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I ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

Or~_`ar dated 1 .12.2003 

t,41one appear-eel for the gW,11cant when called 

nor i_-he applicant did appear in person. 

Shri 0 , N.Mlishra, learned counsel for the' 

Respondents was k and with his aid and assistance, 

_r 	 Matel-4 al S L have perused the 	J. 	availabl".e. on record 

and also he-ard h1m. 

.1 Thi s 0. A. %,'as LEI I ed on. 2 4. 12' .,-. 0 0 1 VoY,11" i I. a 'LA Vj 

relating to non-appointm.unt as 

casual labourers though the applicant-owere 

,~..;e-lected by a duly constituted Selection 

Committee set tip by the Respondents on 1,1,,7.1996 

(,tinnexure-l). The selection of the candidate,:!'~, ,., .1 , 

was meant for apjointment as casual Gangmen for 

period of 119 days during the monsoon season 

on, d-aily rates of r-)ay duxing the year 1996. 

Shri Mishra, 'the learned counsel. for the 

Respondents 'has drawn my attention to the fact 

that the. 0,A. is grossly barred by limitation 

as the recruitment for appointinent to the post 

of Casual Gar-gmen took _~,,Aace in the year 1996 

w~~ereas this 	was -147iled. only on 24.12.2,301, 

The dob was seasonal in nature and this Court 

also did not favour the appli-cation of the 

ai.,-~pdicants for vacation of stay of the operation 

of the panel prepazed by the Respondents on 

1 1,7.1996. In the circ-Ltnstances, Shri Mishra 

bmitted that this O.A. is grossly barred 

by limitation and therefore,, the same is liable 

to be rejeCted on this ground alone. 

I have carefully considered the. 

r~lis~ed 	 an4_
-, 

~ fo: d that 
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is considerable for-ce, in the content~ion 

of Shri Mishra that this O*A. is hit by 

loches and limitation, specially, when 

the select list prepared by the Respondents 

on 11.7.1996 was meant purely for manning 

certain jobs of Gangmen ot casual basis 

for a specified period of 119 days during 

the year 199i and thel-refore, the matter 

cannot be adjudicated in the year 2001 for 

any purpose -,;hatsoever. 

In the said Circumstances, this 

O.A. beingbarred by limitation is rejected. 

140 costs. 

VICE; _q'LLAa~,~~ 
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