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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH : JAIFUR

Date of order : 02.9.2000

1. 0.A. No. 155/1995 - .

2. M.A. Ne. 162/95

in

0.A. No. 155/1995

1.

5

Panney Singh aged akout 23 years aon <f Shri Girraj ESingh Gujar,
resident o~f Gram Chail, Teh. Rayana, Distt. Bharatpur.
Rajcle Singh son of Shri Amar Singh Sujar aged akout 32 years,
Gram Thail, Tehzil Payana, Distt. Bharatpur.
Buddi Lal aged ak-out 32 vears socn of 3hri Manga Fam Gujar,
resident of Gram <hail, Teh. Payana, Disct. Eharatpur.
Shiv Zingh aged about 22 years son of 3hri Szekhi 2ingh Gujar,
resident «f Gram hail, Teh. Bayana, Distt. Bharatpur.
Suraj Mal aged akcut 28 years son 2f Shri Jagan 2ingh, resident
nf Gram Rastravali, Post Supa, Teh. Bayana, Distt. Bharatpur.
Ratan Zingh aged about 28 years son of Shri Fubi Ram resident of
Gram Fasktravali, Poast Supa, Teh. Bayana, Distt. Bharaktpur.
Pabnu Lal scn of Shri Fromoli Ram, rvesident <f Gram Chahal, Post
Singera, Teh. Bayana, Distt. EBharatpur.
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.. Applicants.
versus

The Union of India through the Secretary, Telecommunicaticn, New
Delhi.
The Divigional Enqineer, Telecomminication, Railway
Electrificakticon Froject Divieicn, Eharatpur.
The Assistant Engineer, Railway Electrification Project, PRayana,
Distt. Bharatpur.

... Respondents.

Mr. Amiragq Vulshrestha, 3dv., PBrief holder for Mr. Virendra Lodha,

Counzsezl for the applicants.

Mr. V.

S. Gurjar, Counzel for the respondents.

CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr. Justize E.S. Raikcte, Vice Chairman
Hon'lble Mr. N.P. Mawani, Adm. Member




t:ORDER':

{Per Hon'kle Mr. Justice B.3. Raikaote)

In this applicaticn, the applicants have sought for declaration
that their verkal terminaticon from services is illejal and void with a
further directicn to reinstate the applicantz in service with all

conseJuential benefits.

2. The case of the applicants is that they were engaged as -asual
lakourers on daily wages at Railway Electrification Project Divisicn of
Telecommunicaticn Department. Py giving the partimlars at ZSchedule 'Af
they stated that the applicant Mo. 1, Fanne Singh was verbhally engaged
on 17.2.25 and verbally terminated cn 21.7.2¢ and the applizant MN-.2 -
Rajoli Singh, applicant 1o.2 - Puddhi Lal and the applizant MHo.d - Zhiv
Singh, were verlkally appointed on 12.12.24 and their services were

vertally terminated on 31.7.287. They stated that the applicant M-, 5 -
Suraj Mal, was enjaged in Zeptember, 1986 and was disengajed in June,

" 1528 and the applicant lic. € - Ratan Zingh, was engaged in the month of
Fekruary, 1925, amnd was disengaged in March, 1926, Likewise, they
etated that the applicant lln. 7 - Rabku Lal, waz en3jaged in the month of
August, 1255, and was disengaged with effect from June, 1998,

+ far as the verbal
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2. Fram the above facks, it ie clear that =
termination of the applicants is ooncerned, that was in the years 1926,
1287 and 1982, whereas the rprescent applicaticn iz filed in the year
1995, nearly after 7 years. In their Misc. Applicaticn Mo, 16225 for
condonation of delay, they stated that there was zome delay in filing
the C.A. because they had n- knowledge of the law. But in our oginion,
thiz dcoes not constiktute a sufficient cause for ocondonation of delay.
In the aforesaid applicaticon, they stakted that there was a delay of 4
Kygqﬁs) but we find that there is a delay of 7 years and the =zame is

e
= souight to be explained, stating that they had no knowledge of law. But

thiz plea of "no Fknowledge" iz nok  acteptakle as  oonstitnting
sufficient cause in the consietent law declared by the Couris in India
frem time to time. From this, it £o)llowe that this applicaticon is liakle
t> ke dismissed ecn the ground <f limitation only. Even otherwise, we
find that the applicants were engaged cn daily wage basis in the Railway
Ele. Project Im. of Teleccmmunicaticn Depkt. and after the completicn of
the said Frojeck, they have been disengaged. Had they ome within the
limitaticn, the things wmnld have keen entirely different. However,
their claim iz that they are entitled teo >ompensaticn under Z5-F of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1917, Hon'ble the Supreme Court has held in
Himanshu Fumar Vidyarthi & Ore. vs. State of Bihar & ors., 1997 80C
(L%3) 1079, that the perscn engaged as casual labourer cannct ke termed

as 'Worlman' within the provisicons of Industrial Dispntes Act, 19847,

[




since he was not a regular employee.

4. For the abnve reascns, we £ind that there are no merits in this

application. A.:.:-:,rdingly:, we fase the order as under:-

"Original Applicaticn as well as the Misc. Application are

dismissed. But in the circumstances, no costs."

A d_ -

(N.P. NAWANI) (B.S) RAIROTE)
Adm. Member Vice Chairman
CVr.




