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7 applicants have Filed a joint OA whereln

they have prayed for the following reliefsi-

(i) Direct the respondents Lo engage the
applicants forthwith in preference te  all other

Freshers and junior casual labourers.

(ii) Direct the respondents to  re-engage

n accardance with the seniority fixed

[

the applicants

3

an the  basis

{

. of total number of working days  they
have rendered as casual labourers as prescribed by

Failway Board instructions issued from time to time.

(ii1l) That the respondents Lo consider the
applicants  for inclusion of their names in the live

casual  labour agister and ragularise  bhem in

-
€

accordance with Railway Board Instructions.

2. Camts in brief are that these applicants
had worked as casual labourers for wvaricous periods.
The applicant No.l  had worked from 5.9.86  to
1a.3_ 1987 for about 1&7 davs, applicant Mo.2  Trom
15.7.1981  to 14.12.19281 for 151 days, applicant Mo L3
fraom 15.7.781 te 14.12.19281 for 149 days, applicant
Mo.4  from  15.7.1981  to 14.1.1981 for 147 days,
applicant No.S from 15.7.1981 to 14.12.1981 for 124
days, applicant No.& From 1%.7.1981 to 14.1.2.1981
for 142 days and applicant MNO.7 from 15.7.1981 tou

14.17.1981 For 144 dayvs. Sipce thay have also prayed

K




—*

[AY

o

that they be enlisted on the Live Casual Labour
Register, =0 it is to be seen whether the application
is within the Timitation period or not as held by bhe

Full Bench.

) The Qe iz hkeing opposed oy 1 he
respondants. They are mainly opposing the O& on the
ground af limitation. Thsay nave stated that
applicant No.l had worked for 167 davs, applicant
Wo.7  For 151, applicant No.4 for 145 davs, appliacnt
MaLh  for 124 days, applicant No.& for 142 days acl
applicant  MNo.7 for  1l4 days  bul have not  sald
anyithing about applicant Mo.3. They have, howas et
submitted that the applicanté have filed this OA
after a lapsze of 17/11 wears which is highly belated
and  time barred by time, as such the OA dJeserves Lo

be dismissed on that ground alone.

T

ha parties

o

4. Meard the learned counsal For

and gone through the record.

5. 1t is an admitted case of the parties that
noene  of  the applicants have been registered oh 1 he

Live Casual Labour Ragister.

& The learned counsel appearing for the
applicants submitted that since 1n the case of Shegsn
Fal e Moﬁv?%@ it has been held that a Ccause of
action is a recurring one so the plea of limibation

docs  nob bar the applicants Fraom filing the present

koo
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ag even aftter a lapse of certain years. In repiy Lo
this, the learned counsel far the raspondanis
submitted that this wvery Judgment has been considered
by the Full Bench and other judgments alao which came
te  the conclusion that the cause of action to bring

the  namne of casual labour on the Live Ccasual  Labour

e

Register s not & recurring one and the question of
limitation specifically referrad Lo Full Bench  had

been answered in the negative. A3 far as the case of

1]

Sheash Pal 1s concerned though HMon S lxle High court had
said cause of action is recurring one, but it was in
this context that junior to sheesh Fal  had been
angaged. 5o wis—a-vis junior to shessh Pal cause of
action was stated to be a recurring one. but as far
the bringing up of name on the LCLR iz concerned
Mon“ible  Full Bench has clearly held that cCause of
action to bring the name on the LelLr  is not &
recﬂrring one and 0A Tor this purpose has to bs Tiled
within the pericd of limitation. SO relying upon the

Judgmeant of ths Full Banch I find that the 0A 1is

3

barred by time and as such is not maintainable.

7. In view of the above, 0a has no merits arid
the same is dismissed. MNo costs.
L
( KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER (JUDL.)




