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·1 ... CENI'RAI., ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBU~I., 
A LLAHA Bl\ D BENCH 

ALLAHABAD- 

Original Application N.2.:, 

alongwith connected 

1325 - of 1993 

matters 

Allahal:a.d this the .6 fji /, ' 
day of Ju..~ ' 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. Masina Ganj. Sipri Bazar. Jhansi. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 
Applic~t 

Versus 

l. Union of India through General Mara.ger. Central 
Railway. Bombay VT. 

{ 
i' 

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

. ~pondents 
By A~~ocate Shri A.v. Srivastava 

o .A .No. 1922 of 1993 

Sheikh zahiruddin,. aged about 25 years. son of 
Shri Sheikh Riazuddin~. resident of 57. Chhoti 
Masjid, Pulliya No.9, Jhansi. · 

~~voca te Shri R .K • Nigam 
Applicant 

l. 

Versus 

Union of India throU;;Jh General Manager. Central 
Railway,. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 
Jhansi. 

Respond~~ 
By Advocate Shri A.K. Gaur KC/ ..••• pg.2/- 
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o .A .No. 1347 of 1994 -~~·~--_;,...--~- --- 
Vi jay aged about 28 years. Son of Shri Devi Ram. 
resident of Meat Market. aarijan Basti. Behind 
Gnrdwara, Murar. Gwalior. 

Applicant 

.!?.Y_Advocate Shr~ R.K. Nigam 

Versus -- 
1. Union of India through General Manager,Central 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 
.rhansd , 

Responde~ 
By l\c'.!VOcate Shri .J.N. Singh __ 

o .A .No. l 752 of 1994 

Shyam Baboo. aged about 31 years. Son of Shri Bhagwati 
Prasad. resident of railway quarter no.RB-I 703/F. Rani 
Laxmi Nagar. Jhansi. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

l.. 
Versus 

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

2. ~ visional Railway Manager. Central Rail wa Y• Jhansi. 

3. Chief Medical superintendent, Central Railway 
Hospital, Jhansi. 

Respondents. 
Fi 
l 
l r,. 
~ 

i 
L r.; 

By Advocate Shri G.P.Agarwal 

0.A.No.1777 of 1994 

Kishori Lal., aged about 28 years, son of Late Shri 
Nathoo Ram. resident of Insidate Datia Gate. 121 
Mukaryana, Jhansi. · 

Applicant 
BX Advocate ShriR.K. Nigam 

?-u .... pg.l:if- 
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l. Union of India through General Manager.Central 
Railway. Bombay VT. 

Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 
Jhansi. 

Res E9ndents 

By Advocate Shri G. P. Agarwal 

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. 

A£plicant 

By Advoc~te Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager. Central 

Railway. Bombay VT. 

2. Financial Adviser and Chief Accounts Officer. 
Central Railvay. Bombay VT. 

3. Sr.Divisional Accounts Officer. Central Railway 
Jhansi. 

~pondents 
~ Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

0 • .A .NO .1853 of 1994 

William Dowson. aged al:out 34 years. Son of 
Shri D.IX)wson. resident of Opposite Central 
School No.3·. RB III/804 A• Kha ti Baba Road.~ 

Applicant 
Jhansi • Shri M.P. Gupta 
By Advocate3 Shri S.K. M:l~t.:~ 

Versus 

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

2. Divisional Railway Marager. Central Railway 
Jhansi. 

· B,1 Advocate Shri V .K. Goel 
Respondents 

••••••W•4/- 
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O .A .No. 785 of 1995 

Rajendra Prasad, aged about 34 years, Son of 
Shri Harl Ram resident of 24, Pulliya No.9. 

Jhansi. 
Appli~ 

By_Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

1. Union of India thl"ough General Manager. 
Central Railway, li)pmba.y VieT. 

Chief workshop Manager, Central 
:t 

Workshop, Jhansi •
11 
11 

By Advocate Shri J.N.§~~ 

Raiiway 2. 

Respondents 

o .A .No. ,1.204 of 1995 -:r~---~----- 
Bhaiya Lal, aged cboutbo years, Son of Shri Halkoo 
resideent of village ind Post Dail~ara, Tehsil 
Lalitpur, District Lalitpur. 

, ~E£l~cant 
~- AdVOC:lte Shr~~·-~igaim 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General ManagersCentral 
h 

Railway, 

Divisional 
Jhansi. 

.j 

~Advocate Shri 

Central Pail wa Y• 2. 

.! 

!!X Advocate 
fi 
Applicant 

:/ 
') cuif 

••••• pg.5/- 
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1. Union of India through General Manager. 

Central Railway. Bombay vr. 

- 
2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Rail"-8y, 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

By Advocate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

O.A.NO. 149 of 1996 

Alyael 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 

Versus 

1. Union of India through General Manager.central 
Railway. BombayVT. 

2. Chief Workshop M~nager, Central Railway.Jhansi. 
. ·! ,., ;i R~spondents 

~ Advocate Shri G.p.l:A arwal r 0 .A. N, • 157 of 1996 
1~ '1 
'/ 

l,Dh-,J-: V.l\tn,r. a qo d at'0,1t 25 Yl':'11'.'n. Sonof Shri Dh a n.L 

Ram, resident of Nal GanJ. B~ehinds.I.College,Sipri ,. 
!I 
111- • 

By Advocate Shri R.K.·: Nigam 
. -"'.Jr,! 

ffi'l 
,; ersus 
·~ 

Union of India '}rough General Manage~. Central 
Railwa Y• Bombay ·rr. 

\I 
ifl 

Divisional Railit11ay Manager. Central Rail way. 

Jhansi. ~) ResR9ndents 
By Advocate Shri Arntt Sthalekar 
.. t!J;f 

Dazar, .rha ns L, l\pplicant 

1. 

2. 

~~· 
0 .A .Ni1f 768 of 1996 

µy 
11 

1. Mukesh Kumar Ga ·-tam aged about 30years. Son of 
Shri Ram Pra taPt,rautam R/o Sa&;;Jam Bihar colony. 

/i Nandanpura. Jha si • (._ r B,:haveeaoee-eh~:i:-RTI\[~- ..... P;J • fJ /- 
. ~ 
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2. Kailash Chandra, aged about 36 years, son of 

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

3. Rae es Ahmad aged about 37 years, Son of Shri 
Nabi Ullah R/o 52, Hajary::,,ri,,:,. Jhanst" 

4. Harl Ram, aged about 31 years, son of .A1ri 
Panna Lal R/ o Na ndanpura, Si pri Bazar s : Jhansi • 

f 
s , Narayan Das~;;aged about 32 years, s/o Shri 

Baijnath R/cti{60, Masiha Ganj, Jhansi. 

6. 

Ram- 

Santosh 
of Shri 

aged about 35 years, Son 
R/o,, 22 Raiganj,Jhansi. 

7. 33 years Son of Sht"i Devi 
Tal, Morar..,. Gwa~iior. 

.r 

Man 
Pd. 

8. Jang Bahadl1 "' 
Bhagwan Da 

about 27 years, Son 01i Shri 
Nadi Par Tal, Murar, Gei~lior 

9. 30 years son of 
Rl y .station, Di strict 

Bri j 
mgarh. 

Santosh 
Lal R/o 0 

10. 

I I 
11. 

12. Mahendra ,~t; z;~ed a~ut 28 yearr11J,_fon of 
Shri R.K. fs!Jtt:: h~t.resic)ent of villrli}~ Bh '. t.tagabn, 
District 

13. Ali Raza, 
Nasib RB 

By Advoca teeShr 
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1. Union of India through General Manager.central 

Railway. 'Mumbai CST •. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway. 

Jhansi. 
Respondents 

BY Ag_vaaate Shri G.P. Agarwal 

o .A .No. 882 of 1996 - \ 1·· 
i 
I 

\ 
I 

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

Charan. resident of Shreeram Colony. Dabra 

District Gl'Blior. 

Rajendra Prasad, aged about 35 years Son of 
Shri Ram SJiiewak Srivastava; resident of vil]age 

Barotha Rajan Ki Pahariya. Tehsil Dabra,Distt. 

Gwalior. 

2. 

4. 

Mahendra Singh. aged about 37 years. son 0£ 
Shri Ram Singh R/o 243 Nanak Ganj. sipri Bazar, 

Jhansi. 
i 

Vindrabaneiaged a.bout 36 years. Son of shri Kamca 
Pd.R/9 Shikishit Colony. Bujurg Road. Dabr • 

District G&Talior. 

5. sureeh aged about 31 years son of shri 
Lal Jatav R/o Haripur custom Road, Dabra, 

District Gwalior. 
Applicants 

Versus 

,1 

. I 
Manager,central 

' 1( 
l1 I 

1. Union of India through General 

Railway. Mumbai CST. 

2. Chief Personnel Officer, Central Railwa.y,~umbai 
! 

CST. 

3. 

I 
I' 
1 

Divisional Railway Manager, Central Railway, I 

~ 
Jhansi. 

Respondents 

~~~e shri A.K. Gaur «: 



;// 
/' 

' .. · // 
-~'/ 
I 

' 

I/ 
'1! I' I 

/ 
/~ 

/ 

: : 8 .. . . 
O .A .No. 1084 of 1996 --- 

l. 

. -;6 

llunna Lal., aged about 37 years., Son of Shri · 
Kashi Ram., resident of 102., outside Datia 
Gate" Jhansi • 

2. Kamlesh Kumar aged about 35 years" son of 
Shri Nathoo Ram" resident of 188 Inside 
Datia Gatei, Jhansi. 

By Advocates ShriR.K.Nigam 
Shri Rakesh Verma 

AI;~icants 

Versus 

1. Union of .1.ndia through General Manager" Central 
Railway Mumbai CST. 

Jhansi. 
2. Chief workshop Manager" Central RailW:iy Wmrkshop. 

Respondents 

~y Advocate Shri Prashant Mathur 

e .A .No. 1217 of 1997 
" --·--- 

1. Moham'11ad Nasir Khan., Son of Badloo~ resident of 
Sadan Puri., Orai. at present residing at House 
No.1. Hazari Purwa. Ora!. 

2. Sughar Singh" son of Jhanda Singh., resident of 
Village Chain Ka Purwai, Post Ama.raudhag District 
Kanpur Dehat. 

By Advocate Shri R.K. Rajan 
Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the secretary., 
of Railway. Rail Bhawan., New Delhi. 

2. General Manager., Central Railway" Bombay 

.3. Divisional Railway Manager" Jhansi. 

4. Permanent Way Inspector., Orai. 
By Advocate Shri G.P. Agar\-al /' 

. ~ (.(_~ 

_ Responde.nts 
·ij-- 
J ... f:XJ.9/- 
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o .A .No. 37 of 1998 

1. JAGDISH son of Kamta 
2. CHEIT>.. IA L son of Kheri 

Both resident of village and Post Patgora., 
District ~MIRPUR. 

3. HA.R GOVIND son of Chakki Lal., resident of 
village Matchhari. Post Rawatpur., District 
HAMIRP.UR. 

Applica~- 

BX Ndvocate Shri R.K. Rajan 

Versus 

1. trni.on of India through the Secretary of Rail 
Bhawan~ New Delhi. 

2. The General Manager. Bombay v.T • 

. 3. The Divisional Manager Rail"l'la.y., Jhansi. 

4. The Enspector <if works, Kanpur J!ituhi under 
D.R.M. JHi:\NSI • 

s. The Permanent way Inspector., Mauranipur., 
HAMIRPUR. 

Respondents 

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.~.) 

Appli.Qa.~­ 
~Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

. 1. 

Versus 

Union of India through General Mana.ger.centr$.l • 
Hail wa Y• Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Central Railway,Jhansi • 
••• i:g.10/- 
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3. Chief Permanent ii.Jay Inspector. Central Rail~ 
Wei Y» crrai • • 

R~~pondents 
BX: Advocate Shri G.P. Agar~l- 

o .A. No. 136 of 1998 

~evi· Dayal. aged about 36 years. son of Shri Gorey 
Lal. resident of village Sahao Tehsil Jalaun.Distr:bt 
Jalaun. 

~Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 

Applicant 

1. Union of India th.m ugh General Manager. Central 
! Railway. Mumbai CST. 

2. Divisimnal Rail-wa.y Man3.ger. Central Railway. 
Jhansi. 

3. Chief Permanent Way Inspector• Central 
oza t , 

Respondents 
BX Advocate Shri G.P. Aga~ 

o .A • .No. 222 of 1998 

1. RAM Bi\BOO son of Ram Go pal. resident of 
and Post USAR GAON. District JR.I.I.AUN. 

2. MaHESH, Son of Sh yam Lal. resident of vi llag 
Ha rkupur-, Post USAR GAON. District JAU\UN. l 

I 

Applicant"' 11, -· >. J;,t, 
12 Y. -~~~-~h..E~!C. Rajan 

Versus 

1i1 
1. Union of India and Oth.e.c:-s through -'-l ~? Secreti-'.iry. 

Ministry of Railway. RailwBhawanjf Nel'1 Delhi.!~ 
' 

2. The General Manager. Central Railway~ 

P,, t 3. The Divisional Manager. Central RaiJ....,.ay. Jhat1si. 
't ! I\!. 

orai. jl1 
r.:a.tl way • / Jiila, un 

- .'t~ 

·.• .. ~·.pg .11/ 
:~ I . r 1, 

l 
I 

4. Permanent Way Inspector. Central 
By Advocate Shri G.P. ·Agarwal 

.·~ 

1, 
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0.A .No. 287 of 1998 --------- 

1. Shiv Charan Si:ng-h s/o Bhag_wan Deen 
2. Kaushlend Kumar s/o Ganesh Prasad 
3. Sh yam Lal s/o Shanker 

. 4. Munna s/o Ram Kumar 
·s. Mool Chand s /o Baldev 
6. Shiv wa,ran s/o Shyam sunder 
7. Ram Behari s/o Khwnani 
8. Raja Nati s/o Vikaa 

9. Susheel Kumar s/o Bhagwan Das 
10. Lakhan Baboo s/o Shree Gopal 
11. Paha! wan Sin:Jh s/o Kwnod Singh 
12. Hira Lal s/o Jhalloo Ram 
13. Munni Lal s/o Kam~ 
14. Bhola s/o Kamta 
15. Ram Bahori s/o Chunna 
16. Ram Manohar s [o Ram Bharosa 
17. Badri Vishal s/o Mairma 
18. Ram Narain. s/o Binda 
19. Ram s·waroop s/o cuj ja 
20. Jag Kishore s/o Sadla 
21. Shree Pal s/o Lotan - 
22. Ram Das s/o Karha 
23. Ramesh war s/o Shiv Balak 
24. Laanman s/o Phallo Ram 
25. Jugal s/o Shiv Nandan 
2 5. • Ba bboo s / o Ram Na th 
27. · Anand! Prasad s/o Ram Asrey 
28. Janki Prasad s/o Gan;Ja Prasad 
29. Shiv Bharan s/o Ram Prasad 
30 .Sudama. Prasad s/o Baijn.::ith 
31. Achari Lal s/o Ram Lal 
32. Ba boo Lal S/o Nana Ram 
33. Ram Sharan s/o Chhedi Lal 
34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

Ram Vishal s/o Jagan Nath 
Ram Pal s/o Chunwad 
Ganga Prasad s/o Gorey Lal 
Ha.seen Khan s/o Sul tan Khan 

38. .:nimeel Khan sjo Khaleel Khan 
39. S~-e.li s/o Shiv Na yak 

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

k~· 
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42. 

43. 
i 

44. I ... /I 

45. ll 
'] 46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 
so. 
51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 
62. 

:: 12 .. .. 
Shivdeen s/o Magan 
Hari Shankar s/o Jamuna 
Prem Das s/o Chhaggoo 
Ram Milan s/o Wodhan 
Chhota s/o Mat.fl prasad 
Raghuveer Dayal s/o Ram Sajee,van 
Bhawani Deen s/o Ram Nath 
Jagesh·wa.r s/o Ram Pal 
Jageshwa.r s/o Ram Kishore 
Motl Lal s/o Ram Lal 
Chhota s/o Ram Lal 
Shiv Kumar s/o Ram Manohar 
Natthoo s/o Lalloo 
Chunno s/o Jagdish 
Sheshan S/0 Siddhoo 
Sheo Mangal s/o Ram Manohar 

I. 
Rameshwa.r s/o Kashi 

I 
Ram Chandra s/o Ga,tlraj 
Ram Kumar s/o Boda;a.m ~- Ram Charan s/o Man~han 
Bri jkishore Goswami., s/o Uma Shanker 

• .;i_ 

Residents of 

P.w.I. Complex Chitrakutdham Karwi 
ChhatrapatLSabu Jlmaharaj Nag~~" U.P. 

I Applicants 
!2Y ~~~e Shri R~K. NciQf_~!!!_ 

i 

1. 

2 .• 

Union of India General 

• t 

ugh : 
Railway. Mumbai C3'!',. 

I 

Divisional 
Division. JHANSI. 

"\hager.Centr~l 

t 
Central Rail wa y , Jh~nsi 

V 
3.. Senior Sectional Ef;.Jineer (Permanent Way InspectJr) 

. 1· . . 
Central Railway. C}~,i trakot Dham V;,, r-vf , 
Chhatrapati SahujediMaharaj (U.P.) 

. -t1l'I 

4. Senior Sectional 

Central Railway. 

By Advocate ShFi G.P. -~ . __ _ 

,A 

way Inspect~r) • 

' ··-~PJ-13/- 
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o .A. No. 587 of 1998 

Kai lash chandxa , aged about 42 years. Son of Shri 
Ram Krishna. resident of Gali Bansidhar. Tund.ia. 
District Agra. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. Nigam 

Versus 
1. Union of India through General Manager. North- · 

ern Raii way• Bearoda nouse , New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway Manager. Northern Railway. 
Allahabad. 

Respondents 
By Advocate Shri A .k. Pandey 

o .A .No.1194 of 1998 

Shiv Sagar. s/o Shri, Kannauji Lal. R/o Ratl:jera. Post 
' Indauli. District Mainpt1r. 

By Advocat.e Shri C.P. Gupta 
Applicant· 

Versus 

1. Union of Inclia through General Mar:ager • .. 
Northern Railway. Baroda House. New Delhi. 

2. Divisional 
Al Laha bad • 

Northern Railway. 
I 

I 
I 
i 

3. P.W .I ./Norther Railway. Mainpur. 

Respondents 
By Advocate shri G.P 

0 .A .No. of 1999 
; 

REHA.NULIAH s lo !ATE ~~INULIAH R/o 168 Pura Manohar 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri A.K Srivastava 

••• pg 14/-1 

' 
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1. Union of India through Di visio'nal Rail 
Manager. Northern Rai).way. Allahal:e.d 
Division. Allahabad. 

2. Senior Divisional En:;;rineer.- Northern Rail­ 
way. Allahabad Division. Allahabad,; 

Res I?2nd~!?}:.s 
Bz Advocate Shri G.P. A~aren,;al 

o .A,.No. 378 of 1999 _,., ... ,.. 
~ 
'j 

-;~; 
1. .mALLU son :~,f Mulla. resident of village and 

1G~, Post Makarl'1.e1l, District Hamirpur. ;~:t. -; 

-2. Shree Pal Lal. 

3. 
l -,, 

Gulab Son ~~. RajuW:t.. t\°th resident of Village 
and Post s~rrura. Dis

1
\,rict Hamirpur. tj 

.. ~ , - I 

Daharra. P<i.tt Makar1:a.1. District Ham5,fpur. 
P: d ii: ~ . . 

All ~e applicants worked undeJi; the Jf. 
Per~.hent Way Ir~spector. 

• l. ; 

Karwt.w under th~ control 

of Jagar\na~. resident 'pf village 4. Mata Deen 

Versus 

Chi tr,r.;~u,t Dham 
t i 

of DJR.~1 • .rharisf, , 
-~ !: f: 

I 
~ -~~V.~~a _t~ __ ~h_~!. lt\$. K ~_Ra J~ n . 

1. Union of Iridia ~J1roujl1 t.h o General 

c, Railway,:; Muml:ai V.T. 
1; 
~ 

2. The Di visiclrnal r~ 
fi 11 
!'. 

Rail i-ta y Mflngger n • 
Jhansi. 

3. The 
Dham. 

\·lay Inspector• Ka.r.~i 

Respo!?-'~~s 

ASJ,arwal 
4 

N'\. THU RA.M Son 
Post SUP A, 
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The applicant '11\0rked under the Permanent Way· 
Inspec~r. Chitrakut Dham. Kar~a. under the 
Control of D.R.M. • Jhansi. 

- Ap;elicant 
By Advocate Shri R.K. - Rajan 

Versus 

1. Union o! India through the General Manager. 
Centra1.µa11way. Mumbai, v.T • 

. , 
I 

2. 
. 

The Div~tsional Rail"2.y Manager. Central Railw<liY• 
.Thansi. d 

i l 
' j '. The Per nent Way Inspector. Kand. Chitrakut 3. 

Dham,, U. er D.R.?1 • .Thansi. 

'. \I 
't·f 

By Advocate s~: i G.P. ~g;rwal 
f 

\,ti 
Iii ·i: 

Chandrarrohan-:i~ged about 37 years. Son of Shri Ga ja dha r , 
resident of B~l7,, Krishna Colony. Jhansi. 

~L- 

! Applicant 

Respondents 

I 

0 .A .No.1107 of 1999 __ ,,_;;_ 

B Advocate R.K. Ni am 

Versus -­ 
' 

Rail ·way. h\umbai CST. 

2. ul.v.t s Loria I lte;ilvny M..1na,c:Jer,, Central H.ailway, 
Jharisi .- 

1, . Respond~ 
I 

G.P. ,\\garti2l 
1 

I 
o .A. .Nb.1478 

~~dvocate 

of 1999 
j 

l 
,' ' -1 

RANVEER SIN3!\ p/o SITAf'M R/o VILI.i'\GE JHAJHUPUR, 
TEHSIL KARl-!AIJf ISTRIC'I\' Ml'\INPURI. - 

- t l · I · Applicapt 
BX Advocate ~.,ri A.K. rivas~ 

:_1r_~1 Ve~sus f. "T r~t :~~l 
:~,1 

'.~ I 
;j; 

1:1 
j 

••••• p:;;i.16/- 
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1. Union of India through Divisional Rail 
r"1 

Manager. Northern Railway. Allahabad 
Division. Allahabad. 

2. j Senior Divisional Personal Officer. Northern 
Railw.y. Allahabad Division. Allahal:ad~ 

l 
By AdVOeate Snri Pras~ant 

l 
0 .A .NC~. 343 off!}'., 2000 ~--~~--- 

2. 

i > ~i 
OMKAR SON OF MA.Nm re~:ident of 

~t Tehsil Ak~arpur. Distidct 
Gujrai. 

Bv Advocate Shri R.K. 

1 • UNION OF INDI.i'\ • 
MUMBAI V .T. 

The JHANSI. 

3. The Station D.R.M. 
.IBA.l'JSI • •: J, 

f: f, 
G .!t-,_!_{t~_garwal 

ndents 
BX Advocate Shri 

•.;;: 

l>-', •. \ ;"l?iO • 9 7 4 .J l: 2 0 0 0 -·t.--i·rr----· --- -- 
rr,: .\,., . LL :·/r) :- r '· 1h \11· 1-, I :•,. ·' ;, ·1•· ',· ·,' , .. , 

'\. , • ' - • - •. " • 1, 

Munsipurva. Di ~rict 131/138, Begumpurva., 
1/1 Kanpur .Nagar. i' 

Applicant 

t. , 
1.· 

Un.ion of 
Northern Baroda House, l'-lc 

.ir., 
elhi. 

·J 
] 
.l Na:th 

2. { 
J~ntending Enginei;: i 

,-.i\ff1. Office. Alla.r• I 
,,.i I 

Divisiona 
ern 
' 

J·J,,. 

'- . ._ 

l 
'j, 

l 
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3. Inspector of Works(I) Northern Railway. 
Kanpur(Nirman Nirikshak{ N.Rly. Kanpur ) 

il!~~Res12ondents 
~ Advocate Shri· Prashant Mathur 

0 RD ER - - - - 
.!!Z...!:!~ble Mr.s.K.I. Naqvi. Member (J) 

In all the. Original ftppl~cationsJas 

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 counsei for the parties 

have no objection. o.A.No.1325 of 1993 shall 

be the leadin;J 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 lu:L J_v:"'J ft:f:5 . 

veEi fy from the original cards"..J the days they ha v 
J worked a-acl-·f)a-¥-s.J.-i-ps. and to include their names• 

in the Live Casual Labour Regi!ter accoruing+to , 

i h 11 th . . ;/ their seniority, tog vet em~ e privileges 

and the benefits for which a casual lal:x>ur with 
i 

temporary stauts is entitled and thereafter to 
j 

( 

regularise their servic.es. 

3. 
been 

Counter-a~fidavits h V!:/ filed in all 

these cases and thejclaim of e applicants have 
,: been strenuous! y o~posed on the ground of limi;t-. i •! I 

ation and it has been emphasised that the 
I 
I ti ,. 

are not entitled for the relief3 they have clarm·a~ 
I as the 0.As are highly barred' y period of limlit . I 

ation and liable to1be 
I 

• I.· 
I 

on this g round 1, 
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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 .No. 1325 of 1993 

,, I 

I· 1 
\ .I 

Ii. \ !i 

Shri Ganga Ram-applicant in this o .A. 

pleaded to have worked in three spells; 

I: 

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

The applicant-Sheikh zahiruddi~claims 

to have ..orked for 144 days in between 25.12.1984 

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

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

last •. 

.. 
{ I 
\ ' 

"'~~~.v: 

3 (iii) 0 .A • No • 13 4 7 of 19 9 4 

The applicant-Vi jay has brought this O .A . 

. on 02.09.94 on the strength of his ha v Lnq 'li.orked for 

490 days in between 06.11.1987 to 31.03.1989 in three 

spells, thereby he filed O .A. after a rout 5 years. 

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

Shri Shyam Babu filed this O .. Zi... on 17~11.94 

putting forward his claim for havinJ worked 299 days 

~~- ••• r:g.19/- 

T 
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•) 
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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 medical! y examined. but annexure A-1 shows 

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

on roll as. per report dat'ed 18.08.94. The o ,A. was 

filed on 17.11.1994 i.e. ai,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 stren;;Jth of his having w::>rked as 

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

06 .10 .as and also form 29 .10 .as to 31.10 .as 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 wi.thin period of limit­ 

ation. 

3 (vi) o .A .No.1as1 __ of 1994 

This is an application preferred by Peter 

Henery on OB.12.94 who claims to have w::,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 SJ?ells and thereby after about 5 

years from the date he worked last, he filed this 

· o .A. He also declared that the O .A. is within time. 

3 (vii) O.A No.1853 of 1994 ___.__. _ 
'rhis is an o a«, filed by Shri William 

Dowson on OB.12.94 and claims to have worked in 

••• .i;:g.20/- 

,,,,., ~---- 
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six spells in between period from 03. 02 .78 to 

18. 07 .es. He has also impugned the letter dated 

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

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

the a .A. to be within limitation. 

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

On 01.08.95 Shri Rajendra Prasad brought 

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

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

21.03.84 in different spplls. He has also filed 

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

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

name shall be brought in the panel and screening. 

which was going to take place in the Month of April. 

1995 and thereby he was mislead by the concerned 

dealing Clerk. Apparently it is not an acceptable 

ground which is vague in nature. 

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

The applicant Bhaiya Lal has filed this 

O.A. on lS.11.95 seek~ng direction to the respondents 

that the appointment order in respect of the appli­ 

·Cant be issued in the wake of his junior~counter 

parts having been cleared for absorption in Group 

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

07.02.89. In the counter-affidavit, t}:le .r;-·espondents 

have raised .Preliminary objection regarding the bar 

of limitation and also mentioned that screening for 

absorption was conducted in April/May. 1989 and the 

_(c:~ • • •l::x.J•21/- 
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panel 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 before~the Screening Committee 

nor sent any application regardii'lJ his absence, 

hence could not be considered for screenirg. The 

applicant has come up on 15.11.95 claiming 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 M"claims to have w:>rked 

as casual labour .from OB.6082 t.o 21.04.92 in several 

spells and claims service benefits for .w-1ich he has 

filed this O .A. on 04o@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 ha s been preferred by · 

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

has claimed the relief on the strength of having 

worked as casual labOur from 01.12.83 to November. 

_1985 in four spells.. The applicant has also rre n+ 

tioned that he worked for few days from 06 .S.86 

to 14.5.86 as Seasonal wav;erman. The applicant 

has also filed annexure A-5 to the effect that 

£:com 10 .11.86 he is continuoc1sl y working as Helper 

cooic in supervisors ·Trainirg Centre. Hostel Meas. 

Central Railway. The respondents have raised the 

plea of limitation and also diisputed the period of 

w:,rl<. as claimed by the applicant. 

~<c:- 
Regarding his 

• ••• pg.2?./- 

) 
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being engaged as Helper Cook~ it has been submitted 

in the counter-reply that it is irrelevant for "t;he 

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

licant has filed this o .A. after more than 10 years 

from the mdate when he last worked. 

3(xii} o .A .No. 157 of 1996 

So lon;;r this matter was ~~&being listed 

before the Division Bench, but now it has been 

placed before Single Member Bench as it relates 

to casual labour regularisation case. Shri Ashok 

Kumar filed this O.A. on 08.2.1996 seeking relief 

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

finally on the basis of quantum of service he ren­ 

dered, as detailed in para-4.1 of the O.A, accordin;;r 

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

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

o .A. to be with'in time which has been filed after 1 

3 e&years from the date he worked last. 

( 3(xiii) o .A .No. 768 of 1996 ---~-- 
Mukesh KUIT\3.r and 12 others have fi_led 

this o .A. on 18. 7. 96 for having worked in dif :t,=;rent 

spells and different time, but none of these app­ 

licants w:>rked after 22.7-1991 which is. the last 

working day of applicant-Shri Man Singh. Thereafte,l· 
· Man Singh { 

neither the applicanti nor any of the other appli- t 
cants who have joined in this o .A. has i:.rorked. 

claimed the application to be within time • 

. . . . 
3 (xiv) o .A .No.t882 of 1996 -~ ..__ 

AmJSit Lal and four others have filed 

_(c:~~ ••• pg.23/- 
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o .A. on 12 .08. 96 for havifl'J 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 Rajendra Prasad. applicant no.4- 

v±·hdral::an and applicant no.5-Suresh. whereas there 

is mention that Mahendra Singh-applicant no.3 

worlced upto 29.7.91 and thereby all these five 

applicants \--Drked in bet,:zee
1
n 20.07.77 to 29.07.91 

with different periods and spells to their credit. 
t 

They claimed to have filed fp~lication within limit 

of time though it h~s been1filed after about five 

years from the date when tlie last man worked.·· 

3 (xv)· o .A .No. 108~ of ~.996 

Munna Lal and Kamlesh Kumar have claimed 

to have worked from 11.1.1~84 to 15.10.1985 and 

17.04.1984 to 15.10.1985 r~spectively,,.in different 

spells. Theyeralso claimed o have ·acquired M.R.C.L. 

status. ·rhe o z, , has been '"iled on 04.10.96 i.e. 

a f t.o r 11 years from the cla .e vih o n t.h e y i,,.orked La s t, 

but have claimed the O .A. 1..0 be within time. 

3 (xvi) o .A.No. 1217 of 1997 

Mohd.Nasir Khan and sughar Singh have 

filed this O.A. The applicant no.1-Mohd.Nasir 

Khan claims to have ·worked in open line from 

2s.12.s1 to 18.09.82 and ~n the second sepell he 

worked from i9.11~s2 to 1s.02.s3. The applicant 
! 

ar Singh has pleaded that he was not 

given servic~ card. but regularly paid monthly salary 
J' through· pay ip and pay slip for the ... iled the 

~ 1_(c:~, ••• pg.24/- 
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morrth of April. 1983 according 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 ye·ars with the claim 

that it is within limitation of time. 

3 (xvii) The applicants Jagdish. Cheda Lal and 

Har Govind have filed this o .A. on 08~01.98. As 

per their claim, the apficants Jagdish and Cheda 

Lal worked between 22.os.80 to 20.09.83, W'lereas 

the applicant no.3 Shri ~ar Govind worked from 
. ' 25.07.83 to 18.ml.83 and again from 18.11.84 to %BT~TB6 

by the 
18.04.85. 'fhey claimed 1thatLorders and m:hdifications 

issued from time to timei, they became. entitled .to be 

brought on Live Casual labour Register a~d be given 

consequential benefit o~ temporary status and regular- 

isation. The O.l\. is clci.imcd to be within limitation 

which has been filed aftfer about .13 years from the , 

date '.1hen Shri H.:ir covir1 l 1-.08 di: . .-cnguge:J, · 1-A10 clai ns 

to have wokked even~ after the other twos were dis- 

engaged. 

-43 (xviii) 0 .A .no , 13 o.f 1998 

Tr1is applicat.i!on has been brought on 

04.02.1998 by Shri Shya i, I Sunder vmo claims to have1 
' JI ~ days in between 03.us.si 

spells. The applicant n 
this o .A. within limit ~. f!I/· 

. M I . 
~l . . 

have attacked on limitatilfnJ. 

f . l-l ii ~ ••• •W .25/- t··. ' . ( G-,~ - l''J ,. . ... ,, 
I"· { - .1.. J • '· '"' ·~ f .,, ' 

:,I 
l,1 

worked for more than 20[ 

.to 18.09.84 in differen-t;, 
j 

claims to have subinitte~ 

ti:ne. The respondents 

,; 
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side mentioning that the O.A. has been filed 

after abo'ut 14 years men 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 04.02.1.999 .tn which the applicant claims 

to have 'WOrked from 03.02.1982 to 18.0l.l98S in 

. . different spells. He also cl_aims that_ bar of limit- 

of Ume does not come in his way. Prima facie th~ 

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

3 (xx)· 
o .A .No.222 of 1998 -- ! 

The. applicant-Ram Babbo claims to have 

worked from 03.04.85 to 18.08.85 and the other 

app~icanteMahesh i,qclaims that he w:>rked from 

03.04.84 to 18.06.85 and on the strengff~ of the 
~ days they have worked fhey claimeg( to· be engaged 

. 
t 
I and give consequential benefits. 

They have also 1 · 
t . I a claim that the Juniors to them have been en;iaged I 

I and preferred over the claim of the applicants. 

The respondents have denied the allegation and 

pleaded that the 0.A. is·barred by limitation 

which has been filed after about 13 years men 

cause of action. if any, accrued. 

3(xxi) 
0 .l\. No. 287 Of 1998 

Shiv Charan Singh and 61 o t11ers have'. filed 

this o .,\. on 11.3-1998 claiming relief to the effect 

that they be re-engaged as ,,asual laboui/M.R.C.L. in 

accordance with their senior! ty. They be subjected 

to screening and absorbed against permanent 

Amongst the applicants, first to be engaged was 

l 

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

be disengaged ¥1s Lakhan Babu-applicant no .10 ·w110 
~ . 

worked_;upto lB.12.86. The respondents claimed that 

the O .A. which has been filed after about 12. years. 

is grossly barred by limitation. if ~e date~ men­ 

tioned by the applicant with regard to their having 

., 
1, 
I 

I , . 

' ' i 

Ii ; 
is reckoned accordingly. 

worked. 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. 1978 to October. '1978 has filed 

this O.A.. on 26.5.19fM3 claiming benefit which could ., 
1-J • 

be available 1_zo him Ir'.,Fom the Judgment and the depart- 
"1·~v II 

mental notifidationsr..tssue.d from time to time. The 
\ 

\ respondents have firt,(t attacked on limitation front 

sleep after about 28 
with the mention tha 61! the' applicant got up from deep 

also comes to play. 

rt"I 

has beeome barred by :1!1~ ta tion, but. the bar of q,ge 

ars 'When not only the claim ' 

3(xxiii) 

. ,l· 
I" 

O.l\,1No. 1194 ·----.-- .f 1998 '~ :k 
1085 days 

13.0983 

Shrfi Shiv s4.oaJ.1 claimed to have "°rked 

' he rendered. He has decl~red 
benefit of the 

the o .A • to b.,. 

sp~lls from 10.01.1976 to I - 

is O.A.~ on 2a .. 10.199g 

after about 1.$ yead~ 
'1 ~ 

accrued to hifi. 

limitation though ,{filed 

of action. 

3 (xxiv) 
1999 

I· . I 
I 

15.02.99 with 

to relief of 

as filed this o .A • on 

he becomes entitled 

in the res!X>ndents •••• _pq.27/- 
. /..~-- 
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establishment because of his having worked for 

144 days in different spells from 22.12.1975 to 

13.08.1978. The respondents have attacked on 

limitation side with the mention that the applicant 

has come up after 21 years from the date when cause 

of ao cLon, 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 Ln the respondents establishment 

and provided with benefit of services they have 

rendered to the respondents. The detail of_ which 

has been given in the o .A. which is being summarised 

as under; 

(a) Jhallu 30.12 .198 :Z to 18.08.1984 I l [ ·In ( b) Sri Pal 22~12.1983 to 1s.10.19s3J I 
different (c) Gtµab 12.12.1982 to lB.07~19831 I 
spells. ( d) Mata Deen 03.01.1983 to 24.07.19831 

i l 
The above description goes to indicate 1, that 

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

1 1982 and last to be disengaged was shri Jhallu w ose 

last working date/is 18.08.1994. The responden''s 

have raised preliminary.objection on limitation ront 

with the mention that if any cause of action ace ~ued 
t-eu- , to any of the applicants, -was;on 18.08.1984 and. h c' 

' O.A. has been filed after 15 years therefrom whe1eas 

the applicants claimed that the O.A. is within 

of limitation. 
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3 (xxvt ) ff&O.A. .No.955 of 1999 - ~·~~--~~- 
Na tbu R~ has brought this o .. 1\. on 13 .08 .99 

with the claim that he deserves to be re~engaged in 

pursuance of the order dated 10.12.1996. The applicant 

claims to have worked from 19.01.1983 to 1s.10.19s3. ~ 

The resp::,ndents have raised the plea of lim:f.tation in 

this matter also with the mention that the.cause of 

action if any. accrued to the applicant that could be 

on 1s.10.19a3 when he was disengaged and not to be 

engaged again .. and o .A. has been filed ~fter 16 yea.rs. 
there fore• barred by period of limitation. 

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

The applicant Chandra Mohan claims to have 

worked as casual labour from 24.04.1982 to 18.09.1982 

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

benefit of Elett-!!'i!eBoard's circular dated 07.9.1996. 
In this ma tter also, 

respondents have raised the 
plea of limitation. 

·( I·· 
't I f11 3(xx:v±ii) O.A.No. 1478 '.of 1999 ----~ 

Shri Ranveer Singh has filed this o .A. on 
O 2 .i 2 -19 9 9 and claims to have "'> rked from April, 1985 

I 

to· June, 1987 as casual larour under Goods Shed. N.R. 
I 

Allahabad and on the strp,ngth of having- worked for 

days claiming the benefi# of circulars issued from •• ; ~ 
to time and the law laid,fy the Hori ' ble supreme Q)urt. 

In this case also the re;tonde0ts have rained the ple~ 
1. n of limitation. ..!. - I 

3(xxix) 
O .A .No. 343 o~ l 2000 u,~· - -"'(!' 

Shri Omkar Na~'IManna clai··ns to have woz:ked · 

from 01. 04. 76 to 16. 06 .19~,0 in different spells. 

~\ ---=-- 

He 

•• pg.i9/- 
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has filed this o .A. on 27 .03. ~o 00 claiming his 

re-engagement with benefits in accordance with 

his seniority recmoned on the basis of days he 

has worked. The respondents have raised the plea 

of lim:f. tation. 

3 (xxx) 0 .A. No. 974 of 2000 

Nabab Ali has. filed this o .A. On 31.08 .00 

with the mention that he worked as ca~sual lal:our 

from 09.07:S77 to 13.08.83 for total number of 656 

days .Ln 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 
i 

in accordance with the days he has worked. In this 
.• 

matter also the plea of limitation has bee n argued 

on beh_alf of the respondents. - 

4. From the £Jets mentioned above, it is 

quite clear that all the O.As under, consideration, ( 

from Eive years to 2L ye a r s f r on tlH! date when a 

:. 1 ! ' ' '1 '. ' • ' i ' I 'I [ 'I \ \ • ' J ' j 1 1 ! l ','' , l '_: ; JI I ! 1 ·.-~I i 'i l 

period has been calculated from .the last date after 

which the applicants.were not allowed to work and 

cause of action arose to hhern after that date. I 
Serious preliminary objection has been 

I . J 
raised from the side f of the respondents· in all th~se 

' matters and it has been submitted that the o.As hAve 

5. 

been filed after period of _limitati?!1 as prescrib d 
l. /k~y<..-,, ..s;_ t 

under Section 21 of the A.T.Act. 1985 a.oo the o.As 
/ ., 

i. 
are liable to be dbm.ssed on the ground of limitatrion. 

~~~ 
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engaged like the apf .P.~icant~ have already been grant~d 

relief by this Trib al an<a on the ground i,)f 
! 

the present applicari.'.ts are also entitled :t;f,r 
I •. 

1sel fe>r the applicanti: in 
i1 

• I ' ~; 

consideration herei~. have 

c.p. Gupta, S.K. Mishra, A.K. Srivastava. Rakesh Venna, 

6. I have heard S/Shri R.K. Nigam. R.K.Rajan, 

. /:' 
f 1/ 1 

: 'I ; I, 
11; 
: ,I 
i :I! . ·' 

B.N. Sin:.;Jh, learned counsel for the applicants in 

their respective cases in which they appeared for 

the applicants. Also heard .sishri G.P. Agarwal, 

J.N. Singh, V.K. Goel, s ;v , Srivastava. Amit Sthalekar 

A .K -oaur and _Shr.t Prashant Mathur on behalf of the 

respondents in the .respective cases in \Jl.ich they 
represented. 

i .7. 
I 

!.11 !,: ,,, either side is as follows; 
The legal position as referred from~~ 

submitted that as applicants have worked for good 

long time as casual labours. as detailed in each 

Learned counsel for the applicants have 

of the o .As under consideration,. their narres were 
I required to be entered in Live Casual labour Register 

.&. : as (ier notification in this regard. .and" their non- 

engagement gives rise to continuing cause o·f acti·)n 

relief cJ.a·imPd -"Ind tJir>rP i,; rn ''l"':~.l'!l ,f lh1•lr-. 

,,nd ·./:,,rn;_,y 1:/1c ·lf•f>J.i,: i n t s <1r1 f'lltlt.lf! i fo r Lil'..' 

,:'.,~ ·• 1, ! ::,_1 !,:1r:: r ] _.l ·1· 1•rC:,:;ctibed J:Je1.lod of llmitat:.i0n. 

t I t, has al so been S Ubmi tted on behalf Of the appU cart 

that the similai;:ly situated applicants wbo were disi 

relief. Learned 

different o .A~ , 

plac~d reliance 

Principal Bench o 
Tri 1?unal in 

(~~>-.. 
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~m Singh Vs. u.o.r. and Others(1993)24 A.T.c • 

747 • ' . Refererice1has also been made to unreported 
: I . 

judgment of this Bench of Tribunal delivered on 

.!£~!2.1996 in 2._.A_:~•1550 of 1992 Prahlad & Others 

Vs.u.o.r. & Ors. and also the order dated 24.11.00 

in O.A.J:lb.39 of,I 1998 Virendra Kwnar TiwarJ. va-tr ,o , 
:I 

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

handed down by H ,, n • ble supreme c~urt in u .o .r. & . ,,( 
~~-~~saE~~, and Ors.1992 s.c.c. (L&S) 611- 

Judgment of Madrf B.; nch of this ~r_j.bunal in· the ., 
I , ' . t' I 

case of G.Krisho/Jjmur.- y vs.u.o.r. & Others(1989) 
-~1 I - 

9 A.T.C.158 • or.' th'. point of continuing cause <>f 
\f. ~-' . , 

action each of tli ~ cr: unsel appearing on behalf of;. 

the applicants i respective matters highl~ghted 
~ I 

the decision by Delhi High Court in c.w.P.No.507~ of 
I t . 
1 · 1 1999 decided on 2'·1 .o& .99 (Shish Pal Singh and Othe. s 

Vs. u.o.r. & 0th :s)r wherein it has been held; 

'!In 1997-9 uniors · to the petitioner wer' _ 
i 

engaged bu•. 11e was left o nn , 

realised t~at his name had not been entere . ' 

in the "1 i ~~..! register" a nu. the.re fore, not· 
:l 

given any 1gagement. The cause or-action ·I 

accrued to 1-· im in 1997-98., even otherw.J.se 
the cause ~- action is a conti,.....!uous one. 

I~ •, 
Hence his ~ ·ig/-: nal petition was not barred 
by time •11 ·It . 

j 

a. s/shri dljl,P.. Gaur, P. Math v ., 1 ·· ··, 
A.v •• Srivastava. · N.

1
~ ingh, V.K. Goel and Arni , s 

learned counsel fr 

objection of 

with a joint 

any continuing ca 

they were ergaged 

that there is no questiq· 1 
~ J 
· action ~ ~e applicant.:s aJ 

t• 
' . . t "Po 

purposes and aftec ~he r specific 

.. y;~ I .i- I 
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•• '.l 



~,;- 

r·--.J 

~1,, 
l f 11 ; l 
f I ' 

l·' I 11 I 1 

Ii · 1 

'\! /· I 
u· I tf 't l? i ,; f .I' , I 
I ' 

; ; Ji 
Jt I 

;;'I I' ,., 
: 1/ 
!{ 'I 

') i 
! I! ~, 
;\ II ! !' 
. !!lj : 
'Ii,; 
~I 
,11· .. · : i 

; II I I ,.,,1. ·ri 
~i 

' !~i 

I 
·'1'! ; 

1~'. t Ii• 
·! 1 · 
~: 

i 
I 

~ 

• 

... 

: : 32 : : 

work was over. their engagement came to an eddo 

It has further been submitted that the applicants 

have approached this Tribunal in each case much 

beyond the period of 11.mi ta tion prescribed for the 

purpose and there is no acceptable explanation for 

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

by ~imitation and liable to be dismissed. From the 

side of the respondents. reliance has been placed 

on the follo·~ng Judgments;· 
II 

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

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

2. 

3. Scooter-India and Others Vs. Vijai E.v. 
Eldred(l999) Bl 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 
Rail way & Ors. (1987) 1 s .c,c, 677. 

o.A.zNo.1062/97 alongwith connected matters 
Bal Krishna vs. u.o.r. & Ors.c<&A.T. Allahabad 
Bench. decided on 12.4.2001. ( 

" " 

4. 

s. 

6. 

9. I have considered the submissions of learned 

counsel for the either side. In Bboop SinJh's case 

(supra)• the question of latches and de.l e v was examined 

at length and the following law has been handed down; 
I • 

"There is another aspect of the matter.. Inordinate 
and unexplained delay of latches is by itself a 
ground to refuse relief to the petit..loner. irr­ 
espective of the merit of his claim. I f a person 
entitled to a relief chooses to remain silent for 
long. he thereby gives rise to reasonable belief 
in the mind of others that he is mt interested 

:j •. in claiming that relief. Others ace than just- 
ified· in acting on that behalf. This ls more so 
in service matters \141ere vacancies are requiredT 

~~C7 
•. • • • • .pg.33/- 
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to -be fiiled ee11pi:e~prompt1y~·; A person cannot 
be perm! tt.ed to~ challenge -the .term.in.a tion of his' : \ 
service after a per:Loci 'of 22 years. w1 thotit' a'riy " "· · i 

~cogent 'explanation for the inordinate delay --· 
. merely because others similarly dismissed .had 
been reengaged as a result of their earlier 
peti tlOnM>eing allowed. AcCl'Pt.:l.ng the peti ti one rs '. 

• • I 

con_tentioti would upset' the. entire service juris- : 
prudence and ·we are una_ble. to construd~ Dharam Pal", 
in the manner suggested by the pet! tio11er~ · Article_ 

' ' 14 of the principle of non-discrimination is an 
equitable principle. and, therefore~ any. relief 
claimed on that basis must it.Self be fotin.~ed on . 
equity ~nd hot be alien to tha_t concept. - In· our 
opinion, grant of the relief to the petitioner in 
the present case would be inequitable instead of 
its refusai beil)J discriminatory as asse_i;ted by 
the learned counsel for. the .Petitioner. . we are 
further of the view that these circumstances a..lso 
justify refusal of.the relief claimed under Article- 
136 of the Const! tution.11 

• I 

10. · A bare perusal of the atlove verdict it is 

quite _.evident that the applicants canoot claim similar 

relief granted to others and also that ·inordinate and 

;: I 
;· i 
:, ! 

. ' 

tinexplaine~ delay or latches is by. itself a -ground to 

re:fuse 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 All_aha:t;,a.d 

Bench of this Tribunal Ln the case of Prahalad & 

!, -:_:; •• 

. ·. 
others(supra) • In that. case the petit;ton was .£!led 
in the year 1992 and thereby the applicant.therein 

had approached tpe Tribunal . much befor~ ~e _present 

~pplica.nts. · I find the verdict giyen in th.e·. Prahlad' s 
' I ~ • . I ' ~; 

.. :' 

' . ' ·., ' .,..,- ! I 
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; ·::case. cannot ~:bE!. df· arty -he1p ~to. we .. : app1_1dan1:.J;\Jn· ·ir1ewi~~~Fli1· f; ':· . . .• - -~ ,,. I~>': .'1> •• ~,,~ • '. ,\ • ,·,' ;'.. ,_, ,{,;.''» ·. ",t.f·:':'\ :· _.'f +··,~L:\i,t 
- ·of observat.1orl. by tbE! aoni ble ·supreme 1Cotii:i;·J.,i( the ;:·)(r '-:~:\ 
' ;• • • ,. •• ;,'·: • • , ; ., .,.. 0! .·· = .• ;/: · .. , .'. 1,"!.'·: :.: •. ".;, .... v . 

. Jlidg~nf:i-~ferr~d aoov~, . 4f-~nQ,tjle~ ;dc~asio.~twhli~-~tf/~{~;:; 
.,.:·,, .• "· 5 .. ,,. :\'·.'· . , .,, , ,, '"'(,:• ';';{> ~''.'· • c·;_· •. ' .''"'',: '>i''c"•/::: :;,~\l', '·i;'c,'{<ii\ 

- cohJefitt~J wit.it Ritan<chand samanU}s -cas~ tstipr~o ltt.11~:t;·itW. 
'1ti:~l4~ '.~nJf+:~~1:~}e~gd, lbe1 r;aim, :i~U]1~;i~\ 1F'.\~I 

,, .. ".\of .latches and p,bserve~. ~~. tinder:.:.; . <t ,: . .:;;; ; ,. 
__ .;_r~ que;tioni/arise. _one. 1-£ th~~- ~u u6nei:s · :_: it/ ; 

;; .. < <.· ar~ ···.erttihled ate' a\mat.ter 'o(,1~if£?,r-~rEi~~~f1e~~~~·,1r:.u~J 
·~ .anci other -..r f_ they have ,cd.osb:::l.h~~f;,'.ri4jfi~,~:'.1£ia:ii:,-.,.-.i:;Jif?:>l/ .. 

·ane "'l'd~1ay_,:: ~?h Qf e as~f 1~~~:·~m~1otf lt\ I 
:l.n·projects; to be reemployed in .railways .has}{ 't··:::.J 
:beeii i:eaolgii1Sed h>th ily 'th,i ,liati .,.;ys ~nd :,thlii · · f /I 

. Court. Buf .. ttnfo_rttiiiately· the pet.itlone.t:f( cjj,d .;'· ···,.\! · 
C~t .fake:,ariy s·t.~i,_'·i:d: enforce :t.h~t1.fi':'b1a1rti\he1:ore .. , . :,;:'.~J 

,_ : .. - ' . ·• . .' , .... • _,' '•·, . ·- . . :-, . -: ... _: .. I. 
-the. Railways' except.,'seriditig -~ vague· represent;.. ' ,•: ''j.:,· ''•:·I: 

' - , "· . . . . ,· . . . • :' \. . .•. I,.·., ·•1 
at1ori nor :·ata hh#.1 ~~en ··car.e~ lo"_'pr?a~c~ a~:(~ti-.:J;\.i."JI 

- r:i.ai to :aat:i.s;y this court that-··t.hey were. cc;,vered./\;/ ~,;! 
. •· , , ,: , _ ., ·- _ , - .. ' · . ;' . ,/! _ · · ·:·, ;· f'-: .. , , I 
iri the ,sch~riie,' . .fr~niecLby1 the,. Ra.ii ways .I.t was;~hrgea:<f ./;I 
·, ' .- . ,'. . ;•. . . . ; .-··. .. ' '·,, .,:{ 
by the'learned'.cotinsel foi:: petitioners that';t.ii~,f- :, ·{. :::;J 
may ~ perm! ~teq. 'to' produae··~the1r·· identity;' eic. >\:.' :1 
befod( opposi te'.par:t!es· who may ~ccept or ·J·~ject'. ':i "·.·:: 

the 'same after \1e~ificati9h/~.''•1e. are afraid{i.~f\< Y,'.\ ?I' 
-~uid be·'too daajerous .. J.o ~i:'.mit.this exercise~/ .. •·;j 
A ·wr11:: 1s:1~s~ec1 by.this ,:ourt ln·favour 6£.J :- . ;: . 
person .whoi:i-ia.s-:-so~-- r.tght.-:_;:,. knaf.hot.·;, for saie··'of. ·J 

;:!;, 1!1Jtt~~;:t:\s::a~;~,::e;::!!Bfti,' (c . , 
available· in law;·. in absence· of 'any fresh·;cause ';_, 

·,of ~ction or ariy.legisl~tion a. pe.rson t.'ho has ,,, 
elost his remedy ·~y lapse Of time loses his.aright 

,. 
'.,··t:; 
··_lJ 

·.f.: i -··. ··::, -~. . . 
12. i: n another case· scooter ,~h<iia. a.n.i o thers0

} • :, ')j 
. • .. . .. ~ l . ._;;: _,;: : ' ' . ·: "'..·:::;1,;' . ·.' ·,._:·.-·. }:,;: ; . : :;il 

··._(SUPJ;'a) •. the Hq_n'.ble .S~ptem~,:Court ,r:ej;1:15ed'/ to grarit' .. J/·_'.~':. ;;t; 
, , · , ., . . _.. · ·... . · .. ·:.~ · .' .. , ."!( , ... :·. ', \: t:,t?:Ii:t . /~:.:;; ·0>?{:.i,. '.Jf. ,:;1 
the , reue f 1'h ere, .. c::ase was,, 'filed .. fter• Rt~ year,wc: :?;, ,''O,i;' , ''1 

. .. . . • ,, '"' y Raig;,i~~\ffi[Jfaf~ 
;:,- the :Horii ble ·-·&u.preJ~·-:·eoW::l?b~erv@c1 ai3<"t1hci~~,- ·i~)t;l 

. . .. . . '·'.\;1;> • '; . :A ::: r [. ~/~J 

,!,; 
.,.:: 
i; 

:i 
.J \ 

-,,.., 

·? ~- 

as well." 

5_:,. ;i:: :' (; 
•i f_:. 

- .. ~:- 
I J!Xif)t~ .,. ' - . - , "•-,.~ . : : iJ · ··'.,: ;:- - . :_,., AIY. 
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A iarg~ ntimber _of cases were .filed iri various 

eo~ts by 9asua1 labours ciaiining -~eguJ.arisa tidri in .the 

'light df. observat,ion irl 'Indra.,Pa.l.c-Yaaav:,vs.~Un.ioii-,of ,' 
India c isss L 2 .. s , c .c, ,~ ~2~-;~fi0~iil~;~~~~im ~ii~.J~i'~~ea·\:··· 
• : ' . • • - : ;--:· 1i;'9:~- .... •-. :-.,.'"'-\ -~ ~~, ..... ·':"'• i: ' ... '·-:-~~:- } • ,, • , 1- 

~ for~ ·:t.he:adri•.bie'._sdpfeine ,dourt.;ih.qase ·.o~· ;;Dakshin .. 
I • • • J • ·: • 

. Railway Employees Uniori T.hiruvananthapuram Division 

(supra). the,Hon'.ble Suprem~. Court.after. appreciatin,J. 
t1'e·· ·pro~l~mheic1 · as :unde~ 1. :· ,· · -~- _ .. ; · ·. . : · ·. -; · ·· 

. ' 

· ,i shri . Krishnamurthy~ ,_1earneci \::ourisei: £dr Railway .. 
~dfu1nis t~a t.J.on brirzjs :;to: Ott notice the·. diffj_cUl.ty .· 

.. : . .. . . . . . .. '. ·,. . . . .. . ' . - ·-,:. . ',., . '·., '.'. ·, ·: .. • . . ,·,,_ which wil,l. be experienced --by, the· Railway Adrriints.;..,./ 
."tra tidri 1£ .·wfthout ahy llmi ta tiori :personi·ciairtl.iDJ> 
to have been etnployeci .as ~asuai:iaJxSur t>~io{.to' ,. , 
Jan. 1. 1981. l!eep corhlng _forward to claim. the 
benefits o'f the scheme;. .•. We understand the diff­ 
icult:y of: .·the. adminis,tra ~i~ri: and_ ~e. th~re.fore': 
direct .th.i t ali ,perso~ : who a~sire tci · cial~ . the. 
l:>ene fl ts. of the 'scheme: oh .th~, dh>iind 'lh~t. ~hey.: 
'had beeneretren~hed tkifore: Januai-l i/''i9_ai>shoh1a :_:·· 
sul:rni t their claim to l.he: admihisfra: tiort before 
March 31; ·1987. The Admlnistrat!on shall then 
consider ttie geriuirieri~ss of Jhe cll:lim and process 
·them accordingly. n 

I ; • , 

i 
.. •i 

i 
' 

.. '! 

' :[ 
I 

·.! .... ( 

i4. 
From the above Observation hy the:HOh' ble' 

• : ! .. ,. •. • .: . . ' . 
_Supreme . Cdtii:t ~ : . 1 t. is q\l.1 te: ·~].ear -· tha i:,': cci nceph ·:·of 

COrittnui~ .~~~~/of adt;10,n_.1~ tit; ~f~~)t~~:~~i~i /', f \ · 
la.1:x>u.rs has ·be.en d1sapproved~an9 the. same, view,,,was· 

. . • :- . ;; .,\-' ,.-;, '",';. ;C' -; ", .. ',. :,' _. , .-•·, 

• aaopteii- by Ftiii Bench of :1'h1ii. Ti:-1buna1 .i_ri the cas,O 0£,_,. • , . ·\, I 

! f :·.: i 
',: ·:-,:;:; -:·:"_,I 

·'ti:.,··:,;, . \· l 
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--~,,_ .. "-"-" ....,_~~,r;..~...... . ~:#-•h' -·~ ii' d'"sryif ·J'rill/'lit''i{!'-rn..es:t: ... ~~~r}~; 
• 

. 

·itlff 

ors.vs;:.;.Uni.oh of ·Iridia\aiid -Orsi20.0()(3) ,. . .. , Ji:t 
; ':,, •; ' .· ,•. ' ;- ·,. ,:•,,, .. -:,-n-,;-~i :' <' ' ... ' t'if:f: 

AlT~J •. · e.i anc(.it llcis:be~n-li>bse~eJ)ii(tttlder,,:'1';' ·.,j/f, - ~'L .· <: .·· ·... . '. '·. . , \ •,•;>\(;!'ffi\1'.t;Af;:fili: k•·U '· ,1/•i 
'.' Provtsiorts of .the> relevant· Railway' B6afa! )};·- ':'/§ :. ) ; ·t 
': . ' , ' '·· ' ; '\ . ' . . . . ' :· ·., : -"'·'· • 'c .. ,;, : • h' 
Circtilar· dated 25~4~1986 foiio~d by.·:the ··::\:·:.{>·.\,<': /if: 
ci.'rcuJ.a,: da led 28 ,0 .1987 iSS u~d hi Getieral {;: ;i~;;;; , I/; 

for placing· the ·· · ":,. ·' · .·if. 
; [· 
. }jl' 

,!.- ; t . g, 

:)f 
u 
' ' .~ ;A 

. ' ·::: 

.. ; 

Manager• Northe.tn:Rail~y 
. . .. · . ; .-, . ... . . . : . , '' .. ' .; . . . . . ; ~- ·:· . . . . " . .. 
riames qf casual labour_ on the Live ~sual 

· .... Lalx>ur Register··ao mt gi,re· -, r.ise :to a~cort...; . 
, . . , : . · .. · · ·_' · .' . . -~- • .i· ,:· <, ,·r • , ·: • . ." . , • .: : •· -:_'; J;',; ~ :: 

tinuotis cause ,o.f action and hence ... tbe: pro~::{ . 
. •.. . . ' . ;.-· . ·.'·' .. · .. ·. -: .. · .... ·. ,\ ·, ': ,., '·, ,.: ,· ;; ··, 

vi~ions 6£·11,mitation _contained in-Sebtiori 21:,.- .. 
bf the :Adrniriietrative Tribunal~ Acti 1985 
\obi.ii.a apply~ 11 ~ • .. • · "'. · · • · · 

,_1.•.: 

._if 
:-·r 
.• { 

• ~·,J ·: 

•J; . 

·15~ with the above Position iri'._view it·car/:· 
z i»,;.{~¥ .ii:. h&ld ~at tile o~de; of °tVis~ .. en. 
. Be heh of this, Tribtmai as we11 "" the obseiva l:10;; . . . ·. . .• . . ., . . ' . •. . 

by Delhi High C:0,tirt J.n Sbish Pai : Sirgh i ~. case 
. I•, ;· .• 

not help the appiica.nt to assert the api)l.icability. 

. of <?Ontinu.ing ·cause of action in the present ma.tier~ 

. 
)' _;: 
I 

l 
,·: 
~: 

·.-!: 

• J 

16. 
Under· Section 2i, of the/,Adtnfru.stra ti. Ve· 

Tribunals. Act. 1985 iaw prJscribed ·a. ·:.~r!od }>f limit;;;_ 
' '•. ; ·',. . 

! 

ation within which the.a.A. shouia l.Je'':fiieci before>tlie 
Tribunal. 

In. the matte?rs unde.r,·t3onsidck:tat.ton1, the·, 
'cause'

0e>f ·action arose to the ·applic:::ant_s muc 

ana: in some cases even before tlie 15 to 20 earlier 
- . 

... ars. There, · 
is also no~ccep~ble '.' explaria tion for. this long and . . . . . . . . . . . ·: ·. .. .. - : . ' . . . • . .·. ' . ' : ' > . •i •. 
ihordina te .·delay in ,approaching /the '~i:i~Uru.sl., The:-;.·_ .. .',, · , . . · · ·.• .·, :'<'· - .. ··.:·: · :y:1,·:\"·r 
legal position is weu settled that liili!. tat.ton for')'., .;..'''.•· , .. : .. , . . . ,\ . .:,, •.: Jo:>:" ... :: ... ,,,,J; . .•·::l",\'S. 
filing the ·olaim·.in Co11rt.;or.,Triba.na.J.,d3tarts runn1~: -::_ .. . .·... ,. . ' . .'.: :. > .•.. .. ;:,,., . '>. > ·,,··.· :LI;'•. ' . ·(.c;.; ... ;-::v \ "·'·' 
from the:· date 6£ caust, J>f •.ac.tion•:. ·11.Ui!hing of liili1t;i.tibfr• , 

. ·, .... > ' . . ·' . ',·. '.·.l:>;>"; :-.i· .'. 
6annbt be stdppeJ bi ai1ng. th-, r,;_pe~t~a rer>reseriUil<ins T' 0 

' · • ' ··,,;~_. '

1

: .. /:'.'''·''~;/t····"; ,·.:·.\:-·.·t<.· . .--,'' ,,. '.-!·" 
tinder .s,e~tion 21 o;f the,, . 

~ 

.... - ' "37/'·· · · .. · . ':": "' ~ • pg • - .· :' . 
y. >5)!-, 

r-'t :· 

and. the period as' provide(! 
' . 

' 

•. ~:r.~- ";.1 

-~ .. 

.., (~~- _,. ~: ' ~ . ~ ..... , 



.. . . . ~ \ { . ,~s under-;. 
~ ...... i·: .. 

• ...... '. ,J" 

,.._.,. 

is 
of s~ction 20 ha~ .beeri made· in connection 
With the grievance Unless the. appl,ida tAon 

- ,. •• ; • • • • ,r •• ~ :• • :.. • • /· ·•'' • : ' .;_ ~- ; : ~. '• '1/,. is made ; within one yea..r,.front_; t.he:.date.>Qn.,;e ._ 

. ~:~,~~ ~~~i1'.~~~~:l~li~i~~hJ~~e;~;h,~r.t,,1":'·;: ·.·· 
. ·oh .:i.ff a ·.c~Ei~ :where in apikai: 'or,. repres~rit~ - ..' 

. ..~ . . . .·· . ··~ . .•. . . I'~ . '. . . . . '.I 

a-tiori: such as is mentioned .ih 'ciaus~- (b) \if};:,: 
... i . . . .'._ . . ., ·... · .. \. . . . .: ' . . ,· "::. ·. ', . ·, .... · · ..... i;, ·. ,•: 

, sub section C-2) of<:Seotio.n 2C> ~a~ .bee':1 :·made., 
anc(·a. perioa. o :e si~ · rnqrithei tta,V exi>.ir~ct · tii~rE!­ 
a fter .Wi thoti~ ~uch, finai ·. Order: ha.viiil;:~~rL . :'. 
riiaae. -withiti'dne year from the dat,e of expiry ;.,. 
of the said period:! o £: ~i~. tnohths .: \: . . . . . '.~. 

. . ,.:,-)·:_ .;· ·:· .·· /;."<:. • .. ,~,.·'.· . ' ... . N:>ild thstanding .· anything CO.iitalb.ed .!n. SU~. . 
-~ . . ~ . - , ,,.: . . . . , ' . '. .. . section (1 > ~ where~. 

(a) the· grievance in r~Spect of which an 
~Pplicatioii is tnad~ had ·arisen by reason· .6£: 

· arif arcie.f<~ae :at any·.·time. aur±nc/ the ~-x:.iQcL: .. ,_, 
of tht'e.e yea~s -i~ed!'~te.i.y·preceding;··_the-~-d~te 

:.cin.~.wh.i.c:h . th~ jurl~aictldti~i i:>o~ri··aiill,·' ihtiiori ty; 
Of the. Trihuria.i ··~comes .. e,c~rcls.ab1ii\iindeir-Ath1s ·' - . i. 

:· ·. . . . . . ,: ·. . .. ,; ·' ( . ' . . .. . ··. ·: - . : ·. : . 
Act 'ih :respect of .the ~tter t~_;Cwh_:1-Ch·:.~Ucli ~rder 

·---~'~ ~-:.·~· .-~ f 

(2) 
-.: 

···:;;' 

rei.i te~ _; and . 
.·. ·, 

.• ·, -::; Cb> no prticeeaings· for the rectr~iis~i ;;£Such 
grievance had ~en comm~nced "be for~ th~ saia,·. 

· dat:~ :before ",any Hi_gh doud: .• _ · 

the ~pplicarit.ion sha~l be __ :·enter~inect by ~e ·Ti'ibuna.t · · '" 
... i. f- it fs macie. -~i thin ":the PE!r.t°od ieferred t(,'ji·d.it .. diaiise: /'. 

(~) ~' or .• · ,-as .the. case- may be.~ 61.~USE! (bl ,/'d,:ei\§U~§edtioh 
. ( 1) or wi thi Il a period Of six montk"s. '~ frd~{\.h~ '.: ~aid : ' .: . ' . · j. 

. . . -r 
date. which~ver !)ei::ioci_ -~x:ki.~e,s ·:~~~e_r~x)_/ :: \'._:_·._·-'\:~ .:· ...•.. ·. ·,, · · .. :.i.1,:. 

·:t.-· . NOtw! thsta.nding- anything coiW.ned 1n· su~-, . .,. 
""" ucs.; ( 1 i Or s Ub-;,s~Ct~ oi. ti ) l :illl a PPl i.ca tion: . J'. '. ':t 

. :·· ... ~/·'; -~ ' 

(3) 
:: ~ . 

.. :.:.:.:.: ~:~_.!-_~ .. 

' . 



I 
.. , ;· 
._,· 

t~ _; :. 
('}'.;->:' 

II:' , 

.., ~ c 

kit:_. . "c:·~:~ 

, .. 

i: 

,;.-· 

s- 
~ 

·t.,,_ .... - ..... 

·. •"i:\~.1~~ 

,_;·1.· .. (. ·1 
[ 

' 
.... . . 38 \ .!- • . . . . .. ".../ 

r('..:.:: \ .. ::·may be admi~t.Eid. a1:t~r the per.icld ,of tin~ 
year st>ec1·£i.e.a .iri aiau.$, ca:>' of: 01ausEj\-c 
of stt~s~dtlori(i) ·or·. a~- the' .. cia~~;-fua·f··hert\ 
the period of si~: ~onths sped.if.ied' iri·:,tih,.·· . ' ' 

section(2) • if the appiicant satisfi~s th~ 
Tribunal that he ·had ~~fficient cause for· 

<not rtiaking the application within such 
1· 

•. 

: ...... t>er.ioa.~/ 
•. '. ·~ \ 

i . 
i 
' . i . ·I 

: l 
l 

. } ·:·· 
,,_. 

17. . If .the represerita.1:..1.on :is_·_ fi,le~-.!e,rig ~-f~~r ! ' 
. . ' '~·· '. ·:. . ,,. • ~-";- ,· \/:: i._ •. •· •• · .. ,: /· ' 

the· ~~plry' tif ·the: litriitadon ·and the ,reJ):'.~serit..itiori' 
is r~ ~~-cted' th~ t: wili .· ~ot: :re~i.v~: ~e:·. ~i"ioa' of ;;l!nut.:. 

. atiori -~or ·.the caUse. ()~ -~cd.6~· ,mich · ha~-:~ri~~~ io~;-~:· . 
• • 1 ',, ··:-., \· /~\(_:>·· 

·f 
.,·;_·. 

back •. 
' ~ 

:;; 

.ta~. . . • . • ' .• : • ~ . • . . . ; . . • .• ···._ ~ .. .:, I .• ' 

After donsiderinJ the facts and·ci]:'.cums~hc¢_s-.,., 
. . ' .··t'· . ', ... 

.. of· each case._· ;r h~ve .no doubt.that · che: presE?nt O .A~ ;·. 
have l:>eeri filed lorzj after the prescribed'Period of 

li.mi ta ti.on and the' applicants cannoe be granted· reti~i:' 
~§-. i3ougtit. -f~r.: T~e :or~i:i.na1 :-~pp1ic~tiok~ are di~nJ~:e~ 
as. be~ng. barred bi period of·, llmi~ti6Ji/. Ho_.;e~~•: f~:·" .. 

, •.•. ' . .,. _:· '~ • .- .- •, •I ' -~· •, ! ·.'.·. '. ;. • ' ·• •. { .- .. · ,· • -; ;._· ~··.. .~ :• ":;·:. ,•,, :· ·,' 

· is found expedient te> 9lari ~y .. that, tl"ie- period; P::t ,limit- ~·. 

atie>ri has been Prescribed under Section 21 f. the 

Admihistra ti ve Tribunais ic£~ 1985 as above for. fil.irzj. 

the ~ppiicat_ion before the. Tribunal .•. but it has no 
. . . . . ' 

b.1.'nding On departmental alithori ties Who can c;I.Ct in 

accordance to 'respective department;.al rUles 

. regard.; ;No·o~dei/~s-·t~~-cos~~::,)'. 
-~-~--- ··-.· ·.·-----~~--· -· --.i· .~ .. ' ·. <· --· ~-----~·~~-& 

~·'if<ee 

J..n this 

.... ;....,~.;,.:'~.:;~,, . .;.{\,( ,.;_.,::'. :, 

. ';'.{ .. 

/-~ ,, 

f.:_', •• ••• · '{· :,· -, .-, .. · tc 

Mernbiar (J) 
IM .M., .. .,,, 
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~ · ~c~:~ztiI~i~r:t~t, 


