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ORAL ORDER 

Pronounced by Hon'ble Mr. R. Ramanujam, Member(A)

MA 578/2018 has been presented seeking condonation of delay of 10 days

in seeking the restoration of the OA and MA 579/2018 is for restoration of OA.

2. When the  matter  is  called,  neither  the  applicant  nor  the  counsel  for  the

applicant appears, but one Mr. Loganathan represents the counsel for the applicant

and seeks adjournment.

3. On perusal, it is seen that the OA was dismissed on 12.06.2018 after it was

noted that the applicant remained un-represented on 05.06.2018 and 06.06.2018

even at the admission stage.  The matter was listed under the caption for dismissal

on 12.06.2018 and as the applicant was un-represented on that day also the OA

was dismissed.  

4. The MAs for condonation of delay and restoration of the OA were posted

for  11.10.2018.   Then  also,  a  junior  counsel  representing  the  counsel  for  MA

applicant did not present the case but sought an adjournment.  The matter was

again posted for today.  As the applicant is un-represented today also, it is clear

that the MAs are frivolous and are liable to be dismissed.

5. In view of the above, MA 578/2018 seeking condonation of delay in filing

MA for restoration and MA 579/2018 seeking restoration of the OA are dismissed

for default.

 (R. Ramanujam)
                    Member(A)  

    03.12.2018
AS 


