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Csntral Adrainistratius Tribunal
Principal BenchS New Delhi

d.A. No. 1?®4/ig94

Neu Delhi this the 13th Day of September, 1994

Hon'ble Shri 3.p. Sharma, Member (3)

Hon'bie Shri B.K, Sinqh,, Mernber (a)

Shri fSangu Sinfh,
02/319,
a/80 Ga.nj Harijan Colony,
Tilak Naqar,
Neu Oelhie Applicant

iBy Advocates Shri Imtiaz Ahmad)

Vs.

1. Union of India
through Secretary Ministry of
External Affairs,
Akbar Bhayan,
Chanakyasuri,
Neu Delhi.

2. Administrative Officer (tE),
Ministry of External Affairs,
Akbar Bhawan, Chanakayapuri,
Ney Delhi, Respondants

0 R Q t R iOral)

HonMjie Shri 3,P, Sharma. f'lembec {"I)

The case of the applicant is that he yas employsd in t

Ministry of External Affairs on daily uaees as casual

labour as a sweeper so ire time in the year 1935 froin Octob?-

and was discharasd in March 1987, T^e applicant then ..ys

a§ain..engaged at the residence of the Ho.h'ble f-linister for

Stats in September 1988 and worked there till flay 1939.

The applic ant in this application has only assaile.d an

©rdar by which the application of the apislicant "for

sppoxntment to the post of Peon has been rejected*

we have considered the contahtion of the Isamscl

counsel* Firstly, the application is hopelessly barrid

by liniitation as provided under Section 21 as well as

by delay and laches* The contention of the learne d counce.!
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is that he has been making representations to th<

, respondents in the hope that his representation reips-atedly

made^ iTiay be favourably cansidsred by the respondents

themselvess . He did not liks to assail' his frieuancs

before the judicial forum® The repeated reprasentstions

made by the applicant do not enlarge the statutory ::e riod

provided under- Section 21 of the Af /Ict^ 1985® The law

has been clearly laid down in S.S^ Rathora Vs. State oS

fuP® AlR 1990 SC P 10®
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2® 2e also find that the applicant has n© prifT!a

facie Case® The applicant has uorke d with the Han^ble

flinister far certain period at his residence then only the:

appaintne nt made specifically by the flinister concerned

though the appointment uould have beejri iiede from the

Ministry® Thus^ the applicant has no Cass® The spplication,

thsrefora, dismissed as barred by time as uell as 'not'

rnakinq out a prima facie case under Section 19(3} of the

AT Act 1985®

Singh) iOsP® Sharma}
MemberCA} flembarij.
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