


t3.10 2002, being aggrieved 

the applic&Dt tiled Ibis 

Application. 

3. 

therein that the 

matter was placed before the Board of Ofticart~ 

· . Delay Condonation 

the first time in 2002 

lOr cOilllideration, who re.i~ b ' time berred by the impugned order 

and further statecl thet the ounds taken m delay condonation 

application in i1.U:a8 O.A are not cient, tl:l.el'.e, soUgbt for diamisul 

ofthe O.A. 

4. I have heard learned counsel for the )Yil'tiea. The reason far 

~ tioD. of delay. as atat by the ~t in the Aflidavit ila 

~ of the ume, is the one that on t1ae advise of the counsel, he 

came to A1Jahabad on 26.08.2 04 and filed O.A and there ia no 

, there · llOthia& on 

rec:ord to show tlle .t'e8Jh'l8 for c donation of delay m 6Uag thia OA. In 

~clents m. their Counter Af. davit aa well aa the atatemeo.t made by 

the applicant with res-d to his ase , I am satisfied with the reasons 

gi;van by the respondents in rej ction order dated 23.10.2002 that the 

caae of the applicant does not co e within the purview of compaasionate 




