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C. A. T. Bench, JAIPUR

! P
Date of Order ; orders M, P.No, 196/7_3
" - 7

13.4,1993 | HNone present for the petitioner.

The case was teken in the second round &g
- none was present in the first round, Applicant hes
| filed the M,P, for condonation of delay alongwith
the M,P, for restoraticn of the case dismissed in
default, 8

Bricf facts of the cace dro that 4in para 3
of the application (M,F) it hos Decen mentioned that
' the a&pplicant noted the date as 25,5.92 as the dAate
| of hearing of the csse instetd of 25,3,92, In pare
2 of the application for condonation of delay it
hes been stated thot on 25th May 92, he was out Of
% Jaipur, Further he has stated that he ¢ame to know
| on 24th July 92 that the said anplication has been

dismissed in default on 25,3,92, o explapation has
been given wvhy this application for restordtion has
been filed 2fter & very long tnterval i.0. on
18.2,93 against the order dated 25.3.9?. Even if it
o is assumed thot he came to know only onk 24,7,92
about the dismisssl of the case, then no explanation
' has been given for the cubmicscion of the M. P, 2t a
 belated stage i.c. 8fter about 7 months from the
date of knovledge. In such circumstancés. we do
not £ind any reasondble ctuss for the condanation
of delay and for the restor@tion of thé O.A, The
M.P., for sondonation of delay 8s well dg restorad-

tion of O,A, Bre rejected,
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