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CORAM: HON’BLE SHRi*S.L. JAIN. .. MEMBER (J)
HON’BLE SMT. SHANTA SHASTRY. .. MEMBER (A)
Shri Hari Vyankatesh Tamhankar . Petitioner
Ve .

e
By Advocate Shri $.8. .Karkera
Vs.

1. The Director, '
Cotton Technological Research Laboratory,
Post Bag No.16640,
Adenwala Road, Matunga,
Mumbai-400 019.

2. The Under Secretary,
The Indian Council of
Agricultural Research,
Krishi Bhavan,
New Delhi-110 001. ' .» Respondents

By Advocate Shri V.G. Rege.

ORDER (ORAL)

Hon’ble Shri S.L. Jain. ‘a.. Member (J)

The applicant has preferred this review
petition in respect of an order passed in OA = 958/97 on
22nd October, 1997 on 3.11.2000. In para 7 of the
review petition, it is mentioned that

"The petitioner states that the Original
Application 1in the documents thereof was also
not available with the petitioner since the
earlier advocate has not handed over the entire
paper and the petitioner ulitimately took the
certified copy of the Original Application
before this Hon’ble Tribunal on 19th October,
2000 and filing the Review Petition before this
Hon’ble Tribunal.
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The learned counsel for the respondents stated that the
application for copies of the OA along with documents
was filed on 18th October, 2000. The said fact could
not be refuted by the learned counsel for the review
petitioner. Thus, it is a fact that the care in respect
of order dated 27th October, 97 was taken to review the
same on 18th October, 2000 after a period of about 3

years.

2. On perusal of the review application, in which,
the ground for filing the delayed review appliication, we
do not find any sufficient cause for condoning the delay

in filing the review appﬁication.

3. It is stated by the 1learned counsel for the
review petitioner that‘ the matter was argued by the
\
applicant himself in the original OA. We agree with the
learned counsel for the respondents that the papers must
be with the applicant. There is no pleadings to the
effect that 1in such circumstance the papers were lost.
The applicant must have taken care to file the

application for review of the order within 30 days from

the date of the order.

4. The learned counsel for the review petitioner
contends that promotion is a fundamental right and delay
shdu]d not be considered. On perusal of the original OA
we find—that the applicant prayed the re]ief'in respect

of the cause of action which has arisen in the year 1982
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and the OA was filed in the>year 1997. It 1is a case,

.where the applicant 1is guilty of gross delay and

latches. Not only .this, the applicant got the reply
well in time vide order dated 23rd March, 1984 and 14th
March, f985 which are annexed as Annexures "A & B" to

the original OA respectively regarding his grievances.

5. In the result, we do not find any sufficient
cause for condoning the delay in filing the review
petition and hence the prayer for condoning the delay
deserves to be rejected and 1in the result the order
passed in the OA need not be reviewed. The review

application fails. No orders as to cost. '
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(SHANTA SHASTRY) (S.L. JAIN)
"MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)
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