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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No.7760/2000
(Fromthe final judgnent and order dated 3.12.1999 of the Hi gh Court
of Punjab and Haryana at Chandigarh in G vil Revision No. 32801/999)

MUNI Cl PAL COW TTEE, THANESAR Petitioner (s)
through its Executive Oficer

VERSUS
SONA RANI Respondent (s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief)
( Wth Appln(s). for exenption fromfiling OT. )
( For Final Disposal )

Date : 10/11/2000 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE S. RAJENDRA BABU
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE D. P. MOHAPATRA

For Petitioner (s) M. Neeraj Kumar Jain, Adv.

M. Ugra Shankar Pd., Adv.

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER
............ N
. SP2
Leave granted.
The appeal is allowed in ternms of the signed order.
. SP1
(Meenu Set hi) (Meena Trikha)
Court Master Court Master
Signed order is placed on the file
. PA
............ Y
PL55

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. . 6383 OF 2000@@

66600000066000000660600000660000:
(Arising out of the Special |eave petition(C) No.7760 of 2000)



. SP2

. SP1

Muni ci pal Committee, Thaneswar .. Appel | ant
through its Executive Oficer

Ver sus
Snt. Sona Rani . . Respondent

ORDER@D

Leave granted.

In an appeal arising out of a suit filed for decree
of permanent injunction the question of linmtation was
consi dered by the Hi gh Court and the Hi gh Court disnissed
the sane. A del ay of about 110 days in preferring the
appeal was characterised by the Hi gh Court as hopel essly
barring the reliefs sought for by the appellant. W have
exam ned the records and we find that the real reason for
not preferring the appeal in time was the communication
gap between the Advocate and the appellant.|f that factor
is true, we think there is good reason for the Hi gh Court
to have condoned the delay. On that aspect of the matter
what is stated is that the appellant was negligent. e
do not think so. In the circunmstances of the case
i nstead of approaching the matter froma hypertechnica
angle the Hi gh Court should have considered the
same realistically beari ng in m nd t hat when

-2-

institutions are involved sonme latitude has to be given
particularly when the matter arises in a first appeal
In the circunstances, we allow this appeal and set aside
t he order nmade by the H gh Court and allow the
application for condonation of delay . W also direct
the Hi gh Court to register the same and decide the case
on nerits.

(D. P. MOHAPATRA)
New Del hi .
Novenmber 10, 2000.



