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IN TRE CENIRAL ADNINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR.
0.2.Nc.174/2000 . .- Date of crder: 2! g)wm
© Subhash’ Babu, S/o Shri Munne Lal, R/o Shri roa Nagar,
Sacgariya, Kota Jﬁncticng Kote, formerly wcrking as
Khallasi in the W.Rly, Kota. :
V ‘ R :..Appiicant.

Ve.
1. . Union of India through General Manager, W.Rly, Churchgate,
‘Bombay.
2. - . Chief Personnel Manager, W.Rly, Churchgate, Bcmbay.
2. ' The Divisional Rly.Msnager, W.Rly, Kota.

‘ .. .Respendents.

Mr.Pradeep Rumar Asthana - Ccunsel fcr applicant.
CORAM: .
' Hon'ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal, JuCicial Member .
_ Hon‘ble-Mr.N.P.Naﬁanju Administrative Member. -
PER HON'BIF MR.S.K.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMEER.

~ _In this Criginal application filed under Sec.19 of the
Adrinistrative Tribunales Act, 1985,'the,appﬂjéant_nakes a prayer to
Ceclare the cermunication dated 23.2.96 as null and veid ané direct
the respondents to reinstate /regularise. the services cf the
applicant with all censequential benefits.

2. "Hear? .the learned counsel for the applicant on admission.

- 3. The facte cf the case as stated by the applicant are that

he wae jnitjally-appéinted as Khallasi substitute by lcco Fereran,
Western Railwa§p,Kcta cn 25.10.73. On 5.5.74, there was conplete

strike in Railways and even casual labourers were nct allcwed to

perform the cduties by the strikers. It is steted that despite this

fact, the applicant perfcrred his dﬁtjes cn the days of strike. The
strike was thereafter called off. It ie stated by the applicant
that the Reilway has issued letter dated 6.4.77 to reinstate/v
regularise the services of the applicant who have been Gismissed/
removed/suspended éh, account cf the strike. The- applicant filec
représentation after representasticon but no bedy pajékany heedé anc
ultimately, the reSponééhts have communjcated‘theAappﬂjcant vide

the impuoned ccmmUnicatién.dated 23.3.96 that the appljcént was nct

+in the =services of the Reilways. in May 1974 end cther

repreéentation earlier-to this was not received in the office cof
the respondents. Thereforég the applicant fileS the O.A for tﬁe
relief as menticned above. ' '

4. According to the applicant himself, after strike was
calléd off on 5.5.74; the applicant apprcached¢ the Loco Foreman,
Kota but he did nct permit him on duty. ﬁuf acceréing te the

cormunication iesued by the responéents chn,23.3.96, it is evident
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that the applicant was not in service cn 5.5.74. Nc representatﬁon_
ie-alleged to have béeﬁ receiveé‘by the respcndents in this regard.
The applicant has' approached the Tribunal in the year 2000 whereas
accoréing tc the applicant he was denieé tc take on Suty cn 5.5.74
by the iccc Foreman. Therefbre. this application appears tc be
gresely barred by limitation.

5. Under Sec.2l cof the Administrative Tr:bunalc' Act,; the
applﬁCant must be apprcached the ?r:bunal within a per:od of one

year from the date of final crder or if nc reply has been received

. ¢ the representation filed by the applicant; then after lapse of 6

ronths frew the date of representation the applicant must have

" approached the Tribunal fcr redrescsal of. his grievance. The main

purpcse of limitaticon provided under Sec.2l of the Administrative
Tribunals -Act i° that the Gevt =ervant who has” lecltnmate claim
should inmediately agitate for the same aga:nst the adverse order
passed against him.

6. In Bhoop Singh Vs. UOI, AIR 1992 SC 1414, it wes held by
Hon'ble Supreme Court that 'it ie expected of the Govt servant whe

has legitimate claim toc approach the Court for the relief he seeks
within a reasonable pericd. This is necessary tc avoid dislccating
the &drinistrative set up. The impact on the administrative set up~

and on other emplcyees is' stroeng reason the consideration of stale

- claim.! A

Te . In Stete of M.P Vs, S.S.Rathore, Hen'ble Supreme Ccurt has
held that repeated representétions do not extend the. perjcd ct
limitation. '

8. In U.T.Deren & Deau & Oré;,_Vs. R.K.valand, 1996(1)

SCC(L&S) 205, Hon'ble Supreme Ccurt helé that 'the Tribunal fell in
patent error in brushing aside the question of limitaticn by

observing that the respondents has been making represéntaticn from

time to time and as such the limitation wculé not cowe in his way.'

9. - In view of the above legal positicn _ahd' facts and
circumstances cf the case; we are cf the considered view that this
C.A ie hopelesely barred by limitation. .Not cniy this but even on
merits, the applicant has nc case..

10. We, therefcre, Cismiss the 0.A in limine at the stage cf

admission.
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Member (A). s Merber (J).




