
t-

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEU DELHI

OoA, No, 769 of 1994

This 19th day of April, 1994

Hon'ble Mr, Justice S.K, Dhaon, Vice Chairman (3)
Hon'bla Mr, B,K, Singh, Member (A)

n

i-

Jahid Ali,
Ex-Casuai Labour Uaterman,
Under Station Master,
Mandrok, Northern Railway,
Allahabad Oiyiaion,
Mandrok.

By Advocates Shri B,S, Mainee
Applicant

* ^QTSUS

Union of India, throughs

1, The General Manager,
Northern Railway,
Baroda House,
New Delhi,

2, The Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway,
Allahabad, ....

By Advocates None,

Respon cento

ORDER (OraTi

(Hon'ble Mr, Justice S,K, Dhaon, \/C(J)

The only relief sought in this application ia that

the Tribunal may direct the respondents to place tho naraa

of the applicant in the live casual labour register®

Further, the Tribunal may direct the respondents to xe«=an

the applicant as casual labour in accordance with hie

seniority.

2, The material averments in this application aro

these. The applicant was engaged as casual labour for

38 days w,e,f, 9,7,1986, He was again engaged as casual
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labour undsr the Chief Ticket IDnspector, Aiigarh uhora i
1-

he worked for 82 days UoS.f. 25.5.90 to 14.8.90. in i

accordance with the Railway Board's Circular ..dated 25.4.^
the name of each casual labour who was discharged at any ,

tiraa after 1.1.1981 on completion of work or for want o
» ^

^ further workp should continue to be borne/^the livQ caSuili
/ i

labour register and if his name has been ddleted dts to

earlier instructions, it should be restored on the liya (

casual labour register.

0 3, The allegation made in the O.A. makes it aroply
• I

that the name of the applicant was not at ail brought of|
r'

the livo casual labour register. |

4, The averments made in the application go
i .

show that the cause of action accrued to the applicant j:
1 ive )

in August 1990 when his name was not entered in tha/caaup

labour register. An application under bsction 19 of uhoyv
within

AT Act can be filed only/.prescrib0d tiroo limit. i

In this case, the cause of action arose in August 1S90

therefore limitation commenced from that date (14.8.90/.}

It is therefore a oiaxy highly belated application on the?

face of it. The learned counsel for the applicant ha3|
- " . i

argued that the judgment of the Anahabad Bench of this \

Tribunal in the case of flithai Lai Vs. Union of India & Dra,

(OA No.1220/88) passed on 14.3.89 in on similar facts. I

In paragraph 8 of the judgment it is observadS

"This being the situation, the applicantfs causo |
for being placed on the live casual labour roQisftsE
and to be re-employed is a recurring causa frcm j
day to day under the decision of the Railway Bo^rd
itself, and there is no question of the dais |
being barred by limitation under section 21 of y
the Act".
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^ 4» Sitting as a Division Bench, ye are bound to folioy

the Judgement of another Bench of the same strengtho i

However, ye feel that the judgement given by the

Allahabad Bench is no longer a good lay in viey of the I
')judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of Ratan t
I"

Chandra Saramanta Ors, Uso Union of India, JT0993}3 413 i|
SCo In this Case casual labourers from the South Eastern f

Railway approached the Supreme Court under Section 32 of ^
I -

the Constitution yith the prayer that a direction should ^

ba issued to the opposite parties therein to include f .

their names in the live casual labour register after due
V'

•V

screening and give them re-employment according to their ®

seniorityo Their Lordships dismissed the petition an the

ground of delaye Their Lordships held that, a person uha |

has lost his remedy by lapse of time looses his right as f

yell® Awrit is issued in favour of a person uhc hos |

some right and not for the sake of roving enquiry leaving f

scope for manoeuvrinoo

f;
5o In the present case too, as ye have indicated above,|
the Cause of action commenced in August 1990 and the I

applicant lost remedy by lapse of time on the expiry of I

period specified under Section 21 of the Acto ye are t •

bound by the Judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of I

Ratan Chandra Sammanta &. Ora. (supra), ye have therefore |

no option but to dismiss the application as barred by |

limitation. i
•f
j- -

6o The learned counsel for the applicant pointed out

tnat he has filed an application for condonation of daiayl

ye have perused its contents and ye find that no

satisfactory explanation has been offered by the applicaot I

in it for the condonation of delay. Accordingly, the

appl^ation is dismissed as barred by liraitationo

(8. ^T^ingh) (5. Ki^Dhaon)
flember(A) Uice diairman(Jy I
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