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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF .
AT BILASPUR.

ICATURE aF

Pétii:ioner B.R. Potdar,
g\ﬁs\ﬁa“cnief Telecom Superviser, it CCIEIR @ |

under the S.D.E. { AT & BLG), @
o/0 The G.M.T.D. Durg. #

VERSUS.

New Delhi.

The Chairman, i
Bharat Sanchar Nigam, '}
New Delhi. ‘

The _C;G.M.T. Bhopals
M.P. Telecom Cricle,
(Bharat Sanchar Nigam)

‘The C.G.M.T. Raipur;
Chhattisgarh Telecom Ctrcle.
(Bharat Sanchar Nigam)

‘Ihe GeMaT.De :Durg’
(Bharat Sanchar Nigam).

WRIT PETITTON UNDERSSECTICN 226/227 OF THE

CONSTITUTION OF INDIA.
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',28/0h/2601 ~~zuf<ag::;ihgf-~

fftne Divisional Engi
Jggipur.i The said order is

| January, 1969.. It is cont

“,:writ petltloner is that tho

'f!{hhave been made befare'fi

Mr. N.E. - Shrlvastava, ‘learned: ceunsel fer the

_petitioner e ;;l_j; PRI

.On. 19th.ﬂbvember, 1C68 an order was issued by

neer, Te]egraphs, Raipur Division,

;s iallews 5—___-'

" snri BR. Potdg 
Durg was absent from,

'?z , Telgphone Operator, o

. duty for ten days from

; 6/9/1968 “£o° 15{8/39-$fthe perled ‘of absence

i is hereby treated as$ "Dies Non", The :
z%COfflCial is not entitled to pay anﬂ allewance.J)

“Consequentlyﬂlt 1s;stated b{ﬁthe~learnedAceunse1 for the

‘ petitiener that for the sam; cause of action another

order fer stOpage of one in‘rement was issued on 6th

é}ded that the petitiener f

 iwas nat glven any opportunigy @f being heard bef@re the

said impugned erders were l;sued ln vielatlon of the

'_-princlples of natural gustife.f The contention of the

 gh several representations

‘3f1mpetent authority ee such

7_'representations have fallen'en deaf ear ef the

competent authorities;ifhe-ﬁ

mit petitioner is How on .

"
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1968.,
'delay”0n>the part‘of the
¥

Ag under Article 2

been v1olated in.passing

1 Court very belatedly.

assistance to him as far

cleim.

: by the several impugned g
» eccasions and fer differ

order was issued in Dec

f te entertain the claims e

the verge of retirement.

‘this Court to exercise extra ordinary Jurisdlction :

forum would clearly defea equity.
:”"""{'f'itioner‘s:mce last o
: ‘\:?;5th September, “2000, it cannot?%:
be said that the writ' pettioner has ‘appraoched this |

“ As.I have stated aboveicause of
action a*ose in 1968p the

has made several represea‘

approaehing this Court tol

B Learned counsel fer the petitioner further 3
'submits that, in fact, the writ petitioner is aggrieved 9

it weule*not be a preper‘

Théﬁeeuse of action areSe'iﬁ-:-

It iss35_¥eare einue then;tﬁere is inerdinate

f_it petitionerﬂte approach

% ef the COnstitution cf India. }

Even aseuming that prinexvles of -natural Jﬁstlce have | :3.7

che impugned order, such a delay

of 33 years in taking pro.eeding before- an apprOpriete-

Accordigg to the

‘%t the

s
act thet the writ petitioner
-atiens would not be of any
Ps the inordinate delay - in
accept such A Very very stale

rders passed on.the different

nt reasons and the last 1mpugned

ber, 1977- In‘my Opinion, 3

f the writ petitioner at this

belated stage. In the rejult, the petitia; is dismissed.-
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