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OPS"J C U T 

CENT AL ADI11lINISTRATIVE T IBU AL 
ALLA.Ht-ill. D BcNCH : ALL. • -~............ . . .,._ ..... .,..._~-~·--· 

0 l.GINAL APPLIC .:r I r N0.1354 of 1999. 
Allahabad this the 08th day of .May 2003. 

/ 

Hon 'ble 1',ib:' .Justice --- __,...._ ..... 'L· c. 

Hatimtai · 
S/o Yakoob 
Village-Chhapra Bhagat _ 
Post: Sahwajpur, 
District Kos .inaqar , U.P e 

••••••• 6 Applicant. 

(By Pdvoc ate : Sri Ram Chandra) 

Versus. 

1. The Executive Eng inEier (Construct ion) s •• E., Northern Railways 
Sahar anp ur , 

2. The Inspector of work·s · (~.o.u construction) 
S. R. E., Northern .1. ailways, 
Saha.ranpur. 

3. The Chief Engineer Construction 
Northern Railways, 
He ad Off ice-Kashn-ere gate 
L'e ltii-§.. 

4. The Un ion of I.11.d ia 
through the General Manager 
Northern Railway, New Delhi. 

(By Jrlvocate : Sri P. Mathur) 

0 R D·E R 
-- ea.t - .... ·- - 

By this o •.• , -filed under section 19 of ll'Jministrative - 

Tribunals Act 1985, the app Ltc ant has p.1; aye d ·for quashing 

the illegal termination ,,Jhich according to him took place 

on Ol.02.l984e He has also prayed for d Ire c t.Ion to the 

respondent: to review the facts and gran" him re-instatrrent 

and regulcrisation. 

2... The facts of the case are that the applicant had 

worked from 1977 .. to 1.2.1984 as Khalasi on casual basis. 
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The learned counsel for the f p licant has submitted that 

ec c or d Inq to the applicant, termination took place on 

1·.2.1984, thus, the cause of action had arisen to the 

ap licant on the impugned termination/ but this O •• 

has been filed on l- .. li.1999 i,e., after mor s than 15 years_~ 

there{Ore, application is highly tiGe barred, and the 

applicant is not entitled for any re lief. It is also 

submitted that applicant has not f i.led any apr-l ac at Lon 

seeking c ondonat Lon of delay. He has only said in the o •. \ . ..,.__ 
....-- .... , 

that the application i.s within time as T~cause of 

action is recurring. However1 the Delhi High' Court by 

Full Bench in the case of Jasdish Prasad vs. Union Of 

India reported in 2002 (3) E .S .c (D9 lhi) page 576 has 

held that in such matter there is no question there being 

~ecurring cause of action. The Jud errent of Full' Bench is 

square ly ap licaJb 1.e in the present case. 

3. I have considered the submissions of the learned 

c ounse I for ~he re sponoe n ts ,'. 

4. ... e sponden t s have · stated that the applicant h~d 
~~~ 

not worked in the Organisation. Howsve r , ~ entering into 

the controvers~ as the 0.A. is highly ~e 

t~ere is no explanation for the dela9 ~ 

b arre d and 
~ 
~pli<;ant 

is not entitled for the reli""f• The O •.• is d is mi.s sed 

as tin~ barred. 

No order as to co~ts. 

Manish/- 


