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Shri H.S. Ulshnu Hhri R.^l/snkatappa Nai!<
APPLICANT(S) COUNSEL

VERSUS
union•of.India

RESPONDENT(S) COUNSEL

Office Report Orders

5-6-1 990,.

Present• Shri R.Venkatappa Maik, Counsol for
tho applicant.,

H.Gard the ioarnGci ' C^^'unscl for ths

.applicant. Tlis applicant uas diSGngagsci fram

scarvicD in 1 984. Ths .a.pplicant had worked

for 254,251 & 2 93 days in 19G2,1 983 a 1984

respDctiuely, yhn learned Counsel submitted-

that since 15«11,19S5 applicant has been

making ropresentatians to the rasponcsnts for
"'his reengagenient. To cover 'up the li.^iitation,
'the learned Counsel drew our ettontinn to the
Supreme Court decision AIR, 1937,3C, 0800-1353
•para 3 d 4. "

Having heard the learned Ceunsel and •
gone through the rcicords-, ue find that the
matter has been dedt uith in S.S.Rathor Us.'
Gout, of Pladhya Pradesh caso recently by the

•3uprc-ime Court '(aIR 1990-pag.,-,-] g) . The'
repeated representations cannot be taVrn 05

•condoning the delay of almost 6 A'4.
^ no convincing casa for condoning t^^d.^av

H n r-i r-i rr. ^ _ I . . " ' J :baon m.de.o.t in the .at.rial bafo„
•"""e'tion U dismissed"ataaat ,.ny orders „,s to tho oosts.
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