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istrative Tribunals Act Xlll of 1985, the ab‘ﬁ«l
has challenged the order of his termination from ser
communicated by letter dated 8.4.1986 as a Tailor |
the Ordnance Equipment Factory Tundla. It is alleged
that after passing the test, interview and medical test
the applicant was appointed as Tailor on 10.9.1985 in
the Ordnance Equipment Factory Hazratpur Tundla in distt.
Agra and the applicant was lissued the admit card. As e . &
the General Manager of the Factory was not treating K
the services of the applicant regular and the applicant p 1
used to insist for the same, the applicant was removed |
from service illegally w.e.f. 1.3.1986 for the personal
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displeasure without affording any opportunity of hearing
to the applicant. The applicant challenged the validity
of the order of termination of his service under the
Industrial Disputes Act and on being informed that the
Industrial Disputes Act does not apply to the Ordnance
Equipment Factory the applicant filed this application
before the Tribunal on«5.4,1988 and it is alleged that
the application is within time.
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2 It appears from the appointment letter
dated 10.9.1984, copy annexure 4, that the appointment
of the applicant was only for 89 days or on probation
for a period of &€ months extendable, if necessary, with
a clear indication that the services of the applicant
could be terminated at any time without any notice.
The allegation of the applicant -is that the applicant 1
was serviing as a regular employee of the Factory and 1
his tenure of service was not for any fixed period. 1 =
In support of his contention, he has filed his pay sftge:_ |
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the appl icant was g.l v-e_ri tha wagéﬁ f»e afh ¢
and, in May for 22 days. ln ‘dan. 1&3&@« i
was pald for 27 days and in Feb.1986 for §3 ._
In the remaining months, he appears to hﬁv% een
wages for the whole month. The applicant also
to have been paid bonus in Oct.1986 for the year 119&- ,.:ﬁ.;.,h.
and the difference in wages was also paid to the aprplﬁc-:q j
ant on the enforcement of the report of the 4th fPaﬁ
Commission in Feb.1986.

Zin The impugned order dated 8.4.86, eﬁﬁﬁf
annexure 1 is the reply to the application dated 18.3.86
of the applicant stating that the applicant was appointed K
as Talllor on 3.12.85 purelyén casual basis for a period
not exceeding 89 days vide order dated 3.12.85 and
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accordingly, his services were terminated from 1.3.86
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on the completion of the said period as there was no i
need of his service to the Factory and the termination | :
was also notified in F.A.Part |l No.153 dated 28.2.86. ‘

It appears from this reply that the applicant has not
come to the Tribunal with clean hands and has sup-ressed
the material facts. It appears that he was never a regu-
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lar employee and lastly he was appointed on 3.12.85
for a fixed period of 89 days and on the completion
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of the said period his services stood automatically
terminated and his allegation that he was a regular
employee of the factory does not appear to be correct.
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It was informed to the applicant vide annexure 1 that
his request for appointment could not be acceded to.
The cause of action to the applicant thus arose on recei-
ving this letter sometime in April 1986 and his applica-
tion filed on 11.5.1988 is badly barred by IIimitation
prescribed u/s.21 of the Act. The applicant cannot be
allowed any advantage of the delay made by him in appro-
aching the authorities under the Industrial Disputes
Act. In this way, we neither find this application fit
for adjudication nor within the prescribed period of
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MEMBER (J)
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