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Open Court 

CENl'RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN\L 
ALI.AHB~D BEN::H 

ALtAHA~D 

original Application No. 25 of 2003 - -
Allahabad this the 03rd day of February. 2004 

Hon'ble Mr.A.K. Bhatnagar. Hember{J) 

Noor Mohammad S/o Sh.Satiajad R/o Bagchi Binda 

Bhagat. Taj Ganj, District Agra. 

Applicant 
By Advocate Shri A jai Ra jendra 

Versus 

l. Union of India thro~h General Hanager(P). 

Central Railway Hummi CST. 

2. 111e Divisional Railway Manager(P), Central 

Railway, D.R.M. office, Jhansi. 

3. The Divisional Engineer, Mathura .Junction, 

Ma th..ira. 

4. :i 'rtle Permanent Way Inspector. Central Railway 

Kosi Kaln~ Tundla. Firoaabad. 

Respondents 

By Advocate Shri D.p. Sirx;ih 

0 R D E R ( 0 ral ) 
~ - - - -

'Ibis o .A. bas been filed under Section 

19 of the Administrative I'ribunals Act, 1985 praying 

for a direction to the res p:>ndent•oo .2 to give appoint­
on 

ment to the applicant as Khalasi orLany other suitable 

p:>st with a further direction to regularise the 

services of the applicant on Group 'D' p:>st and 

assign him seniority and other monetary benefits 

as per law. ..r;q.2/-
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2. The brief facts as per the applicant are 

that the applicant has worked as Khalasi under the 

P.w.1., Kosi Kalan w.e.f. 25.05.84 to 19.lJ.84 

continuously and he has completed 148 days of work 

as Khalasi. His registration rx.>. is 2-A at serial 

number 19. It is also claimed that as the applicant 

has worked for more than 120 days and has acquired 

temporary status by virtue of provision of Indian 

Railway EStablishment Manual, so he is entttled for 

payment of Monthly Rated Casual Labour( in short 

M.R.c.r,.) on completion of 120 days of work as 

Khalasi but he has not be e n given the same by the 

respondents. Inspite of repeated reminders for 

• M.R.C.L. grade, the applicant was not granted his 

due and he was disengaged on 20.10.1984 without 

inquiry or proceedings. Hence, he has filed this 

0 .A. 

3. Learned counsel for the applicant subnitted 

that there is no delay on the applicant's part as it 

is a rrattereof casual labour. It is further subnitted 

that he has rot filed any representation to the res-

p:>ndents which the applicant be filed after the 

direction is issued from the ~urt. On the other 

hand, learned counsel for the respondents sul::xnitted 

that the case of the applicant;.is highly barred by 

limitation as the cause of action arose in 1984 aoo 

now the applicant is agitating this issue in 2003 

after arout 19 years. Inviti~ my attention to para-•s 

of the counter-reply, learned oounsel fi::>r the resp:>ndents 
applicant 

subni tted that as per record, .,e has only served for 

89Y2 days from 25.05.1984 to 18.09.84 only and he has 

not worked for 148 days, as claimed by the applicant. 

··P'J·3/-
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It is further submitted by the respondents counsel 

that the appli~ant has raised an lndustrial dispute 

through Union for the same cause of action aoo after 

hearing the parties. the Govt. of India vide letter 

dated 06.~3.2002 found that the Ministry did oot 

consider this dispute fit for the reference as the 

dispute has been raised after 16 years at very belated 

stagee.nd that to without any valid reason. Learned 

counsel finally submitted that the cause of a:::tion 

arose in 198 4aand this o ·A. has been filed in the 

year 2003 after a lapse of 19 years. as such. the 

o .A. is oot naintainable and liable to be dismissed 

on the ground of delay itself. Learned counsel for 

the resp::>ndents placed before me an order of this 

/ 

l'ribunal p:tssed on 05.05.03 in o .A .No.539/0l. and _/ 

submitted that this case is fully covered by the 

aforementioned Judgment. and prayed for dismissal 

of the o .A. 

4. Learned counsel for the applicant has placed 

reliance on a case of Bild>o Si~h and ors. Vs.Union of 

India and ors. reported in 2001 (3) A.T.J. page 626. 

and subnit that the caaual labours who have been dis-

engaged after 01.01•~981 have a right to have their 

names in the Live Casual Lacour Register(LCLR) 

indefinitely. 

5. Heard the learned counsel for the pirties. 

considered their submissions and perused the record. 

Admittedly the cause of action arose to 

the applicant in the year 1984 and the O .-,,.. • has been 
Th9s. the 

filed after 19 years.L. o.A. is liable to be dismissed 

~I •••PJ•4/-
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on this ground alone. Moreover, the ruling relied 

upon by the counsel for the applicant does not support 

his case, as the facts of the present ~se are different 

to that of the relied upon case. 

7. In view of the above discussions and after 

considerirg the submission of learned counsel, I find 

that the O.A. deserves to be dismissed on the ground 

of limitation. Moreover, oo delay condonation appli­

cation has been filed by the applicant explainirg such 

a lo BJ delay. Accardi~ 1 y the o .A. is dismissed as 

grossly time barred. However, it is open for the 

applicant to represent the department and the department 

may take any action in accordance with law. No order 

as to costs. 

Member (J) 

/M.M./ 


