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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

WRIT PETITION NO. 964 OF 2022

The Divisional Controller
VERSUS

Rajendra Dhudku Saner And Others
...

Advocate for the Petitioner : Mr. A.B. Dhongade h/f Mr. Goyanka M.K.
...

                          CORAM : SIDDHESHWAR S. THOMBRE, J. 
                        

             DATED : DECEMBER 10, 2025

PER COURT :

1. Heard learned counsel for the petitioner.

2. By way of present petition, the petitioner challenges the

order  dated  20.10.2010  passed  by  the  learned  Industrial  Court,

Jalgaon in Complaint (ULP) No.07 of 2009.

3. After going through the papers, it is revealed that present

petition is filed on 03.09.2020 after near about ten years.  When a

specific query was made why the complaint of 2010 is challenged in

2020, learned counsel for the petitioner invited my attention to para 4

of  the  petition  by  stating  that  though  the  order  was  passed  on

20.10.2010, the corporation in the year 2011 itself has handed over

the  file  to  the  then advocate  of  corporation to  file  a  writ  petition

before the Hon’ble High Court and except this, no other ground was

raised.  It  is  unfortunate  that  such  contention  is  being  raised  in  a

petition thereby blaming the  advocate,  who represented the  same.
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There  is  no  dispute  that  when  the  complaint  was  filed  by  the

corporation through the counsel and only to make out a ground, such

contentions are being made thereby making allegations against the

advocate who represented it.  

4. Therefore, I do not find any reason to interfere with the

order  dated  20.10.2010  passed  by  the  learned  Industrial  Court,

Jalgaon in Complaint (ULP) No.07 of 2009, only on the ground that

the order was passed in 2010 and the same is challenged in 2022

without there being any sufficient reasons.  The reasons stated in para

4 are not proper.  Hence, I am not inclined to entertain the present

petition.

5. The petition is dismissed. No order as to cost.    

  (SIDDHESHWAR S. THOMBRE, J.)

Mujaheed//


