ y , JlL ns i 

Divisi o n . JH/\NSI. I 

3. Senior 5cc tional E!';J ineer ( Perl " 1 · t· 1 ~ 

Central Ra il \·JJ. Y• C}J t t r akot Dl • '"~ ffi I ..... rvi , 

Chha trapa ti Sahuje• ! l~hara j { tJ . P .) 

rnspect· ~r ) 

[li. s tric t 

I 

4. Senio r Sec t i oml Er1- ·ineer( l ·· rmanent \I'Iay I nspec t r), 

Centra l Rail\V<l y, D~~ t rict fn nda(U .P.) 

By Advoca te S_E£i G. P . Agc.; t·al 

l 
!~e SJ.-~ndents 

••• p;J.13/-



I 

I 
l . 

l 
I 
f 

.. 

• 

:: 13 • • • • 

O.A.No. 587 of 1998 

Kailash Chandra. aged about 42 yea rs • son of Shri 

Ram Krishna. resident of Gali Bansidhar. Tundla. 

District Agra. 

Applicant 

By Advosate 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.)(.. l:Jandey 

o .A .No.1194 of 1998 

Shiv Sagar. sjo Shri Kannauji Lal. R/o Ratijera. Post 

Indauli. District Mainpur. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri C.P. Gupta 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Union of India through General Mamger. 

Northern Railway. Baroda House. New Delhi. 
I 

Divisional Railway Manager. Northern Raihvay. 

1\.lluhaba.d . 
t 
I 

P.li.I./Northern Railway. Mainpur. 
4 
J 
I Respondents 

By Advocate shri G.P.' Agarw:Ll 

0 .A .NO. 1158 of 1999 

REHANULIAH S jo tATE ~to\INULIAH R/o 168 Pura Manohar 

Das Akbar Pur. Allahabad. 

Applicant 
I 

By Advocate Shri A.K. Srivastava 

••• pg 14/-
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Union of India through Divisional Rail 

Manager. Norther n Railway. Allahabad 

Division. Allahabad. 

2. Se nior Divisional Ergineer. Northern RaiL­

way. Allahabad Division. Allahabad. 

Respondents 

By J\dvocate Shri G.P. Agare\·1al 

o .A .No. 378 of 1999 

1. JHhLLU s on ,f 1-tulla. res ident of village and 

Post Makarb i. District Hamirpur. 

2. Shree Pal s .'· n o f Saukhi Lal. 

3. Gulab son o ·· Rajuwa. Both resident of Village 

and Post S \.il. aura. Dist.rict Hamirpur. 

4. Ma ta Deen S n of Jaga math. res ident 1) £ village 
I 

Daharra. Po t Makarl:a .' • District Hami r pur • 
• 

All t.-' •e applicc. r, ts \'10 rke d undei: the 

Perll\C1,,e nt \'lay I Js pector, Cbitn: .~ut Dham 

Kar\·lj , under th• control o f DtR.H.Jhansi. 

' I I • I 

C. Rai l\-:ay, Mumbai V.T . 

Jha n s i. 

I I 
' ' . . , ' ' ~ 

I 
3. The Perm:l. nl tlt Vlay Inspec t o r ,. Fa r \·ti c. 1. ttakut 

Dha m. 
Re s p ow le nts 

t 

By Advocate Shri . • P. Agan1al 

~ 1 .No. 956 1 of J1 

NXTHU Rl\1-t son oit.Judhuya r e.Jident 

Post SUP A, Dist~( ct Hamtrpur . 
I 

. . _ c;_t • • • 
• 

• 

• 

... 
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The applicant ~rked under the Permanent Way 

Inspec#Or. Chitrakut Dham. Kanzl, under the 

Control of D.R.M. • Jhansi. 

Applicant 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the General Manager, 

Central Railway, Mumbai. V.T. 

f 

2. The Divisional Rail~y Manager, Central RailWCAy, 

Jhansi • 
• 

3. The Pert ..:1nent way Inspector, Kand., Chi trakut 

Dham, U1~er D.R.t1. Jhansi. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Sllri G.P. Ag~rwal 

0 .A .No.l107 of 1999 -
Chandramohan, ~ged about 37 years, son of Shri Gajadhar, 

resident o f B- l7, Krishna Colony, J.hansi. 

Applicant 

BX Advocate Sl. t'i R.K . Nigam 

Versus -
1. Uni on o Indln tl 1t0ugh Ge ne ral il:magcr , Cen Lr cr t 

Divisional 

Jhansi. 

R~il \·JJ.Y 

I 
Manag e r, Central Railway, 

Respondents 

By Advocate s hri G. !~~garwal 

I 

o .J\. . No .1478 of 1999 
------~~-----------

lU\NVEER SIH3H S/o SITAf-1>.11 R/o VIL!t'\GE JHi\JHUPUR, 

TEHSIL I<AR.Hi\L p iSTRIC'l' l-1i\INPURI • 

Applicant 
BX Advocate shri A.l<. Srivastava 

Ve.cs us ...,. .. 
• •••• pg.l6/-
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l. -Union of India through Divisional Rail 
,:7 

Manager, Northern Railway, Allahabad 

Division, Allahabad. 

2. .) Senior Divisional Personal Officer, Northern 

RailTAy, Allahabad Division, Allahal:ad. 

. Resf2ndents 

By Ad"Veemte Shri Prashant Mathur . 
I 

o.~.No. 343 of 2000 --
I 

Ot1K7\R SON OF HANl'i\ ret, Ldent of v 

' Tehsil Ak~arpur,. Dis f · i.ot Kanp~ 

-By Advocate Shri ' R.K. :Jajan 

f 
Ver~ -+S 

llage Gujrai, 

Dehat. 

olicant 

-

1. UNION OF INDIA • ,

1

'l.HROOOH TH 

MUMBAI V .T. 

GENERAL 11\Nl\GER 
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3. :Inspector of Works(:I) Northern Raill'2Y• 

Kanpur(Nirman Nirikshak( N.Rl Y• Kanpur ) 

ft~p:I:Respondents 

B X Advooa te Sbri ...!!:&shant Mathur 

0 R DE R ----
By Hon'ble Mr.s.K.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

In all the original 1tpplioationsJas 

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.l325 of 1993 shall 

be the leadin.;J case. 

2. In all these o.As the applicants have 

claimed t he relief for a direction to the respon-

dents to re-engage the applicants in service. to 
(It'-".. 1-_~tj. ft ,M . 

ve£ify from the original card5"..Jthe days they have 

worked a-nd-pay- sl..t-ps, and to include their names1 

i~ the Live Casua l Labour Register accor-lingi-to 

their seniority, to give them all the privileges 

anll i:he benefits for \-t. 1ich a casual latx>ur \-d th 1 
I 

temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to 

regularise their services. 

I 

1 J been 
Counter-a i fidavits h~~v~, filed in all 1 

these cases and the c laim of t lle applicants have ~ 
3. 

i I I 
been strenuously op Josed on thJ ground of limit-

ation and it has bee n emphasise d that the applic· nts 

are not entitled for the relie ~3 they have clai~~d~ 
. I 

as the o .As are hig1 l y barred py , 

ation and liable to be discardt~d on Chis grounc;t 1 

I / ... p_j.l8/-
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alone. In order to appreciate the controversy 

the facts in brief giving rise to the controversy 

are being examined separately in each o.As:-

3 (i) o .A .N~>. 1325 of 1993 

Shri Ganga Ram-applicant in this o .A. 

pleaded to have worked in three spells1 

22.09.1970 to 18.12.1970 

22.12.1970 to 18.03.1971 

25.03.1971 to 18.07.1971 

He has filed this O.A. on 02.9.1993 

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

to be within time. 

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

The applicant-Sheikh Zahiruddintelaims 

to have w:>rked for 144 days in betl'teen 25 . 12.1984 

to 18.05.1985. The o.A. has been filed on 22.1 '"' 

i.e. after about 8 years from the date whe r _ worked 

last. 

~ 

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

The applioant-Vijay has brought this O.A. 

· on 02.09.94 on the strength of his havillJ w:>rked for 

490 days in between 06.11.1987 to 31~03.1989 in three 

spells~ thereby he filed 0 .A. after al:out 5 years. 

3(iv) 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 

, .,_. 
• • 

•• ·PJ·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. a~fter 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 strength of his having worked as 

Seasonal Waterrnan(casual labour) 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 'Vli thin period of limit-

a tion. 

3(vi) ~O..:.A~ • .!!N:;::0;,:•.:::1;.::8:..-:5:,.::1;:-___ o_£ __ 1_9_9_4_ 

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 bet\-..en 02.4.86 

to 10.11.89 in 8 spells and thereby after about- 5 

years from ·the date he 'VIOrked last. he filed this 

0 .A. He also declared that the 0 .A. is within time • 

3(vii) O.A No.lBS3 of 1994 • 

This is an o .A. filed by Shri William 

Dawson on 08.12.94 and claims to have worked in 

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

18.07 .as. He has also impugned the letter dated 

19.06.95(annexure A-2) through which he has been 

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

the o .A. to be w1 thin limitation. 

3 (viii) 0 .A • No • 78 5 of 19 9 5 -
on 01.08.95 Shri Rajendra Prasad brought 

this 0 .A. claiming the relief in respect of his 

service status for havi~ \~rked from 28.11.74 to 

21.03.84 in different spplls. He h a s also filed 

M.A .No.2030/95 for condonation of d%elay in filin;;:J 

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

name shall be brought in the panel and screening. 

which was going to take place in the t1onth of April, 

1995 aml thereby he \-ISS mislead by the concerned 

dealing Clerk. Apparent! y it is not an acceptable 

ground \-tlich is vag u e in nature. 

3(ix) o .A. No.1204 of 1995 

The applicant Bhaiya La l has fil ed this 

o.A. on 1S.11.95 seeking direc t i on to the r espondents 

that the appointment order in respect of the B-P ·li­

cant be issued in the wake of his juniorecount e r 

parts having been cleared for absorption i n o ro up 

•o• cadre. He has also filed a notification dated 

O?.OJ.89. · In the counter-affida vit. the res~>ondents 

have raised prl;. liminary objection rega rding the bar 

of limitatio n and also mentioned that screening for 

absorption ~s conducted in April/May, 1989 and the 

•• ·F9·21/-
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panel of screened candidates was declared on 

28.09.89. The applica nt ~as at seria l no.50 

in the list of eligible candidates, but despite 

wide publicity of the screening, neither the 

applica nt appeared before,.the Screening Committee 

nor sent any application regarding his absence, 

hence could not be considere d for screening. The 

applicant has come up on 15.11.95 cla.iming his 

relief against the panel declared on 28.09.89 

i.e.after abcut six years. 

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

Shri Abdul Majeed h&claims to have wurked 

as casual labour from 08.6o82 to 21.04.92 in several 
• 

spells and cla ims service benefits for Which he has 

filed this O.A. on 04.~01.1996, claiming the o.A. to 

be \'tithin limitation, which has be en filed after about 

4 yearso 

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

This application has bee n preferred by 

Shri Al yas Khan \'lho filed the 0 .A • on 07.02.96 and 

has claimed the r elief on the stre ngth of h a ving 

t~rked as caaual labour from 01.12.83 to November, 

.1985 in four spells. The applicant has also men­

tio ned tha t he worked for few days from 06.5.86 

to 14.5.86 as Seasona l \1/a!ferman. The applicant 

has also filed annexure 1\-5 to the effect that 

fro m 10.11.86. he is continuously \·10rking as Helper 

Cook in Supervisors Training Centre, Hostel Mess, 

Central Railway. The res pondents h a ve raise d the 

plea of limitation and also <!isputed the period of 

~~rk . as claime d by the applicant. 

rv:~ 
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-
being engaged as Helper Cook. it has been submitted 

in the counter-reply tha t it is irrelevant for the 

purpose of the relief sought in this 0 .A. and app-

. licant has filed this o .A. after m::>re than 10 years 

from the -Mdate when he last worked. 

3{xii) o .A .No. 157 of 1996 

so long this matter '-as io~etbeing liste d 

before the Divisio n Be nch, but now it has bee n . 
placed before Simgle Member Bench as it relates 

to casual labour regularisati o n case. Shri Ashok 

I<wnar filed this o .A. on 08.2.1996 seeking relief 

for confirment of status of t-t.R.C.L. and to absorb 

finally on the basis of quantum of service he ren­

dered, as detailed in para-4.1 of the O.A, accordi ll'J 

to '\-lhich he worked for 123 days in between Dece mber, 

1992 to April, 1993 in five s pells. He claims the 

o .!\. . to be within time '-bich has been filed after 

3 eta-yea rs from the date he worlced la s t. 

3(xiii) 0 .A .No. 768 of 1996 --
t1uke sk I<um:~.r and 12 othe rs have fil e d 

this 0 .A. on 18.7. 96 for having \'IOrke d in diffe rent 

spe lls and diffe rent time, but none of these a p p-

lica nts "W:>rked a fte r 22.7. 1991 which is the last 

working day of a p plica nt-shri Han Singh . Thereaft e 
Han Singh 

neithe r the a pplica nt! nor any of the other appli-

cants \·mo h ave joined in this o .A. h a s \'1.:)rked. The 

cla ime d the a pplication to be within time. 
I 

i • • • • 

3 (xiv) 
. 

0 .A .No ,BB2 of 1996 
- ~ 

Amri t Lal and four others have filed this 

••• pg.2.3/-
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o.A. on 12.08.96 for havin:J worked in different 

spells of time, but with the specific mention 

that Shri Amrit Lal-applicant no.1 has lastly 

worked on 22.7.1991. Similar is position with 

applicant no.2 Rajendra Prasad. applicant no.4-

V~ndraban and applicant no.5-suresh. Whereas there 

is mention that Mahendra Singh-applicant no.3 

worked upto 29.7.91 and thereby all these five 

applicants worked in bet~~en 20.07.77 to 29.07.91 

with 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 worked. 

3(xv) o .A .No. 1084 of 1996 

Munna Lal and Kamlesh Kumar have claimed 

to have worked from 17.1.1984 to 15.10.1985 and 

17.04.1984 to 15.10.1985 r cs pectively.in different 

spells. The~also claimed to have acquired M.R.C.L. 
I stat.us. The O.A. has been filed on 04.10.96 i.e. 

a ft.e r 11 years f r om the d .:1 .c \Jh -:· n t.ll''Y •.-orl~eu l :"t :Jt. 
I 

3 (xvi) o .ANo. 1217 of 1997 

Mohd.Nasir Khan and Sughar Singh have 

filed this 0.1\. The ap1)licant no.1-t·1ohd.Nasir 

Khan clai ns to have worl<ed in open line from 
I 

25.12.81 to 18.09.82 and 1 n the second sepell he 

'~rked from 20.11.82 to 18.02.83. The applicant 

no. 2 Shri s~ .. }ar Singh ha~ pleaded. that he \>las not 

given service card. but r~gularly paid monthly salary 
I l I 

through pay ~lip and has filed the pay slip for the 

l'ft&ft4!h I r- ... pg. 2 4/-
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rronth of April. 1983 acc ording to which he worked 

only upto 18.04.83. The respondents have claimed 

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

limitation and the applicants were engaged in the 

project and when the project work came to an end 

the applicants have been disengaged. The O.A. has 

been filed on 17.11.97 after 14 years with the claim 

that it is within limitation of time. 

3 (xvii) The applicants Jagdish, Che da Lal and 

Har Govind have filed this 0 .A. on 08.01.98. As . 
per their claim, the applicants Jagdish and Che da 

Lal worked between 22.08.80 to 20.09.83, ~hereas 

the applicant no.3 Shri Har Govi~d worked from 

25.07.83 to 18.11.83 anQ again from 18.11.84 to ~8~~w8S 
by the 

18.04.85. titey claimed thatLorders and mhdificatio ns 

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

' brought on Live Casual :yabour Register and be given 

conseque ntial benefit o~ t e mporary status and r egula r­

i ~'"l ':. l !n . T!v:- 0 . ·, . l a ':J. :-d_ ~< ' l .. ,..., 1,., \-rf..Lhin li ·t l •-a t i ·? n 

\·tlic h has bee n fil ed after a bout 13 year s from the 

date uhcn Shri H.J. r c ovi t · J t-as di ~ e ng.J.geLl . ,.j)o c l.3.i ns 

to have wokked even.~! af~er the o ther twos l'Jere dis-

e ngag ed. I 
I 

~3(xvii1) O.A . No. 131 of 1998 

I 
This a p plicatJ,on has bee n brought on 

04.02 .1998 by shri Shyai Sunder \'lho claims to haye 

\'lOrked for more than . 20l days in between 03 .os .aft 
to 18.09.84 in differen · spells. The applicant li 
claims to have submitte this O.A. within limit f 

ti 'T\e. The respondents ave attacke d on limitati 

l •••• pg.25/-
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side mentioning that the 0 .A. has been filed 

after about 14 years W'ten the cause of action 

is claimed to have been accrued. 

3{x1x) o .A .No. 136 of 1998 

It .is an application by Shri Devi Dayal 

filed on 04.02.1998 .ln which the applicant clai ms 

to have worked from 03.0 2 .1982 to 18.01.1989 in 

different ~pella. He also claims that bar of limit­

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

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

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

worked from 03.04.85 to 18.08.85 and the other 

applicanteMahesh ~qclai:ns that he w:>rked from 

03.04.84 to 18.06.85 and on the stre ngRQ of the 

" days they have worked t:hey claimef! to be engaged 

and give consequential benefits. They have also 

a claim that the Juniors to them have been en;Jaged 

a nd pr e ferre d over the claim of the applicants. 

The respondents have denied the allegation a nd 

pleaded that the 0 .A . is barred by limitation 

which has been filed after about 13 years W'len 

c a use of action, if any. accrued. 

3(xxi) o .A .No. 287 of 1998 

ShivCharan .a. ngh and 61 othe r s ha ve filed 

this o .,\ . o n lt.3.l998 ·~l1 lrnl ng r e li e f to the effect ! 

that they be r b - en:Jaged as casua l l abour/l·t. R.C.t.. in ' 
I 

acco r c.l..lnce \·ti t. · th t::! ir s enior! t.y. They be subjected 
'\ 

to screening a l:ld absorbed against permanent vacancies. 
l 

Amongst 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 "'is Lakhan Babu-applicant IX> .10 who 
~-

\-lOrked)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 

w:>rked, is taken to be correct and cause of action 

is reckoned accordingly. 

o .A .No. 587 of 1998 

3(xxii) SQ.ri KailaLih Chand \>lho \·Iorked as casual 
I l 

labour from May, 197 ; t 9 october, 1978 has filed 

this OA. on 26.5.19 ~ .8 d).aiming benefit which could 

be available ;o him .:om the JUdgment and the de nart-
1 

~ 

mental notifications ssuad from time to time. r 1he 

• 

r e spondents have fir: >\: attacked on limitation fro nt 

with the mention tha t,. the applicant got up from l eep 

sleep after about 29 ~ ears \'Jhen not only the clai m 
I 

has bee orne ~.rred by ~i tation. but the bar of <:..\J e 

also comes t (,• play. 

I 

3 (xxiii) o) .No. 119 · d£ 1998 

~l1 .l Shiv s -~n~ claimed to have v.orked .:or 

1085 days in .\1 f fere n . . s w lls from 10.0 1. 1976 to 
I I 

13.0983 and } s filed -.hi r 0.1\.. on 28.10.1 998 cla.!~ming 

benefit o£ tl servia ··•', h ~ rendered. He h as deal .~ red 

the o .A. to t 

after about 1: 
accrue d to hi , , 

v.d. thin 1 ·

1

·ert od of 

years t e n caus e 

I 
I I. 

3 (xxi v ) o .h . ro • 1 5 0 ) f 19 9 9 -· ·- l 

limitatio n though ·filed 

of action, if any ., 

' t 
1 

I 
Shr.t Rehanul~· th has filed thi s o .A. on 

' 

15.02.99 with the ment:i.l.·~n that he become r: e ntitle(\ 
I • to relief of h ring abs ~be in 

j l 
the resp:mdents •••• ~. 2//-

~\ 
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establishment because of his having worked for 

144 days in different spells from 22.12.19•; 5 to 

13.08.1978. The respondents have attacked on 

limitation side \'lith the mention that the applicant 

has c ome up after 21 years from the date when c a use 

of action. if any. accrued to him. It has also been 

mentioned on beha lf of the respondents that now at 

this stage, the bar of age will also hound the 

applica nt. 

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 responde nts establishment 

and L' rovided "1ith benefit of services they , tave 

rendered to the responde nts. The detail of l'hich 

has been give n in the 0 .A. which is be ing summarised 

as undert 

(a) Jhallu . · 3~12 .198 2 to 18.08 .1984 I 
I n 

(b) Sri Pal 22 .12 .198 3 t o 18.10 .19831 

• 

di fferen t 
(c ) Gulab 1 2 .1 2 . 1982 t o 18 . 07 .19831 

s pells. 
(d) Mata Deen 03.01.1983 to 24.07.19831 

The above descripti o n g oes t o indica t e that 

first to be enga g e d was Sri Gula b who joined on 1 2.1 2. 

1982 and last to be disengag ed was shri Jhallu ''*tose 

last working date~is 18.08.1984. The r espond ent s 

have r a i sed p r e liminary objectio n on limitation f ront 

wi th the men t i o n t hat i f a ny c ause of a ction accrued 
f.afUl' 

to a ny of t he applica nts , \'las; on 18.08.1984 and th e 

o .A . hao be~... n fi l ed a ft.e r 15 ye ars there from \•the reas 

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

of limitation. 

••••• pg.'1.8/-
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K&O .A .No.956 of 1999 -
Nathu ~m has brought this O.A. on 13.08.99 

claim t h;t he deserves to be re-engaged in 

pursuance of the order dated 10.12.1996. The applicant 

claims to have worked from 19.01.1983 to 18.10.1983. ~ 

The respondents have raised the plea of limitation in 

this matter also with the mention that the cause of 

action if any, accrued to the applicant that could be 

on 18.10.1983 when he was disengaged and not to be 

engaged again .. and o .A. has been filed after 16 years. 

therefore. barred by period of limitation. 

3.(xxvii) O.A .No. 1107 of 1999 

The applicant Chandra Mohan claims to have 

~~rked as casual labour from 24.04.1982 to 18.09.1982 

and has filed this o .A. on 16.09.1999 claiming the 

benefit of Qe~~~eBoard's circular dated 07.9.1996. 

In this matter also~ the respondents have raised the 

plea of lim! ta tion. 

3(xxviii) o.A.No. 1478 of 1999 

Shri Ranveer Singh has fil ed this o .A. on 

0 2 .12.1999 and claims to have w:>rked fro m April. 1985 

to June. 1987 as casual labour under Gco(1.J Shed, N.R. 

Allahabad and on the strength of havi n<J u orked for 189 

days cla iming t he benefit of circular;. 1 s sue-d from time 

to time and the la\i laid by the Hon' ,. ,1 t ' supreme Couct~ 

I n this case a l s o the respondents ha \ . <i sed t he plea 

of limitation. 

3(xxix) o .A .No. 343 of 2000 

Shri Omkar Na th Manna clai ru- v') have worked 

from 01.04.76 to 16.06.1990 in differ.- nL spells . He 

l ~ .. pg.29/-r -~ Gc_"'-\ 
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has filed this o .A. on 27.03. ~000 claiming his 

re-engagement with benefits in accordance with 

his seniority recllloned on the basis of days he 

has worked. The respondents have raised the plea 

of limitation. 

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

Na.bab Ali has filed this 0 .A. On 31.08.00 

with the mention that he worked as cattsual lalx>ur 

from 0 9. 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 !:he plea of limitation has been ~rgued 

on behalf of the respondents. 

4. From the facts mentioned above .. it is 

quite clear that all the o .As under conside ration 

here hav@ been filed in between the period running 

from five years to 21.. years from the date when a 

cause of action l!J alleged to have accrued, \mich 

period has been calculated from the last date after 

whi~h the applicants were not allowed to w::>rk and 

cause of action arose to hhem after that date. 

5. serious preliminary objection has been 

raised from the side of the respondents in all these 

matters and it has been sul:xnitted that the o.As have 

been filed after period of limitation as prescribed 
.c-~- <...--~ 

under Section 21 of the A.T.Act. 1985 ~the o.As 
;' 

are liable to be dimissed on the ground of lim! tation. 

•••••• pg.30/-
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I have heard S/Shri R.K. Nigam, R.K.Rajan, 

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

B.N. Si~h. learned counsel for the applicants in 

their respect! ve cases in which they appeared for 

the applicants. Also heard 5/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 \-hich they 

represented. 

7. The legal position as referred from the 

either side is as £ollows1 

Learned counsel for the applicants have 

submitted that as applicants have worked for good 

long time as casual labours, a~ detailed in each 

of the o .As under consideration, their nanes were 

required to be ente red in Live Casual labour Register 

as 1>er notification in this regard, Atd: their non-

e ngagement gives rise to continuing cause of acti o n 

and t hPreby tne appliccl nts arc e ntitl ed fo r: tlw 

relief claime d and there is no 'l UI?!l ti •) ll of t h E-ir 

CL"\ i ·n loring ba rr e d uy }Jrescribed pe riod of limitation. 

It has also been submitted on behalf of the applicant 

that the similarly situated applicants 1 .o were dis-

engaged like the applicants have alreacl) · e n granted 

relief by this Tribunal and on the ground n f parity_, 

the present applicants are also entitled 1 r similar 

relief. Learned counsel for the applica nts in 

different o .As • under consideration here in, have 

placed reliance in a Division Bench Judgrl'e n t of 

Principal Bench of the Tribunal in the cas e of 

•.. • ~') 31/-
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Humam Singh vs. u.o.I. and Others(1993)24 A.T.c. 

747 • Reference has alB? been made to unreported 

judgment of this Bench of Tribunal delivered on 

10.12.1996 in o .A .No.lSSO of 1992 Prahlad & Others - -
vs.u.o.r. & ora. and also the order dated 24.11.00 

in o .A.l-b.39 of 1998 Virendra Kwnar Tiwarl vs.u.o. 

I.& Ors. R~liance has also been placed on verdict 

handed down by Hon'ble supreme court in u.o.I. & 

grs vs.Ba!!~~ Lal and ors.l992 s.c.c.(L&S) 611 

JUdgment of Madras Bench of this Tribunal in the 

case of G.Krishnamurthy vs.u.o.I. & Others(1989) 

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.N0.5071 of 

1999 decided on 23.08.99(Shish Pal Singh and Others 

Vs. U.O.I. & Others), wherein it has been held1 

a. 

~In 1997-98, juniors to the petitio ner were 

engaged but he was left otltl. It is then he 

realised that his name had not been entered 

in the "live regis ter .. ancl., there fore, not 

give n any engagement. The cause o&.ction 

accrued to him in 1997-98, even otherwise 

the cause o,f aotion is a contintfuous one. 

Hence his drig inal pet! tion was not barred 

by time." 

S/Shri G ~ P. 
I' 
I • 

Agrawal·, A .K. Gaur, P. Mathur, 

x.v •. srivastava. J.N. 
I 

Singh, V.K. Goel and Amit Sthalekar, 
I 

learned counsel fb~ tQe resp$ndents have raised the 
'I 

objection of limit~ti~n and submitted individua~ly but 

wl th a joint assert ioh that there is ro questiorl of 
t· . 

any continuing cau~e Of aotion ~ the applicants as 

they were engaged ff>r . specific purposes and after the 

'J _<: 
~ Gt.'-" 
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work was over, their engagement came to an erldo 

It has further been submitted that the applicants 

have approached this Tribunal in each case much 

beyond the period of limitation prescribed for the 

purpose and - there is no acceptable explanation for 

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

by lind ta tion and liable to be dismissed. From the 

side of the respondents, reliance has been placed 

on the follo·td ng J\ldgments 1 

9. 

II 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

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

Ra tan Chand samanta and Others Vs. Union 
of India and Others A.I.R.1993 s.C.2276 • 

Scooter India a nd Others vs. Vijai E.V. 
Eldred(1999) 81 FLR 87. 

Union of India and Others vs. Nand Lal 
Raigar AIR 1996 S.C.2206. 

Dakshin Railway Employees Union Thiruvanant­
apuram Division Vs. General Manager • southern 
Railway & Ors.(l987) 1 s.c.9. 677. 

o.A. zNo.l062/97 alongwith connected matters 
Bal Krishna Vs. U.O.I. & Ors.CaA.T. Allahabad 
Bench. decided on 12.4.2001. 

I have considered the submissions of learned 

counsel for th e e ither side. In Bboop Singh's case 

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

at length and the following law has been handed down; 

\ 

"There is another aspect of the ma t ter. Inordinate 

and unexplained delay of latches i s by itself a 

ground to refuse relief to the pe t! tioner. irr­

espective of the merit of his claim. If a pers on 

entitled to a relief chooses to r emain silent for 

long. he thereby gives rise to reasonable belief 

in the mind of others that he is rnt interested 

in claiming that relief. Others a r e than just­

ified in acting on that behalf. This is more so 

in service matters Where vacancie s a re requiredw 

•••••• pg.33/-
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to be filled ee•pileepromptl Y• A persort cannot 

be permitted to challenge the tez:mina tion of his 
aerviae after a period of 22 years, without any 

l!ll•tcogent explanation for the inorc:U.nate delay ·· 

merely because others similarly dismissed had 

• 

been reengaged as a result of their earlier 

petiUoll&Ming allowed. Acc.pting the petitioners 

contention would upset the entire service juris­

prudence and we are unable to oonstrude Dbaram Pal 
in the manner suggested by the petitioner. Article 

14 of the principle of non-discrimination is an 

equitable principle, and, therefore, any rell.:!f 

claimed on that basis must itself be foun~ed on 

equity and not be allen to that concept. In our 

opinion, grant of the relief to the petitioner in 

.t:.be present case would be ioequi table instead of 

ita refusal beiDJ discriminatory as asserted by 

the learned counsel for the petitioner. We are 

further of the view that these circumstances also 

justify refusal of the relief claimed under Article 

136 of the Constitution." 

10. A bare perusal of the atlove verdict it is 

quite .evident that the ,applicants cannot claim similar 

relief granted to others and also that inordinate and 

Unexplained delay or latches is by itself a ground to 

refuse the relief to the petitioners irrespective of 

· the merit of his claim • 

• 
11. Learned counsel for the applicants have 

placed much reliance on the JUdgment of Allahab:ld 

Bench of this Tribunal in the case of Prabalad & 

others(supra). In that oase the petition w.a fiied 
.. 

in the ]ear 1992 and thereby the applicant therein 

had approached the Tribunal much before the present 

applicants. I find the verdict given in the Prahlad' s 

, 
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. case cannot be df any help to the appliaants.·in 
• ..... '4 

. of obaemtioil l:)y the iton' ble supreme CoUrt iii tlie 
. . • ' ' . . ' . \f . 

• • • I " 

Jtidgqabh teferred above• · A.t. ahdthe~ occasion' ·'While 
' 

0 
f •, ' f I 

conderned W1 tli Ra tan Chand sa manta 1 s case (supra) • the 
• 

Hdn' bl.e supreme court rejected the ciaim on the grotind . . 
of latches and observed as Undera-

• 
"Two questions arise, one, if the petition~rs 

' are entitled b a matter bf law for re-emplb!ment 
and other if they have iost tlte!r .right, if ··ny• 
due to delay. Right. of casual· laboUr:. employed 

. . . 
in projects, to be reemployed ~n railWa.ys has 

been rec:oftgbised both by the Raillays and this 
Court. But \infort:.una tel y the pe~ tioners did 

not .take any step to enforce their claim before 
the Railways except sending a vague represent­

ation nor did th~y everi ca~e. to produce any mate-
• ' • t 

rial to satisfy this court that they were covered 
in the scheme framed by the Railways .It W&s urged 
by the learned counsel for petitioners that they 

may be permitted to produce their identity etc • 

before opposite parties who may accept or reject 

the same after verification. We are afraid it 
_,uld · be too dangerous to permit this exercise. 

A writ is issued by this court in favour of a 
person who has some right. And rto~ for s a le of 

. ~ . . . . 
roving enqUiry leaving scope for manoeuvring~ 
Deia y itself depri vee a person c;>f his remedy 

available in law. In absence of any fresh cause 
of action or any legislation a person ~o has · 
elost his remedy by lapse of time iosea his right 

as well." 

12 • In another case Scooter India and Others 
. 

(supra) • the Hon• ble SUpreme COurt refused b:r grant .. 

the reiief mere a caae '-• filed aft.er '•i.~e lh.ta• 
. . ' \ ' 

·:tn another 'case u.o.x. & o~~ Vs•Nabd tal ll tgar .. t ••. 
' I • 1 

i 

' • t 

. . 
• 

1 
I 

' I 
•I 

• • 
• 
• 

J 

\ 
I 

(supra) 1 the Hon• ble Supreme oottrt. . bbf•~ ,.1 as .u~rl i 
. . 

d ' 
-':tf the dlaftd.ase~ deiinqtient eillpld~ i e s - ntK . 

avali o£ the remedy. by 1m .U9n1DJ tile CJI 
. 
1r of 
~~ .35/-.1 
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dismissal w1 thin limitation;, theri it woUld not 
be open,5Y to him to chalienge in the suit that 

the order of dismissal- is in violation of tLat 
• 

rules.• • 
I . 

I 

. 
" . ~ 

I 

13. A laqe nnmber of cases were filed in various 

aa_urts by casual labours c::laim.it¥1 regul.arlsa tion in the 

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

India (1985) 2 s.c.c.r. S26 ~~: ~~!~~@~bl~~ ~~-placed 

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

Railwy Employees Union Thiruvanantbapuram Division 

{supra); the Hon' ble supreme court after appreciatin;J 

the problem held as under1 

• 

• 

"Sbri Krisbnamurthy. learned counsel fOr Railway 

Administration brin;Js to our notice tlie difficUlty 

which will be experienced by the Raihtay Adndnis-
• 

tration if lfithout any limitation persons claimiD;J 

I I 

. 
' 

• 
t 

i 

l, 
I 

to have been employed as casual labour prior to l 
Jan. 1. 1981 lleep coming forward to claim the 1 

• 

14. 

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 

bad beenttretrenched before January 1; 1981 should 

sutmi t 'their claim to the administration before 

March 31. 1987. The A(lministration shall then 

consider the genuineness of the claim and process 

them ac::cordiogl y. " 

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 · 

lamura baa been diaapprovedw-and the same view w.s 

·aaopted by Full Bench of thi.a Tribunal in the case of 

•••• pg .36/-
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' -
Mahabir and ora. Vs. Union of India and Ora • 2000 ( 3) 

A: .'1' .J. e.g• 1 and it has ' been obServed as Under I 

"Provisibrls of the relevant Railway BoardA 
Circular dated 25.4.1986 followed by tbe 
Circular dated 28.8.1987 ·issued by General 

Manager. Northern Railway for placing the · 
• 

names of oas ual labour on the Live Casual 

• 

Labour Register do mt give rise to aecon­

tinuous cause of action and hence the pro­

visions of limitation contained in Section 21 

of the Administrative Tribunals Aot. 1985 

-would apply." 

15. With the above position in view it can 

< a.•\ff£;f{al be held that the order of Division 

Bench of this Tribunal as well as the observation 

by Delhi High Court in Shish Pal Sirgh • s case will 

not help the applicant to assert the applicability 

of continuing cause of action in the present rna tte r. 

16. Under Section 21 of th~ Administrative 

Tribunals Aot. 1985 law prescribed a period of limit­

ation within which the O.A. should be filed befor e the 

Tribunal. In the matters under eonsideration. the 

cause of actio n arose to the applicants much earlier 

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

is also no~cceptable explanation for this long a nd 

inordinate delay in approaching the Tribunal. The 

legal position is well s~ttled that limitation for 
• 

' . 
filing the alaim in Cour:t or Trib\Ul&l starts running 

from the date of cause of action~ Runn1DiJ of limitation 

cannot be stopped by filing the repeated repittsentations 

and the period as provided under section 21 of the 
•• • 1=9 .37/-
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which , runs as under1 I . 
• . • • 

".21-LIMITATION - (1) A Tribunal shall hot. 
I 

adrit 
.. i j 

I 

applica tlon. • • 
· 1 I an - . ,. 

(a) irl a case where 
. ' . . . as a final ~order such 

is mentioned in ciauae(a) of sub-section (2) 
. 

of Section 20 has been made in conn~ction 

with the grievance unless the application 

is made. within ~ne year from the dat~ on ..tt 

which such final order has been made 1 . . 

I .. 

• 
(b) in a case where an appeal or represent­

ation sUCh as is mentioned in clause (b) of · 

sub section (2) of Section 20 has been made • t 

' and a period 0 f si~ months had expired there-

after without such final order having been 

made. within one year from the date of expiry 

of the said period of six months. 

(2) l'btirlthstandit¥1 anything cotttained in su.?-

seation (1) • where-
( 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 immediately preceding. the date 

on which the jurisdiction, powers and <1uthority 

of the Tribunal becomes exercisable under this 

Act in respect of the rna tter to which such order 
' relates 1 and 

(b) no proceedings for the redressal of such 

grievance had been commenced before the said 

date before any High Court • 

1 

' I 

the applioafttion shall be entertained by the Tribunal 

if it is made within the period referred to in clause 

(a), or • as the case may be. clause (b) • of sub-section 

( 1) or within a period of six months frbm the said 

date. whichever period expires later. . 

. . 

• 
I 

(3) NOtwi thst:anding anything contained ·in sub­

section(!) or sub-section(2), an application 

. . i 

-
--. 

. 
• 

• 
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may be admitted. after the period of one . • 

year spec! fied in clause (a) or clause (b) 

of sub-section(1) or. as the case may be• 

the period of six months spec! fied in sub­

sect1on(2) • if the applicant satisfies the 

Tribunal that he had sufficient cause for 

not making the application w1 thin such 

period ... 

17. If the representation is filed long after 

the expiry of the limitation am the representation 

is rejected that will not revive the pe~iod of limit­

ation for the cause of action which had arisen long 

back. 

18. After considerirg the facts and circwnstances 

of ea ch case,. I have no doubt that the present o.As 

' have bee n filed ~ong after the prescribed period of 

limitation and the applicants cannot be granted r e lief 

as sought for. The original applications are dismiss ed 

as being barred by period of limitation. However. it 
. 

is found expedient to clarify that the period of limit-

atio n has been prescribed under Section 21 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 as above f o r filin;;J 

the application before the Tribunal,. but it has no 

binding on departmental autho r! tie s '\.ffio can act in 

accorda nce to respec t ive departmental rUles in this 

I 
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I 
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• 
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• 

I 
\ 

I 
' 

regard. No orde r ~~ _:o ~~:.:_.:_~~·--- ---~·~--- __ _ 
, • • ' W' 
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Member (J) 
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