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ITEM NO.34                     COURT NO.6                  SECTION XVII

             S U P R E M E        C O U R T   O F    I N D I A
                               RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).11263/2012

(From the judgement and order dated 12/12/2011 in RP No.2655/2010
of The NATIONAL CONSUMERS DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMMISSION, NEW DELHI)

KANPUR DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY                                 Petitioner(s)

                    VERSUS

GAYATRI TRIPATHI                                             Respondent(s)

(With appln(s) for exemption from filing O.T. and with prayer for
interim relief and office report)

Date: 30/04/2012     This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SUDHANSU JYOTI MUKHOPADHAYA

For Petitioner(s)         Mr. Pradeep Misra, Adv.

For Respondent(s)         Mr. Ranjan Mukherjee, Adv.
                          Ms.Rupali S.Ghosh, Adv.
                          Ms.Garima Bose, Adv.

             UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                 O R D E R

           This    petition    is    directed    against   the   order    of   the

National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission (for short, ‘the

National Commission’) whereby the revision filed by the petitioner

against    the    order   of   the    State     Consumer   Disputes   Redressal

Commission, Uttar Pradesh (for short, ‘the State Commission’) was

dismissed.

           We have heard Shri Pradeep Misra, learned counsel for the

petitioner and perused the record.

           In our view, the reasons assigned by the State Commission
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for not accepting the petitioner’s prayer for condonation of 7

months delay in filing an appeal against the order of the District

Consumer    Disputes      Redressal      Forum,   Kanpur    Nagar    (for    short,

’District Forum’) were legally correct and the National Commission

did not commit any error by refusing to interfere with the order of

the State Commission.

            On merits also, we are convinced that the concurrent



finding recorded by the District Forum and the State Commission

that there was deficiency in service on the part of the petitioner

was    correct   and    the   National    Commission   rightly      dismissed    the

revision petition.

            The special leave petition is accordingly dismissed.

            The petitioner is allowed four weeks’ time to implement

the direction given by the District Forum.

            After      handing   over    possession    of   the     plot    to   the

respondent,      the   petitioner     shall   submit   a    report    before     the

District Forum.        If it is found that the petitioner has failed to

comply with the order of the District Forum in its letter and

spirit, then the District Forum shall initiate suo motu proceedings

under Sections 25 and 27 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986.

      (Satish K.Yadav)                                  (Phoolan Wati Arora)
        Court Master                                       Court Master


