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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUMAL, PRINCIPAL BEMNCH

Original Application No.349 of 1998 \
New Delhi, this the lgTK—day of Decamber, 1998 \
HON BLE MR. R.K. AHOOJA, M (&)

Sh. Krishna Somar, aged about 33 years,
/0 Sh. Mewa Lal, H.No. 6871, Kilakadam
Sarif, Naembikarim, Pahargani, New Delnil -
110 055.
, : ! -—APPLICRNT .
{Ry Advocate: Sh. Surender Singh} -

Versus

1. The Chief Secretary, Govt. of N.C.T.
of  Delhi, Shamnath Marg, Delhi - 110
054, ‘

Z. The Deputy Director, Department of
Census Operations Delhil, 01d
Secretariat, gelhi, ‘

‘ --RESPONDEMTS.

(By Advocales - ) :

St Vijay Pandita for respondent No. 1.

Sh., D.S. Jagotra for respondent No. 2.)

QR DER

By Hon ble Mr:. R.K. Ahcoja, M (&)

The applicant submits that he had worked as daily
Wage Mgzdoor under the Deputy Director, Denar tment of
Census Operations Delhi from 11.3.139) to 31.12.199Z,
The Regional,iT@bulation Office under Dy. Directoer of
Census Operations .where the applicant was working, wa:
wound up on 31.12.1992 and all the staff were ratrencied,
He submits that i1t has cemé to his knowledge that on the
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bazis of order:z given by . thisz Tribunal the naame of
certaln similarly placed colleagues had been  sponsored
for re-angagement under Respondent No. |, the Chief

Secretary, Govt. of NCT of Delhi. On that anﬁloqu the
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z a direction te the respondent No. 2.

to forward his name to respondent No.1, for considerstion

for engagement.
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2. The respondent No.1, Govt. of NtC‘T. of Delhi

k’ in their reply have stated that the office of Lthe Dy,

pirector of Census Operations, 1991 was under the office
of Secretary, Ministry of Heome Affailrs, Govi. of Iricdia,
Thus, the applicant nas no connection witiht M.C. 1., Delhi.

Respondent No. 2 hés taken a plea that the office of
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Regional Tabulation,@ffi§e$ was closed in December, | .
Only'those who were regular. emplovees wefe entitled to
gbhtain the benefit of certain concessions given to  the
retrenched emplovees. The applicant being a dally wage
Mazdoor, was noﬁ entitled to any benefit. In any case,

it is now too late in the lé% for the applicant to week
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re~engagement on the basis of retrenchment,in the Census

Operations.

5. I have heard the learned counszel on poth zides.
Sh. Surinder Singh relied oﬁ Lhe orders of thi%hTribunal
in OA 425/95, “decided on 8th May, 1996 - Suresh & Ors.
Y3, Union of India & Ors. and submitted that the

applicant being similarly placed as the applicants 11 OA

425796 wasz entitled Lo the same benefits,

[4
4, I am unable to agree with the learned counzel.
The applicante, in OA 425/96, had initially come  before

the fribunal iﬁIOAS 615/92 and 5588/92. OA 475/96 was in
the second round of  litigation. The‘ applicant 'eéen
though he was alsc similarly placed kept silent from !995
onwards and filed the present OA after a‘delav of 6 year%
on 6.7.1998. The 0A has also been filed more than | vesr

Srmonths  after the orders passed by the Tribunal ir  OA
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425/96.  As held by the Hon"ble Supreme Court in the o¢mee
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sf Bhoop Singh Ve. Union of India & Ors., JT 1897 (3)
S.C. 5272, inordinate and unexplained delay o laches 1z
by itself a grdund to refuse relief to the petitioner,
irrespective of the merit of his claim and without any
cogent explanation, challenge cannot be permitted merely

hecause othér <imilairly placed had obtained s relief.
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Since a petiod of six  vears fhas  lapsed froml the
retrenchment of the applicant and he has waited.mOre than
g year aven afTter the order of the Tribunal on the basis
of which he geek§ thwé relief and no cogent explanation
has heen gliven for the delay, tﬁe present application in

' . . _ nt
my view 1s time baried.

For the reason given above, the DA is dismizsed.
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No order as to costs.-
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