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Anil JaDfl!s aged about 30 y. ar s , S/o
Shri Henry Mickle. Rio. House No,~t436,
C.•P. Mission Compound, Gwalior Road,
Jbansi~ • .• •• . • • • Petitioner.

( By Advocate sri R .•K. Nigam )
~rsus

1, union of India. through GEtr»ral
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Bombay. V.•T•

2. D.a.M~Central Railway.
Jhans1~ •••• ,_ • • • Re$pondents • 'Ii'

..,
ORDER
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( By Hon. ~~. Just!cf. B.C. Saksena. V,C. )

A reque at far passing over of the case

was made when the case was taken up in its

turn. The list has been revised, Proxy counsel
(J>oJ:>

of sri R.K. Nlga~ appeared and}.beard on behalf

of the applioant. The applieant alle~s that he

has wo~ked as Casual Labour during 26.6.1985

to 15.4.1989. It is alleged that his name waS kept

on the list of Monthly Rated Casual Labow;-. HI

was medically examined and was found fi t ~..It 1s

alleged that bis services were terminated and he
\

fN\
was called upon to be,t-readiness to appear before

the sc:reeniog cOIImittee 8$ and wbe~. be 1s

called. the further aJ,le gatioes is that according

to ~ prescribed Rules. the service$ of a Monthly ~

Rated Casual Labour cannot be put to an end ~ \/., ~



. .-.

- 2-

unless notice in this behalf has been given to

him or disciplinary proceedings are initiated and
completed • The learned counsel for the applicant was
unable to indi~ate any statutory provision or
circular of the Rail~\lay Board in support of the •

alle gaUons that for monthly rated easual labour a

notice for termination ere required or procedure
under the (DM) Rules is to be followed. Thus,

the ple a in that behalf i.s wholly unte nable; In

para 4.11. the applic ant has baldly aIle gedly that

juniQrs to him are still at wOt'~,~ Neither their na.s

have been $Pacified nor the details of their

working have been given in the O.A. The plea based

en ~nexure- A 2 that he. was conferred temporary
status. is also unfounded'.' \\'e have, perused the

said document. By the said letter. the applicant

was only require to submit his casual labour card

so that he may be sent for •• dical examinatiofl'~

the applicant. adnd:tedly worked upto 1986. This

petition has been filed on 14.2.1995. There is

no explanation for the delay in filing the O.A.

Thus, we are satisfied that the O.A. deserves

to be dismissed on the ground being barred by

limit"tion as provided under seop~, 21 of the

Administrative Tribunals .tAgt. 1985.

'ji

2. The 0.;\0 is su_arl1y dismissed as

being barred by J,.1mitationi: There will be no


