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The applicant whs was uarking as Pestman in

J the Pastal Departmsnt, Lucknew, was preceeded depart-
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mentally resulting in his remeval frem service vide -

srder dated 24.4.,1968, His appeal against the punish-

ment was rejected en 13,12,1968. Thereafter he teek

| 'ni,furéher steps te agitats his case in praper farum,
butffgpresented the matter en 15.18.8%. As na erders
%" wers §53536 en his mpresentatimn9 he appriachad the
Tribunai for’quéshing ﬁha remeval as alse the appell-
: ate Orders. This was censidemjand ths applicatien uas
| iismissea as karred by ¢hs time, ,in as much as the

cause of actien arese seme time during 1968 and as
t

representation dated 15.10.1989 dees nat save the
limitatien as thers is ne;previsien fer any statut-
L ery Représantatien in disciplinary matter after the

} case has heen dispsssd af under the‘relevant rulss,

2. The lezarned ceunsel fer the applicant urged

befers us teday that the case uas dismissed witheut
an eppertunity te hear the applicant and he alse prays

that the caée deserves te be censidersd anhmercy.
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3. B Wa have censidered his submissiens. UWe are
by o

of the viouijﬁﬁthe sceps &f revieusd limited snly far
cerrsctisn of errers of fact er law that ey€ Patent
witheut a <eeper préba,'_%homapplication has baeﬁ

dismissad en peinte ef law in.-as much as the remeval

erder was passed sems time in 1968 and cannat be ag-

itatad after lapse ef mere than 12‘yoars. We da‘n@tgaL
that thers:isiany prf;rJ§F:Fa@ﬁ or iauriﬁ this Judg -

ment,

4, Fhrthur-the pricadurel rules laid dewn under

the hct previde fer censideratien ef the case, svan

~in the absence ef the applicant, the casez can be dis~

missed fer default or dispescd ef on merits. In this

case, it wvas dismissed en peint.ef law. The Teviau

applicatien is therefsre witheut any merit and accerd-
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ingly it is rejected,

‘Luckneuw, Datsdjﬂ%lanuary, 1993
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