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| s None for the applica-nt, Km. Sadhna Sriyasfaﬁ&-
: Addl. Standing counsel for the respenﬂentSM £ 0 *3;£
+ This claim petition was filed on 20 -5.1988. ﬁftﬁ# L~3
about 10 adjournment on behalf of the appﬂicauﬁ? ;;;
; the case wes dismissed on 24.4.1989. It was -F;;,: ]
j restored on the request of the applicant's counseﬁf
on or abour 11,12,1989, thereafter, again the
N épplicent took @bout 6 adjournments Cn 11.4,1991 |
the applicant's counsel again sought an adjaurnment.7T§
The case wes then listed on 4.7.1991. Again an \
adjournment weés sought, then it was listed on
De7.1991 . The counsel for the applicent &gain
did not cppear, It was, therefore, ordered on
5.7.1991 thét no more adjournment will be possible. !
The case was dirscted to be listed on 9.7.1991. ?
& Today we have agein been deprived of the benefit
of hearing e theﬁ?gﬁnsel for the applicant,
therefore, we have heard Km , Sadhna Srivastava,
Addl, Standing counsel for the respondents.
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As |the merits of the case, we find thet the
$ 3 applicant's services were termineted on 2.4,1982

I

i.ee prior to 1.11,1982, The cause of action, if
ény érose on 2.4.1932. It is settled position of
lew that cases for which cause of dqtlan arose
prior to 1.11.1982 are not| iems + the Tribunal.
Je heve no jurisdiction even to condone the delay
in such ceéses, The case of V.K. Menrea cén be '
usefully referred to in this connection. We, there-
fore, held thet the applicetion is barred by time.

We, hereby, reject the applibatian &s barred
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