
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA
Letters Patent Appeal No.382 of 2018

In
Civil Writ Jurisdiction Case No.2401 of 2013

======================================================
Parmeshwar Prasad Yadav, Son of Late Ram Dayal Prasad Yadav, Resident of
Village-Hasanpura, P.O.+P.S.-Marhaura, District-Saran at Chapra.

...  ...  Appellant/s
Versus

1. The  State  of  Bihar  through  Principal  Secretary,  Road  Construction
Department, Govt.of Bihar,Patna.

2. The  Principal  Secretary,  Road  Construction  Department,  Government  of
Bihar, Patna.

3. The Engineer-in-Chief, Road Construction Department, Government of Bihar,
Patna.

4. The  Deputy  Secretary-Cum-Chief  Vigilance  Officer  Road  Construction
Department, Government of BIhar, Patna.

5. The Special Officer-Cum-Deputy secretary,  Road Construction Department,
Government of BIHar, Patna.

6. The  Joint  Secretary,  Road  Construction  Department,  Government  of
Bihar,Patna.

...  ...  Respondent/s
======================================================
Appearance :
For the Appellant/s :  M/s Dinu Kumar, 
                                                      Arvind Kumar Sharma, Advocates 
For the Respondent/s :  Mr. Raj Ballabh Pd.Yadav AAG11
======================================================
CORAM: HONOURABLE THE ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE
                 and 
                 HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE S. KUMAR

ORAL ORDER

(Per: HONOURABLE THE ACTING CHIEF JUSTICE)

3 09-08-2018 I.A. No. 3623 of 2018.

      Heard.

This  interlocutory  application  has  been  filed  for

condoning the delay of about 3 years 21 days  in preferring the

present appeal. 

For condoning the delay in filing the appeal, a ground

has  been  taken  by  the  appellant   that   he  was  not  aware
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regarding the order passed on 28.1.2015 in C.W.J.C. No. 2401

of 2013 which is the order impugned  and which discloses  that

the writ petition was dismissed after hearing the writ petitioner

and it was an oral judgment dictated in Court. 

Thus, in our view, there is no explanation at all which

emanates out from the inordinate delay of 1 year and 38 days.  

Accordingly,  this  interlocutory  application  is

dismissed  and, as a consequence thereof,  this appeal is also

dismissed.   
  

Spd/-

(Dr. Ravi Ranjan, ACJ) 

 ( S. Kumar, J)

U


