
OPE N COURT 

CE tJTR AL ADM IN ISTRAT !Vt: TR !BUNAL 

ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD 

ORIGINA L APPL ICAT IO !~ N0.115 OF 2003 

ALLAH AB AO TH IS THE 26TH DAY OF MAR CH ,2003 

HON ' BLE MRS . MEERA CHHI88ER , MEM8ER-J --
filohd . Arif 
aged about 3 1 years 
son of Late Shri 5 8 lim Khan , 

re side nt of 188 Chaman Ganj , 

S ipr i Bazar, 

Jh ans i . •••••••••••• Applicant 

(By Advocat e Shri R.I<. Nigam) 

Versus 

1. Union of India, 

through General Manager , 

Centr al Railway , 

Mumbai CST. 

2 . Chief Workshop Manager , 

C8 ntral Rail way , 

Jhansi . 

(By Advocate Shri l~ . P . Singh) 

ORDE R 

••••••••••• R8 spondents 

. 
~ 

8; this D. A. applicant has sought the followi ng r elief s :- } 

''To i ssue a writ , or der or direction in the nature of 
cer tiorari Quashing the impugned orders dated 8 . 6 . 92 , 
6 .1 0 . 98 and 1. 2 . 99 (Annexures A-1,A-Il and A-II I 
raspectively). 

ii)to issue a writ , order or dir ection to the nature 
of mandamus ther eby com~anding the respondents to 
cons ider and ap point the pet itioner in Clas s IV 
Group ' O' post on compas sionat e gr ou nd for which a ti~e 
bound direct ion i s so licited. 

iii)to issue any other suitable order in favour of the 
humble peti tioner as deemed fit by this Tr ibunal in the a 
facts ond circumstances of the case. 

iv)to award cost of the petit io n in ravour of the 
humble petitioner.'' 
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2 . I t i s submitted by the applicant that his father Late 

Sa lim Khan die d in h arness while working as Skil led Fitter 

in W. R. I nspe ction- 2 in th e Ce ntr al Railway Workshop , Jhansi 

on s .10 . 1975 when applicant was only four years o ld . He 

att ai n@Jmajority in th e year 1989 , ther efore , his mother 

applied for compass ionate appointment in f a vour of her son 

(Page 18) . The responde nts h a ve r e j ected th e claim of 

applicant as not within the ru les by order dat e d 8 . 6 . 1992 

(Page 11 ) . Be ing aggrieued applicant aga in gave his 

r epr esentat ion which was r ejec t e d for th e second time on 

6 . 10. 1998 (Page 12) . Th e applica nt again ga ve another 

representation which too was r ejected on 1. 2. 1999 (Page 13) . 

Th e applicant has challenged these order s by filing the 

pr esent O. A. on 6 . 2 . 2003. 

3 . Respo ndent ' s couns el opposed th e maintainability of . 
the O. A. itse l f . At the outset on the ground th at this O. A. 

i s barred by limitation as such i s liab l e to be dismissed 

on this very gr ou nd . Counse l for the app licant submitted that 

s ince the r esponde nt s have not given any r easons , they had 

been filing r epr esentati ons t o the authorities a nd such 

re pr ese nt ation was riled on 23 . 07 . 2002 (Annex ur e- 11) but 

s ince no r ep l y was give n by th e r espo nde nt s he had no other 

opt ion but to rile this pr esent O. A •• 

4 . I have heard bath the co unsel and perused th e pleadings 

as we ll . 

5 . As per section 2 1 of the A.T. Act 1985 , period or 

limita tion laid down in th e Act i s one year From the date of 

c ause or action. In the instant case , admittedly a pp licant ' s 

father had died aa back as in the year 1975 as per ap pl icants 
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oun averment . He attained maoority in the year 1989 and his ,.._ 

mother ga ve a r eprese ntation to give compassionate appointment 

to her son which was r ejected by the r espo nde nts on os . os. 92 

and since she kept on filing r epr esentat ions , the authorities 

rejected her claim again by order dat ed 06 .1 0 .1 998 and 

0 1. 02 . 1999 . Ir the applicant was aggr ieved at least he ought 

to have f ital.the present O. A. within one year fro.11 the last 

order passed by the r espondents but he did not do anything 

but simply kept on giving r epresentations to the authorities . 

On tre questio n of limitation the law i s well sett l ed , as the 

Hon ' ble Supreme Court has a\r eady held that repeated r epr e -

sentations dfkl not extenu che per iod of limitation. Applicant 

has not fi l ed any application ror condonation of delay . In 

Ramesh Chandra Sharma ' s cas e Hon ' ble Supreme c ourt has held 

that iP an O. A. is barred by limitation Tribuna l cannot e ven 

e nt ertain the same or waive the delay , unless an appl i cation 

for condonation or dela/ is made . Accordingly , I am bound 

by the judgeme nt g iven by Hon ' ble Supreme Court. 

6 . In view of the above discussions , th i s O. A. is not 

ma intainable and i s r ejec t ed bein9 barred by lim i tation 

with no order as to costs . 

f'lember-J 

/Nee lam/ 

\ 
c-


