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Th, h„ filpd this ppplic.tlpo

making an averment that he was engaged by the

respondent no.2 as casual labour for 29 days in 1976,

for 205 days in the year 1977 but he has not since

been engaged and persons Junior to him have been

engaged in Muradabad Division by respondent no.2. The

applicant has prayed for the grant of relief that

respondents be directed to consider the applicant for

absorbing in Sroup 'D' as per provisions of Chapter XV

and XX of the Indian Railway Establishment Mannual
/Vol.I and II and other railway rules. A notice was
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i ssued to the respondents on 28.7,, 92 with ths

direction that the respondents may consi'der enoacj"-,-

toe a.pol'icant as casuai labour if any vacancy ©'.cist-;

in pret^rence to the juniors and outsiders.

The respondents in their reply contested the

grant of the relief to the applicant. It is stated

that the applicant himself left voluntarily working as

casual labour in the year 1977 and after that ha has

never turned up to do the job nor he made aov

representation whatsoever for entry in the live casual

l-abour repiste?'" as per Railway Boair''d policy and thai''

circular issued by the Railway Board in 1982, 1987 and

19v"..>. '-he respondents have also contested the work inp

days averred in the applicativon stating that he has

only ivorked for 75 days in the year 1977, It is

sfcate^d that the present application is hopelessly

aarred by time a-s it is file after more than 15

years.

!ne a.ppl leant Has also file the rejoinder'

reiterating the points referr-ed to in the oripinal

application. He has disputed the contention in

the application for wor^king for ""5 days and in

•support, he has referred to the certificate of the

respondent's employees annet<ed with the application as

annei-cure A-1 and anne!<ure •A--III.
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"4one 13 pra-sent ofi bah a If of tha applierant

to-day- The oooneel wae also not pre-sent on the Last
/

hearinp on 3.8.93. MP 1499/93 ia ooved by Un i-on of

India that interim order dated 28,7.92 be vacated.

Wa have heard the learned couneel for th®

re-3pondent-5 and have gone through the plea.dinge of the

partiae. It is a fact that the applicant was not-

engaged after 19.7.77. The let rep re-sen tat i-on a.s

a.ilegec in para A-„ IS was made by the applicant on

22.5.90. In view of the decision of the Supreme Court

in Pan Chander Somantha reported in Judqement-s Today

;.99c' •</0 5.. 3 p. 418, tho-se persion-s who have -rsot come at

the proper time and -a-ought the redras-sal of their

grievance-5 guite late after year-a, in their case-s also

if they have got any rightj, the remedy is no't

available and that i-s lo-at fay 1 ap-'se of time. Thu.-s,

the appli-cant has approached the Tribunal after 15

years and hi-s repre-sevi tat ion he made after 13 years.

We find that the present application is hopele-ssl'/

barred fay time and delay ha-s defeated the right of the

applicant, if any, available to the applicant. The

remedy, if any, available to the applicant cannot be

revived by lapse of time. The app 1 icat i-on, therefore
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