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Before The Honourable Muchawa, J

(IN CHAMBERS)

This matter,  an application for condonation of late noting of an application for review was brought for my consideration in chambers.  There was no response filed by 5 July 2016 when I considered the application.
	I dismissed the application.  The applicant has requested reasons for my ruling.  These are they.
	I found that the delay in noting the application was inordinate.  The applicant was discharged from service on 8 October 2007.  He became aware of the discharge in October 2007 but only filed the current application on 18 May 2016.  The nine year delay is inordinate.
	Even if I was to take applicant’s version of events that he was only served with the decision to discharge him in 2010, there is still a six year delay.  Such a delay is inordinate.
	I further found that there was no reasonable explanation for the delay.
	The applicant explains that he was shocked by the discharge, had no source of income and his savings were eroded by inflation.  He claims not to have been able to afford the cost of legal services and to have not known of the availability of legal services.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	In my opinion, any shock allegedly putting applicant in a state of inaction for up to six years does not adequately explain his failure to safeguard his interests.  Most of the dismissed employees are able to survive the initial shock and protect their interests.
	The same goes for the lack of resources to secure legal services.  That is the predicament of most dismissed employees.  Accepting that as good cause would clog this court with such applications.  Lack of funds on its own is not necessarily a good explanation as reasoned in Madzivanzira & Ors v Dex Print Investments (Pvt) Ltd 2002 (2) ZLR 316 (H).
	Equally his ignorance about the availability of legal aid services simply shows his lack of diligence in seeking relevant information.
	I found too that the applicant had no prospects of success in the application for review as he was discharged in terms of section 63 (e) of the Public Service Regulations, 2000.  The applicant avers that a hearing should have been held before a decision to dismiss him was made.
	Section 63 (e) of the Public Service Regulations however covers instances where a hearing is not envisaged and includes instances where one is absent from duty for a continuous period in excess of 30 days without being granted leave of absence.
	I therefore concluded that the application for condonation of late noting of an application for review be dismissed as the delay was inordinate, there was no reasonable explanation for it and there were no prospects of success.
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