
In the Central Administrative Tribunal,Jodhpur Bench, 

Jodhpur 

Date of Order:l3.7.200l 

O.A.NO. 301/1999 

Amar Singh Sfo Shri Batmur Sio;;Jhji aged about 37 years, 

Rfo :rbuse No • 13, Shiv Shakti ~o lo ny, 8th Residency Road , 

Jodhpur. 
• •• Applicant. 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through General Manager, Northern 

Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Financial Advisor aoo Chief Account:s Officer I 

Northern Railway, Baroda House, Ne~-1 Delhi • 

3. 

4. 

CORAN ; 

Divisional Railway Hanager,, l'brthern Railway, 

Jodhpur. 
Divisional Accounts Officer, N.Rly ,Jodhnur • ......:~ . ••• ·xe-spou .... ents • 

••• 

HON 1 BIE i:-R .A.K.I-USRA, JUDICIAL MEP.1BER 

• • • • 

lilk". S.K.Malik, Counse 1 for the applicant • 

Mr. s.;s;;:vyS::s\..,:.- Counse 1 for the respondents • 

••• 
ORDER 

]Y THE COURT : 

The applicant had rroved the present O.A. wi. th the 

prayer that the respor:rlents be directed to consider the 

narre of the applicant for appointrrent on the post of Class 

rv from t he date when persons w h:) have put in less number 

of days service than the applicant, have been appointed and 

has also claimed cost • 
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2. Notice of the O.A. was given to the respondents 

woo have filed their reply to which no rejoirrler was filed 

by the applicant. 

3. It is stated by the respondents that the O.A. of 

the applicant is barred by time. The applicant was initially 

enga.ged as Casual Latour on 1.1.1980. From time to time, 

the applicant was engaged by the respondents uill 28.3.1993. 
was 

During this period, the applica~ employed for 325 days 

only. The respondents have denied the allegations of the 

applicant that he was assured orally that he would be 

employed as an:l when occasid.n arises. It is stated by the 

respoments that in a lorg spe 11 of 13 years, the applicant 

was engaged for only 325 days corrurenstrr.gt·:_~ from 1980. 

The total number of days as stated by the applicant is not 

sufficient enough to call the applicant for screening rrore 

specially, when his name-d;Je~ not find place in the casual 

labour live register. As per the scheme of the Railways 

the applicant was to make an application up to 31.3.1987 

for getting hli:s nan-e included in the live register. The 

applicant had not done EP, tt1erefore, after a lapse of alrrost 

12 years, the applicant cannot now pray for inclusion of 

his name in the live register and for consideration for 

employment. It is also stated by the respondents that vide 

order dated 16.3.2001 delivered by~-,~!~~~~ Bench of 

the 'lr ibunal, number of applications r.vere disposed of 

involving similar controversy, therefore, the present case 

also deserves to be dis missed • 

4 • I have heard the lear ned coun se 1 for the parties 

and have gone through the case file. 
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5. In this case, the applicant alleges that he had 

w::>rked as casual labour fer number of days with the Railways 

starting from 1.1.1980 to 28.3.1993
1 
but this is un-disputed 

that the applicant had made no representation for irx: lusion 

of his name in the casual lal:our live register in terms of 

the Circular dated 2.3.1987 as mentioned in the Circular 
, 

dated 14.8.1987, Annex.R/1. As per the Circular dated 2.3.1987 

the applicant was to make a representation tot he Railway 

Administration up to 31.3.1987 for inclusion of his name 

in t ll:! casual labour live register. Since he had not made 

such representation at the relevent t irne, tl'v:refore, in 

my opinion, after a lapse of 12 years he cannot claim such 

a relief. The relief claimed by the applicant is hopelessly 

time barred. The controversy involved in this case is 

squarely covered by the order of this Tribunal dated 16th 

Harch, 2001 passed in 0 .A.NO. 332/1998 arrl connected number 

of O.As. In the aforesaid order, it was held that the casual 

labour 'tvhO had been working after 1.1.1981 and was retrenched 

at any time subsequent thereto, was to make a representation 

in terms of C.1rcular dated 2.3.1987 before 31.3.1987. In 

this case also, tte applicant is praying for inclusion of 

his name in the casual labour live register in terms of 

such scheme. I do not find any reason to have a different 

view than the one taken by a Division Bench while dec idiDJ 

the aforesaid O.As. 

6. The learned counsel for the applicant has cited 

2000 (1) ATJ 153 ~ Shish Pal Singh and Ors. vs. Union of 

India arrl othErs am argued tl:at the objection relating to 

limitation raised by the respondents was negativated by 

the Hon' ble Delhi High Court and the case was remanded for 

a fresh decision treating ·the cause of act ion as continuing 
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one--· Therefore, the· case in hand be decided accordingly. 

7. I have given my thoughtful consideration tot he. 

above I have no reason to dis-agree to the order of the 

Division Bench of this Tribunal. It is deba.tagle that 

whether in su:::h matters i:rx:: lusion of nane of a labourer 

in casual labour live register after a lapse of twelve years 

is a continuing cause of action. In my humble opinion, 
£<)£_~~) 

whereLan appropriate action a cut-of!. date is given then 

limitation comes to an end on that cut of date, if no 

tinely action is taken in the meantime. Therefore, the 

argurrent of thelearned counsel for the applicant deserves 

to be rejected. 

8. - In view of tqe above discussions, the present 

o.A.. deserves to be dismissed. The applicant is not entitled 

to a ny relief as c la ¥ned by him. 

9. The O.A. is, therefore, dismissed with no order 

as to costs. 

mehta 

~~~~VI.---" 
-(A • I<.MISRA) 
J~ ic~al .. Meltlber 

••• 

- _;_____....) 
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