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ORDER (ORAL)

flON BLE MR. -JUSTICE V. RA.JAGOPALA REDDY,VC(J)

in l.,j ai.-'pj, ii.„a L. iuH i s Wholl'y' bai" red bv

limitation., The applicant seeks pay protection." ' The
ai;.plicant submits that though he was served with an order-
in 1974 for protection ■ of pay. the order was not
.-. iMplernsnted insp:i.te of,_several reminders.. The applicant is

\coming to this Court at this later stage after awaiting 24
years.. No explanation is given for the delay except

su.ating .that he was expecting that the departmerit, would
implement the orders.. The delay is unsustainable. This is
a clear case where the applicant slept over his rights..
ihis uA IS. therefore. dismissed at the admission stage
itself,.

ii'nar ) fV.. Raiagopala Reddyl
VC(.J)


