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We éfe not satisfied about the inordinate delay
in filling this review application, The judgment was —.._—
rendered on 8.9.1992 and the petiticner slays that he
got the copy of the same on 16.9.1992‘., The review
-appl'ic sticn has been filed on 14,2.1994, It was,
however, explained that benafide believing that
res-torajticn.appli.cation was maintainable, one was filed
on 12,10.1992 and the same was dismissed on 12.1C.1993,
The pericd of limitaticn for filing @ review application
is only_thirty d.ays., Even aséuming that the petitioner
was bonaf ide pursuing his remedy by filing restoration
application, thét having been dismissed on 12.10.1993,
the petiti oner has to explain the delay in filing the
review applicaticn there after. The review applicaticn
has been fiied more than two months after the dismissa;l
of the restoration application., Shri Sharmas » learned

(‘/counsel for the petiticmer submitted that the petitioner



)

entertained the bel fef that fresh or igmal application |
is the proper remedy and that subsequently he realised
that that is not the correct pos iticn and he went to
file a review gpplication. This cannot be accepted

as a setisfectory e:qaianation either, 1In the order
rejectirg the applicaticn for restoration. the Tribunal
has in express terms stated, *The only remedy ava11able
to the petiticner in law is to seek a review,® ﬁfg the
Tribunal has itself stated that the only remedy available

te the petitiocner is to file a review application, we

cannot accept the explanaticn that some time was spent

in exploring as to whether another original app Llication

can be filed. The explanaticn of fered is not,
theref ore, satisfactory and the application for

condoriaticn of delay is dismissed. Consequently,

" the review application is also dismissed.
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