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open Court,

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD BENCH,
original papplication nNo, 1314 of 2000
‘this the 4th day of November'2003,

HOW'BLE MAJ GEN K.K, SRIVASTAVA, MEMBER({A)
HON'BLE MR, A.K. BHATWHAGAR, MEJBER(J)

Jal Singh yadav, S/o Sri Ram nNath singh, R/o villaye Sanatha,

post Chataiya, District Kanpur Dehat.

Applicant.
By Advocate ; Sri v.¥. Saxena,
Versus,
i b ynion of India tarougn Sécretary. Ministry of

cComnunication (Department of posts), New Delhi.

2.. P.'*‘I-G. » Kﬂn}.}ur RE'JiD“' Kanl.ll.'lr.
3% Sr. Ssupdt,./Supdt. rost office, Mufassil prakhand,
Kaﬂpur.

Respondents,

By Advocate : Sri D.K. Dwivedi,

ORDER

BY MAJ GEN K.K. SRIVASTAVA, MEMBEh(gL

Restoration Applicetion no, 3607 of 2003 has been
filed by the applicant for recalling the order dated
5.9.2003 by which Restoration application and application
for condonation of delay in filing restoration application
were dismissed in default., Cause shown is sufficient.

The order dated 5,9.2003 is recalled and restoration
application alongwith an application for condonation of
delay are sestored. This 0.A. was dismissed by order dated
15,1,2001, whereas restoration application has been filed
alongwith application for condonation of delay only on

26,3,2003, As per remarks of the Registry on the ordersheet,

the order dated 16,1.2001 was prepared on 5.2,2001 and was
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dispatched on 19,2,2001 by reyistered post vide dispatch

no. 4054 dated 19,2,2001, We are not inclined to accept

the submis sion of the applicant's counsel that the

applicant never received tie order dated 16.1+20015

we would also like to observe here that the applicant

should have been vigilant.about his case, NO proper
explanation has been given for condonation of delay of

more than 2 years. Therefcre, the applicsgtion qu condonation

CrANRe L " (MA-189)
of delay as well as restoration application are rejected.
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AMBER(J) MEMBER(A)

'ﬁ]‘.E QeAe stalias dismissedo NO costs,
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