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"7 a p p 1 i c a n t s h a v e filed a a o i n t 0 w 1 1 e t i 1 1

they have prayed for the following reliefs:-

f i ) D i r e c 1: t h e r e s p o n d e n t s I: o e n g a g e 11 1 e

applicants forthwith in preference to all other
f res hers an d j u n i o r casu a1 labours rs.

(ii) Direct the respondents to re-engage

the applicants in accordance with the senioi ity fiseci

the basis of total number of working days they

:  rendered as casual labourers as prescribed by

Railway Board instructions issued from time to time.
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(iii) That, the respondents to consider tne

applicants for inclusion of their names in the live

casual labour register and regularise them .m

accordance wiitti Rai 1 wiay Board In structioris.

2  F a c t s i n b r i e f a r e t h a t 1: h e s e a p p 1 i c a n t s

had worked as casual labourers for various periods.

The applicant No.l had worked from 5.9.86 to

14.3.1987 for about: .167 days, cipplicant No-.^, 1 i oni

15.7..198.1 to 14..12.198.1 for .15.1 days, applicant Ro.o

from 15.7.781 to 14.12.1981 for 149 days, applicant.

No.4 from 15.7.1981 to 14.1.1981 for 147 days,

applicant No.5 from 15.7.1981 to 14.12.1901 for 124

days, applicant No.. 6 from 15.7.1981 to 14.1.2.1981

f o r 14 2 d a y s and a p p 1 i c a n t N 0.7 ft" o rn 15 . . 19 o 1 i.. o

14 . .12.19 81 f o r 14 4 d a y s . S i n c e t h e y l *i a v e a 1 s o p i a y e d
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1  - -.! r" n f'h}^ L L.Blj'OtH
t!'iat tl"iey be enlisted on tn ni -

Register, so It is to be seen whether the application
is within the limitation period or not as held by the
Full Bench-

The OA is being opposed by the

respondents- They are mainly opposing the OA on the
ground of limitation. They have stated that
applicant No.l had worked for .167 days, applicant
No.2 for 151, applicant No.4 for 145 days, appliacnt

No.5 for 124 days, applicant No.6 for 142 days ad
applicant No.7 for 114 days but have not said
anything about applicant No.3. They have, however,

submitted that the applicants have filed this Oh

after a lapse of 17/11 years which is highly belated

and time barred by time, as such tnw OA d«oct

be dismissed on that ground alone.

Heard the learned counsel for the pai-ties

and gone through the record.

It is an admitted case o1 tne pai tie-p Liiat

none of the applicants have been registered on ttie

Live Casual Labour Register.

T ti e learned c o u n s e 1 a p p e a f i u g 1 o ( 1 fi e

applicants submitted that since in the case of Shoesh

Pal (OA No it has been held that a cau.,pa of

<a c t i o n i s a r e c u r r i n g one s o t h e p 1 e a o f 11 m i L a. 11 o 11

docs not bar the applicants from filing the present
L



OA even after a lapse of certain years. In reply to
this, the learned counsel for the respondents
submitted that this very judgment has been consiueted
by the Full Bench and other judgments also whisli

..H-it- 1-he cause of action to bring
to the conclusion that the cau.>-

■1 1 I.. ■- M r- n n t h e L 1V 0 C a s u a 1 b a b o u t •the name of casual labaut on tn.. l.i
j_ rorij rr inci one and the guestiori ofRegister is not a tecurring

?  i r- 1 1 V rsf er red to Fu 11 Bench had1imi ta t ion speci: ica11y ieier r „
,  - 4.1--, nf;=.nati\/e As far as the case ofbeen answered in the negatiye.

Sheesh Pal is concerned though Hon-ble High Court had
said cause of action is recurring one, but it was in
this context that junior to Sheesh Pal liad oecii

so „is.a.vis iunior to Sheesh Pal cause ofengaged. oo vi-o a ■■ j-ro

action w,as stated to be a recurring one, but as far
the bringing up of name on the LCLR is concerned.
Hond^le Full Bench has clearly held that cause
action to bring the name on the LCLR is not a
recurring one and OA for this purpose has to be filed
within the period of limitation. So relying upon the
judgment of the Full Bench I find that the OA is
barred by time and as such is not maintainable.

In view of the above, OA has no merits and

tlie same is dismissed. No cosbts.

( KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER(JUOL)

/Rakesh


