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ORIGINAL APPLICATION No.72/90

P.C. ANNAMMA VS. DIVL. ERSONNBL OFF ICER S.RLY AND OTHER

_ shri Sarathkumar-

forapplicant,
SPM & ND

List for admission, interim relief and condonation

of delay on 30th January, 1990. ' Sgié;;

29.1.90

Sﬂm d»/vD A

MYIKPHM.M f - qo,vLW'f
M~ . C- S /2.,,“rw~JA- 7&4f.9cop}c- 7&774»qprw44~*

[~ 3-T0-
3o/1/ 92 |

K.P.Haridas-for applicant,
CS Ramanathan-for SCGSC

List for Zurther directiOns on admission and 1nterim'-'
relief and condonation of delay on. 19th Feb 19904
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| 2 We have heard the counsel.
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‘Mr KP Haridas for the applicant :
Smt Sumathi Bandapani for the respondents.

The applicant has filed MP 64/90 seeking condonation
of delay in filing the application to which the respondents
have filed the reply opposing the condonation.

It is seen that there

is a delay of 442days. The applicant was working as a
casual Jlabourer and given the tempbpary.status on 23.10.78
and'ghperannuated on 31.1.87 and this application should
have been filed long back. It is stated that the matter
has been ent:usted’to a Trade Union representative and

‘hence the applicant could not pursue the matter proper ly.

3 We see from the reply filed by the respondents that
no representations were received by them arnd in view of
the circumstances we find that adequate reasons have hotc

been given to explan the long delay in filing this application.

4 This application is therefore, rejected at the

admission stage itself.- ziyAél_ﬂ ‘
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