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None for the applicant. 1learned counsel of %

respondents present. The UA is disposad of as per the -

provision of Rule 15 of the CAT (Proce ure) Rules, 1
24 The claim‘oF the applic nt as contained in thi
for absorption of theg epplicant on permanent basis o
on casual basis and for conseguential banefits.

3o The applicant has also prayed for incorpdfat
name  in the Live Casual Register.

4. Briaof ly stated, the apélicant‘had wrked as ce
labour with the respondents in 1971 to 1974. it is
that having compléted 240 days of continuous service

not been grented regularisation and his servicas has

he
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dispensed with without following the propar law. It ijs in

this context stated that as the juniors of the applicant have.

been retaine by the respondents and were reqgularissd |jand

their names have bsen brought in the Live Casual Reqis
despite preparing the seniority list, the respondents

not incorporatad the nams of the applicant for engagem

further regulatisatiun. Their action is arbitrary and

ter and
have
ent and

is

violative of principles of Art.14 and 16 of the Cunstitution

of Iﬂdiao

Je

5 On the o ther hand it is argued rsbuting the cﬁnmeqtion
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of the applicant that the applicant despite having been 3

has not made any representaticn for inclugion of his
the LCR for furthar engagemsnt and regularisation. ¢
to claim bensf it aftér 22lyaars'of his discharge woul
ho pelessly barred by limitation. It is further staté

during eurimg his entry as gangman thers had been at

- accorded tw epportunities in 1981 and thereef ter in (1987,

nane in
is attampﬁ
d be

d that

lasast five

times screening of construction/open line casual labours

were made and the applicant has never came Foruard€§3 apply

for the same and as thers was no responss from the a
the applicantBs service was dispensed with which woL

~amount to retrenchment.

pplicant

ld not
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6. 4 have carefully considered the rival contention

of the partiss and perused the material on record. In
. ke

of t 8 decision of the Full Bendh in Maha&bm& Vge UG T

AT page.1 uherein it s held that lay of limitation a

S
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2000 (3) N\

s provided

under Saciion 21 of the AT Act, 1985 also applies to the casual

labours, the claim of the applicant for ehtﬁg@a@@his r

in the Live Casual Begister and further requaest of reg

af ter his services has besn dispensed with in 1974 ic

within the stipulated period of limitation and hence i

ho pelessly barred by limitation. The decision of the

ame

ularisation

not

Apex

NE)
Court in Stats of MP Us. SeS. Rathore AIR 1990 SC Pale 13

would also have application in the instant case. Apai
limitation, it is seen that the applicant hinself has

responded to the notification of the respondents call

*t from

not

ing

application for from casual labour employsd in the past for

incorporating their names in Live Casual Registers

7. In this view of the matter the OA lacks merits an

dismissed.s No costse
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