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We have heard the id, counsel, appearing for the peti-

tionr in connection with .the MA 45/2000 which is an appicajon for 

Condonatim of delay in the matter of riling the 1A 44/200 which is 

for restoration of the 04 1139/91 which was dismissed for il defau1t on 

8.11,99. In this aPplicationfor Condonation of delay it is stated 

that the advocate_on..record for the petitioner 
USS engage in other 

w rks in some other Court and as such he could not attend the Court 

when the 04 was Called on for hearing and it 	also Statd that the 

petitioner was personally present on 8.11.99 but he cou1d not respond 

aPPropriately when the matter was called. We are not tati
lsll fied with 

the explanation OP the delay. If the petitioner was actualy present 

in the Court on 8.11.99 his present would have been noted in the order 

of dismissal of the 04 FurthermOre his lawyer 
US engagej in some 

other Court is not a Surricient Cause for COndonion of delay or for 

allowed, the application for restotation The 04 was dismised for 

default on 8.11.99 and the application for restoration alan9 with the 
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application for condonation of delay WSS riled on 18.1.2000 i.e. 
beyond the period or limitation, 

2. 	Arter hearing the id, counsel ror the Petiticfrier, US 

are not stisfjed that there is any sufricjent cause 13or condonation 

of delay or any sufficient cause which prevented the petitioner to 

be personally present in the Court when the matter USS balled for 
hearing, In view of the, above the NA 44/ 2000 and NA 45/2000 stand 
djsmjssed 
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