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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD COF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NQ(s). 3498 OF 2005
SHASHI Kl RAN Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

SUHAI L AHVED SI DDI QUI Respondent ( s)

Dat e: 18/ 05/2012 Thi s Appeal was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE DR. JUSTICE B.S. CHAUHAN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE DI PAK M SRA
( VACATI ON BENCH)
For Appell ant(s) M. Sandeep Bhal | a, Adv. (NP)
For Respondent (s) Rr- Ex- Parte

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

In ternms of the signed order, the appeal
i s dismssed. However, considering the fact

and circunstances of the case, the cost inposed
upon the appellant is nade easy.

(O P. Sharnmm) (MS. Negi)
Court Master Court Master
(Signed order is placed on the file)
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
ClVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VI L APPEAL NO. 3498 OF 2005

SHASHI Kl RAN Appel | ant
VERSUS

SUHAI L AHVED SI DDI QUI Respondent

ORDER

Thi s appeal has been preferred agai nst the order

dat ed 21.11. 2004, commruni cat ed to t he appel | ant on



CA

11. 2. 2005 against the order of the Disciplinary Conmittee

of the Bar Council of India by which the Disciplinary

Conmittee of the Bar Council of India did not accept the

submi ssi on of t he appel | ant agai nst t he respondent -

Advocat e.

The facts and circunstances giving rise to this

appeal are that the appellant filed a conplaint before the

Bar Counci | of Del hi in respect of m sconduct of
respondent . Si nul t aneousl vy, in respect of one of

gri evance that while the docunents had to be served by the

appel I ant upon the respondent as a counsel, he had nade

certain endor senent on t he recei pt maki ng der ogat ory

remar ks agai nst the appell ant. The appellant raised this
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gri evance before the High Court and the Bench hearing the
matter had taken a serious note of it and issued notice to
the respondent and dealt with the matter in accordance
with | aw.
So far as the conplaint of the appellant before the
Bar Council of Delhi is concerned, it was dealt with in
accordance with law and no substance was found in the

compl ai nt made by the appell ant. The conpl aint of the

appel l ant stood rejected vide order dated 15.5. 2001

Aggri eved, appell ant approached the Bar Council of
India by filing the Statutory Appeal No.38/2001 which has

been dealt with by a three Menber Disciplinary Conmittee

vi de or der dat ed 21.11. 2004 hol di ng t hat t he pr esent
appel | ant had been chasi ng t he r espondent Advocat e to
settle her per sonal score. The Conmittee further

depricated this kind of practice and inposed a cost of

*10, 000/ - (Rupees Ten Thousand) on the appell ant.

Aggri eved, appell ant approached this Court and this

t he

t he
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Court vide order dated 12.7.2005 stayed the recovery of

cost of ‘10,000/-.

This appeal is pending before this Court for I|ast

seven years w thout any progress. The matter was listed
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for final heari ng in t he | ast sumrer vacation on
22.6.2011. However , t he pr oceedi ngs show t hat none

appeared on behal f of the appellant and thus the appea
was adj our ned.
The appeal is |listed today. None appear ed. It
shows that the appellant is no nore interested to pursue
t he appeal . Even ot herwi se there are concurrent finding
of fact recor ded by t he Di sciplinary Conmittee of t he

Del hi Bar Council as well as by the Bar Council of India

i n appeal
In view of the above, we do not see any cogent
reason to pr oceed further. The appeal is accordi ngly
di smi ssed. However , consi dering t he fact and
ci rcunst ances of t he case, t he cost i mposed upon t he

appel l ant is nmade easy.

NEW DELH J.
MAY 18, 2012 [ DI PAK M SRA]



