
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL\/ 
/ 	 AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A. No. 	314 	OF 	1988 

DATE OF DECISION 	L.7. 1991 

- 	r onan. 	 Petitioner 

Advocate for the Petitioner( 

Versus 

Respondent q  

	

i: 	Ki7a4i 	 Advocate for the Respondent(s) 

CORAM: 

	

The Hon'ble Mr. 	 inh, cJr:iniStrativ irncer. 

	

The Hon'ble Mr. 	.Tnthana Krishnan, Judicial Member. 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or .  not ? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal. 
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Raghu Mohan 
tret No 14, 

Near Dachu Dalal, 
Hokoro_ne_Kathe, 
Popat par a, 
Rajkot. 	 ...... Applicant. 

(Avocate:iir.3..Gogj) 

Versus. 

Jnj0n of India 
Throuch: General Manager, 
western Rilway, 
Churchgate, 

orrLbay. 

Executive iLngineer(Constructjon), 
In-charge of ±ajkot Const.Unit 
"eStern Railway, 
Jarru-iagar. 	 ...... 	Respondents. 

(dvocate; Mr. 3.2. Kyacla) 

JUDGM'ZNT  

O.A.No. 314 OF 1988 

Date: 29.7,1991 

'b1 Mr. Ii.M. Eingh, Administrative Member. 

he only material facts in this original 

ion filed under section 19 of thedrainistra-

.hunal Act, 1985, are that the applicant's 

nt as casual labourer on Viramgam-3kha_ 

.r Conversion Project which started on 

9 was terminated on 20.3e1981 without notice 

efore in violation of the provisi:ns of 

25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act. It 

er alleged that similriv situated labourers 

led in December 1983 but the applicant was 

h violated provisions of section 25(H) of 

strial Disputes Act. 3n these material facts 

ing upon the Supreme Court judgment in 

Ydav's case (LJ 1985(2) 58) the applicant 

reiflt.tcrnent. 
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2. 	The respndents have resisted the application 

.ri several grounds, including the application's 

isqualification for admission an grounds of 

.imitation. Jn this subject, the application speaks 

in two voices in discord. The first voice is that 

he cajjcation is within time limit. The voice in 

isccrd is that as an abundant caution application 

a ndonation of delay has been filed if the 

:1 anal 'feels that there is little delay in filing 

ais application'. A 3ench of this Tribunal had 

- dmitted the application subject to limitation 

:herehy keeping the question of limitation open. In 

a aotion application appears the averment 

cant submits that in fact there is 

lay since the inaction is on the part of tb 

-:ilway administration. 	An essential legal 

oolication of this averment is that limitatiari 

t 

:tering into the question of its tenability, the 

1leqad inaction and illegal action of the 

a spondents initially occured on 20.3.1981 when the 

plicant was allegedly terminated without notice. 

2hat being the case, even according to the averment 

the application the cause of action arose 

931which is :ariar to three y:ars from 

f.11.1985, the date from which the authority of 

rihunal became exercisable. The £'ribunal has no 

athority, in terms of provisions of section 21(2)(a) 

the dministrative Tr:Lbunals Zt, 1935 , to 

adjudicate in disputes originating in that long past. 

Evan from the date 1.11.1985 from which the authority 



of the Tribunal becaw, execis able, the application 
for which delay 

registered on 12.4.1988 is filed late/ the 

condonation application furnishes no acceptable 

application. 

3. 	In view of the above, we do not take up 

submissions at the final hear inj and contentions 

taken in the application, reply and rejoinder for 

consideration for in our above view the application 

has to be dismissed on grounds it is liable to be 

rejected at the threshold. 44e hereby dismiss the 

application but, in the circumstances of the 

applicant, without any order as to costs. 

h 

(rishnan) 	 (N.M. Singh) 
)er 	 Admn. Member 


