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WIS

JUDGMENT OF THE DIVISION BENCH DELIVERED BY THE HON'BLE
- SHRI C.J.ROY, MEMBER(JUDL.)

This is an application under Section 19 of.the
Administrative Tribunals Acta&fj@(lB of 1985} flled by the.
applicant herein claiming a relief; "to declare the action
of the respondents in terminatino the services of the
applicant by verbal orders as illegal and that the appli-
cant shall be deemed to have been in sefvice'without any
break; direciing the respondents to regularise the services
of the applicant with effect from the date of his first
appointment:daod directing the respondeats to finalise the
seniority of indoor casual mazdoo;s as per the instxuctions
of the 3rd respondent in his letter No.TA/STA/Q/l/ngs;III
dated 19.3,1981 fixing the seniorlty of the applicant at
an approprlate place." '

-

2, The applicant states that he was appointed as

Casual Mazdoor with effect from 18.8,1979 by ‘the lst respon-

dent herein, He was sponsored by the Employment Exchange.

He was put off from duty w.e.f. 9,4,1985, He states‘that

_the work in the Department is perfnnial and as such the

‘question of stoppage of work'does not arise. No reasons

are a551gned for terminating the services of the appllcant.
He made a representation dated 25,2.1988 but there washo

reply given by the respondents. Hence, this application.

contd....
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3. When the case was called at 12.30 pm on 29.9.1992,
there was no represehtation ffom the applicant's side
despité the case being listed for dismissal on that day.
Hence, we have heard Mr. N.R.ﬁevaraj, learned Senior

Standing Counsel for the Respondents.

4. Annexure at Page No.4 is the representation by

the applicant dated 25.2.1988 reguesting to provide him
work., The applicant states in this application that he

was put off from duty w.e.f, 9.4,1985., When he was put off
from duty w.e.f. 9.4.1985, he should have immediately

made a representation and after waiting for about 1% years

. e LG 2l o 19

he should have filed the O.A., under Section ZOLpf the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985. But the applicant
made the representation only onl25.2.1988 ie., nearly
three years aftér he was put off from duty, which is-
qlea;ly barred by liTiiiféon, Hence, this application

is hit by Section ZOZOf the Administrative Tribunals Act,

11985 as no departmental remedies are exhausted by the

applicant in tim%, (ﬁ%g limitation starts running from

the date when he was put off from duty i.e., w.e.f. 9,4.85.
The applicant kept quite for about thrée vears and made

representation dated 25.2,1988 thereafter. There is no

‘condone delay petition 2% filed by therapplicént.. This

O0.A, was filed on 20.7.1989 and it was registered on

28.8.1989 due to office objections.

contd....




5. -Hence, we hold that:fhe_departmental remedies
are not exhausted intime by the appiicant herein under
Section 20 Qf the Administr@tive.Tribunals Act} 1985 |
and that the 0.,A. is also timéparred under Section 21 of

. the Administrative Tribunals Act,'1985.‘ The application’

is not maintainable.,

6. - The 0.2, is accordingly dismissed with no order

as to costs.

(R.BALASUBRAMANIAN) (c.ff’;giﬂ .
Member (Admn. ) _ ~ Member(Judl,’

o R ®

Dated: MM October, 1992.p¢Registrar(Thdl.)

| Copy to:- _ L - ¥;H%¥4El

-1, The Assistant Engineer (Material Management)j Hyderabad,
~ 2. The General Manager, Telecom,District, Hyderabad,

- 3. The Assistant General Manager, Telecom, A.D. Hyd.

4. One copy to Smk.S.Thripura Sundari, advocate, 11-6-868,

Red Hills, Hyd. - ‘ '
5. One copy to Sri. N.R.Devaraj, Sr. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
6. One spare copy. ‘ ’
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