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Hen'ble Mr,s.K.I. Naqyi, Member (J) 

Na.seem Ahmad, S/o Mumtaj Ahmadi, R/o Village ami 

Post Office Jaitpura, District Deoria. 

Appl:ic-.nt 

By Mvocate Shri A.N, Tripathi 

Versus - 
1. Union ef India through Ministry of Communi-­ 

catien# New Delhi. 

Sub Division Officer(Telegraph)j Deoria. 

3. Telecom Distt. Manager, Mau. 
Respcpntients 

~ Atlvocate Shri Satish Chaturve&i 

0 R D E R ( Or«l ) - ..... - - - 
By Hon •ble Mr_.S..!K,. I. Nagyi, J1.1,dicial Member 

The •PPlicant has come up seeking 

relief to the effect that he be given work ana 

be consiQered for regul•risation ef hts services 

on his turn. 

2. As per the case of the applicant, he 
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worked for 107 aays in the ye-r 1984 during 

Janu•ryrte J~ly and for 72 a«ys in 1987 during 

the months iof Febru«ry, March an& ApJ'il and. 

thereafter he was not engaged inspite of his 

having been selected as casual labour vi<i.e 

order dated 03.9.1983, copy of which has been 

annexed as annexur'e no.3 to the OA. The app­ 

licant has further mentione'il that he mace re­ 

present•tions to the respondents for being 

engaged as casual labeur and also personally 

appeared to make requestt but of no avail, hence 

he has come up before the Tribunal. 

The responaents have contested the 

case aH&mainly on the ground that the applicant 

has net even completed 240 days for continueus 

2 years and, therefore, cannot put his claim •S 

pr&yed. 

4. Heard, the learned counsel for the 

p..rties and perusea the recorQ. 

5. The preliminary objection fran the 

side of the respondents is that the matter is 

grossly barred by period of limitation as provieeli 

under Section 21 of the Administrative Tribun•ls 

Act. Considered the preliminary objection and I 

fina that the applicant has movea an ~pplication 

under Section 5 of the Limitation Act to conaone 
~s~ 

the delay. The reason;· 9fc:.v~he d,elay~een 
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mentienei th• t whenever he ii.ppe-red or ma&e 

representation to the respondents, he was 

as su red that he will be proviaed with some 

job and relying upon those assurance, he kept 

waiting and it was only on 17.4.1998 that he 

was informed that he need not to make any more 

representation beca gs e they have deciaed that 

the applicant should not be given any job,•nd 

then he approached the ceurt. There is del•Y 

of ab0ut 11 years ana it can h•rdly be believed 

that the applicant kept waiting only on promises 

ana dia not ept for judicial recourse. UnQer 

the c.i rcumseanc es , the expl-.mltion for the delay 

is not acceptable and thereby the prayer to cen­ 

ione the same, is refusea. 

6. For the above, the o.A. is cismissed 

fer being barrea by ~riod ef limi*-tion. No 

order as to costs. 

Ce_ t ...c-Cc.-~ v­ 
Member {J) 

/M.M./ 


