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( 3y cen. Mr. Justice A.K. Vomit, V.G. ) 

klongwith the original application the 

petitioner has filed an application for condoning delay 

for filing this J.M. No 1577/93. 

2. 	As stated in the petition, the petitioner 

was appointed .s Store weeper Cum Clerk, Homeopathic 

G.G.H.S, iAdlonabad on 12.2.76. Initially the opeintment 

was on ad hoc basis for a period of six months but after 

expiry of six months he was allowed to continue and he 

continued to function as Store Keeper Gum Clerk even after 

six months. He went on medical leave in the year 1979 

and had made application for grant of leave on 3.9.79 

and 12.5.36. 

The respondents proposed to take disciplinary 

proceedings on the ground that the petitioner was not 

found ill as per report of the Enquiry officer and hod 

exempted from duty without prior permission of the hi .her 

authority. 3ut it appears that later the enquiry was 

not conducted and instead the petitioner's services were 

terminated by an order of termination simplicitor dated 



16,8.80 under Aule 5 of the Central Civil Services(Temporary, 

service Aules, 1965. 

4, 	It has been stated in the petition thot the 

petitioner filed on appeal ogoinst the order of termination 

and not getting any reply, ne filed a writ petition No. o, ,zs,„4„wvvr4  

5622/81 in the High court of oillohobod which vas rejected A I 

by the High Court by order Loiated 5.11.81. 

0 
	 The petitioner has filed the present petition 

ignoring the order of rejection of the High Court on the 

ground that it is not a speaking order and has filed an 

application for condoning delay of more than 12 years which 

has elapsed since the passing of tLe order of rejection., 

by the High court on the ground that he was not informed 

of the order of rejection passed by the High Court in writ 

petition by his counsel. 

6. 	In the circumstances of this case we are of the 

opinion that the petitioner cannot be allowed to reagitate 

the Auestion of his termination both in view of the summary 

order of rejection of the writ petition .s well .s on 

account of inordinoti,delay of more than 12 years in filing 

this petition, oe are also not convinced that thore was 

sufficient cause for such delay. 	fo—ccordingly, the 

application for condoning delay .s well as the Liriginal 

application ore hereby dismissed with no order as to costs. 
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