Central administrative Tribunal
Principal Bench

RE-56/72004 1n
Mer-4 10,/ 2004

D= 3268 /2001
Naew Delhi this the 2Znd day of March, 2004

Hon’ble Shri v.Kk. Majotra, ¥Yice-Chairman (@)
Hon"ble Shri Bharat Bhushan, Member (J)

1. Wnion of India
Through its Sscretary
Ministry of Personnsl,
Public Grievances & Pensions,
Department of Personnal & Tralning,
Morth Block, New Dalhi.

#. Union of India
Through its Secratary.,
Department of Company affairs,
» Ministry of Finance,
L Floor, da-Wing,
Shastri Bhawain,
Mew Dalhi.

Z. Secratary
Monopolies & Restrictive Trade Practices
Commission, MRTP Houss, Shahlahan Road,
Mew Delhi.
~Applicants
(By Advocate: Shri Rajinder Mischal)

Yarsus

KO Ganiwal
Mezmber
Company Law Board
5th Floor, "&° Wing, Shastri Bhawai,
Mew Dalhi.
RS0 D-11/%43, Pandara Road, Mew Delhi.
b | ~Respondant

Learned counsal haard.

-~

P Da~3265,/ 2001 was allowed on 6.5.2002 with

the following observations/directions to e

respondants s -

"W have carafully considered the submissions
\k madse by the learned counsel on either side and

—

Find fthat in view of what is provided in the
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The 0&, in the circumstances, 1s allowed. The
directed Lo pay all the
the applicant within
mornths from the date of
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consaegquantial e
a period of tw
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raproduced

"a11_rs o
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receipt of a8 copy Df—this order. No costs”.

E. Thiough the ]
respondents have  sought raviaw
orders. Learned counssl poinlted
had filed OCW-2381/2003 in tha H
Delhi on  1.9.2003 and it was di
dete by the Honble HIgh Courﬁ
likerty as prayed by Tthe appl
Petition to  approach ths Ca2
Tribunal for revisw of the Tribu
in  the Writ Petition. Lesarnad
that respondents have caused a d
sevan  months  In f1.

.explaining that due to invol
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authoritiss  in the uowulﬂmM&L
Reviea
daeciding toe file the H&*&kpmtltlo

4. It iz obsesrved th
orders were passed on 05,2002,

che Honfble High Court was filed

@

gap of ong vear and four months.

nave agaln caused a delay of mors
months in filing the present revie
Writ Petition was dispossd of
Court. Multiplicity of agencies

taking decision to fils the pres

b

rasant application,

ot the alTorssaild
out that respondents
on’kle High Court of
smissad on  the sams
as  withdrawn with
icants In  the Writ
atral  Administrative
nal’ = orders imougnesd
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elay of one yvear and
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vament of multiples
they have been lates in

at while Tribunal’s
the Writ Patition in

on 1.7.200
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after a

Then, respondants
than five and a half
aw peltition after ths

by he  Honble  High

in the Government FToir

above, the
on par with Shri K.
v should accordingly be fimed




e
gaod  ground for having caused this inordinate delay.
Respondents, in the 0A, had caused delay in filing ths

the Review Petition, which

[

Writ Petition as w=ll a

o

has not been explained to our satisfaction. Such an

inordinats delay unsupported by any good ground cannot

5 MA-410/2004  for condonation of delay in
filing the instant Review Application is rejected.

RE~56/2004 1s also rejected accordingly.

Yemagilu

Bharat Bhushan) U Majotra]ﬁ_l__.S.Qq
Mamber (J) Yice-Chalrman (&)

Jooy




