ITEM NO.18 COURT NO.3 SECTION IV-B
SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

M.A.Nos. 1566-1658 of 2017, in SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION(C) No(s).
4916-5008/2012

GREATER MOHALI AREA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
BALDEV SINGH & ORS. Respondent(s)

(FOR RESTORATION ON IA 131759/2017 FOR CONDONATION OF DELAY IN
FILING APPLICATION FOR RESTORATION ON IA 131768/2017)

Date : 29-01-2018 These matters were called on for hearing today.
CORAM
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE DEEPAK GUPTA
[IN CHAMBERS]
For Petitioner(s) Mr. Prakash Kumar Singh, AOR
Ms. Purnima Jauhari, Adv.
Ms. Seema Patnana,Adv.
For Respondent(s)
UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER
This is an application for restoration of the case which was
dismissed in default on 09.01.2013. Learned counsel for the
petitioner states that he had filed process fee sometime in the
year 2014 and since the Registry did not inform him that the case
has been dismissed, he presumed the case 1is still pending.
Surprisingly, learned counsel also submits that the order dated

09.01.2013 is wrong since he had already taken steps. The order

ﬁﬁﬂd ed 09.01.2013 clearly reveals that the office report dated
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te:

“%93.10.2012 and 10.11.2012 had been noted by the Court and no steps

had been taken for service of certain respondents. Therefore, the



-2-
case was dismissed for non-prosecution. Learned counsel for the
petitioner states that this order is wrong because he took steps in
the year 2014. This argument is totally fallacious. A party cannot
take steps after the case has been dismissed. The explanation is
totally false and, there is a delay of 1735 days and, therefore,

the application for restoration is dismissed.

(KUSUM LATA SYAL) (MADHU NARULA)
SENIOR PERSONAL ASSISTANT BRANCH OFFICER
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