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~ . N.M. Zendekar ' .;-'~ Aﬁplican-t-_-
Vs.

. Union of India & Ors.- - .. _.Responde‘fits

CORAM- : 1. Hon'ble Shri Jugtice M.S.Deshpande,. V.C

2. Hon'ble Shri.M.R.Kolhatkar, Member (a)
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"“ORPBER ON R.P-BY CIRCULATION dard 2 3. Ss—

Iﬁtif.h.is R.P, “the review petitioner has
' sought review of our -judgment dated 30/12/1994
by, which we had disposed of the 0"’.'A ex -parte

the appllcant aftef dls;nlss:f.ng the ap_plicat:.Oﬁ

. =

for condonatlon of delay and qonsequently

dlsmlsslng the 0 A as barred by time,
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_ 2'-.,', 'The main grourfﬁ urged"for réﬁiew is that '_,..,r'j

i x ,f* .»t-i:e 'édvcxfate for ;the‘ .a.tgpliaa{xt c:ould not attend -
S '3.‘-' A A i .

4\.
. t‘.he adma.sslom "‘hearmg for ,the gircumstanoes

J&e_yo;nd ‘his cdntrol& as he 1‘5 cqming fr,qn Fune,

t -.

.was -detainéd-in ra:.lway trafflc near Kalyan.

v *Se fa;: as llmn.tation is cancerned; J.t has
- _ M be’er_i argued that ‘the respon.dent No, 2 never
i - 3'“:;:,,,‘;}: ’?., :.-‘::;jznjfof;“eﬂ the applicant that the Five Yearly
' "h‘j,"_'_ * . -‘ -,-._-.._'_'."',f . gssessmént of the applicant had ever been turned- ' ’
o ‘"‘ I_d\owr_l. ‘giving rise to any cause of action. The
- «"‘-:::" "‘ia"pplicant has also enclosed a statement regarding
. Y o ;‘.-\ . action taken on the recommendation made at the

last meeting of the CIFE Joint Staff Council held

on 29-3-1994 at C.I.F.E,
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"~ 3., The claim of thé}éﬁﬁiicant is that he was

el

deparéméntally pro£6£ed ﬁhrcugh a regglarly
}constituted selectioﬁ committee, for the
technical post-of Bosun, from 20.2.81 and was
aeemed to have-cbmpleted probation on 8.7.86,
'meaniqg that he was also confirmed in the technical
post. ﬁé_was thus eiiéi?le for five yéérly
assessment from 1.3.87 and 1.3.92 applicable to

" technical staff as on 1.3.87. The applicaﬁt made
a rEPresentation.dated 20.4.87 and was informed on
27.6.1990_to~achire desired qualificatibns. Thus
right to sue“accrue{pn;27.6.90 and the applicant

ought to have approached us within one year thereof. ~
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He might have made - subsequent representations or
might have explored other avenues like raising

the issue through -joint staff council but that

does not save.: the limitation..

U . l‘old"‘:" . - . .
4. No grounds have been mad%/%n the review petition.

. !_q-‘-

within the parameters of Order 47, Rule 1 of

. C.P.C,, The R.P is therefongﬁwiﬁhout merit and is

. : rejected.’

. T Mg li# foa S \»/"{/) '
"~ (M.R. KOMHATKAR) . '(M.S. DESHPANDE)
o MEMBER- {a) - VICE-CHAIRMAN

o - -
B s o




