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On 	20-3-1996, 	£iisce1janeous 
ç 

Ap]Jc :tiOn 	0. 37 	Of 	1996 td5 	filed 
'- 	 cs'- 

seeking 	CJLTdOaatj)u 3E delay 	in filing c,\ 

Oriçjinal 	A plication No. 	50 	of 1 	6 

C This 	was floticeQ to 

ounsej 	was nt ard as weLl a 	the 	5€nior 

tacdirig 	oune1 for 	the 	ride nts. - 

This 	ap1icion is directea against the 

en1ty a: 	wLo1iy of o  n 	r inc rent  ' 

for 	one 	y ar Wjti)ut cuinhiulative 	effect s'. o 

imposed unier order F.o. d.-13011/33/71_ 

it. 	) 	aatcci 	29-:)-179 ar 	non- 

COnjderatj,)n 	of 	eview 	etition filed 

' ; the Ap:Alcant 	aefore 	the President of 
'• 

Inhia 	under 	:u1e 	29-:', of the 	C' 

Nules, 	1965. 	ihe appllcQnt 	aid not rile 

any appeal 	against the penalty order JbA 
dated 	29-5-1979 k 	TtE flj5hjLeQt 	se rii 

was 	over in 	€ptei'ner, 	19:30. 	LLrIosia1 	tO 

the president was 	suosiftej 	on l0-7-1979 

The 	applicant1  s case caire 	up for 

O;w, jae ration in the 	J. 	, 	which act in 

1977. 	Sut the 	recosueiilLjan 	of the 

w a s 	kept in a se alec a ,Dver. 	his g r:e vance 

is that 	the seared cover snould have DCCIi 

ened 	oy a £view D.F.. out this wa 	not  

done. 	He 	jot promotion 	in 	regular aanner 

in 	Oeoeiuer, 	1982 	On lea1 advice, 	he 

filed a 	petitisa oefore the Gujurat high 

COurt 	which directed 	that the applicant' s 
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:ase should oe disposed at oy the 

om1e tent administrative a-tiOrity within 

Six montns. The reL:resentation pursuant 

to the above was rejected on 27-9-1984. 

lieagain mOvec a writ petition aefore 

the High Court of Gujurat in NOvesber, 

19840waS\JiCh traasfe rred for oisaosal 

to the Central zdiniStratiVe 2riuni1 

3y an order dated 23-2-1988, the 

Triounal directed the autoriti.eS to 

refer the matter to a Review o.P.C. to 

decide the date On which promotion hou1 

be given to the applicant taking into 

conside ration the recomaeriatiOn of 

1977 	C kept in a scalEd cover and the 

punishnt 	awarded. Although a tire 

limit of four months was given apparently 

there was no response of the RebaDIleQnt 

whereupon the applicant filed a 

Contempt Petition. Notice on Contempt 

Petition was discharged by an exparte 

order dated 15-6-1992 on the submission 

that the Review ipC did icet on 

22-3-1991. AnOther review application 

filed on Jul, 1992 did not succeed. 
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The applicant claims that 

the 	matte r was hariled by a counsel at 

Ahsedabad with whom he could 'not keep 

in touch ocause he was transferred to 

various places froinAhsdaad. In the 
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a • • 7 back ,rour. Qa the aoove facts, the 

matter is certainly oarred by limitation 

and 	the re is no re s onable cause for the 

Oelay. 	The aplicant had exhausted all 

the iota, The main contention of the 

at:licant was already ãis osed oi by the 

TriounaL, i-us representadori was also 

dismissed, rhus, the matter 	covered by 

this Original 	plication having oeen 

dec ided e a ri ie r by a C omupe tent c ou rt can 

not ne agitated afresh. This is hit by 

res-j ud Ic ate. 

Jne r these cjrcuratances 

there is 	aIDL alutely no case iiiade 

to coheor 	the inordinate delay in iilirig 


