“1 TEM NO. 2 COURT NO R-2 SECTI ON X
SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
BEFCRE THE REG STRAR S. G SHAH
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).7884/2004

(From the judgenent and order dated 15/03/2004 in CMAP No. 374/2004
of The HI GH COURT OF U. P AT LUCKNOW

STATE OF U. P. & ANR Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

SURESH CHAND PANDEY & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief )

Date: 27/02/2007 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

For Petitioner(s) M. Vijay Pratap Singh, Adv.
M. Praveen Swarup, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
M. Raj eev Sharma, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Service to respondent No. 4 is not conplete til
dat e, t hough order of i ssuance of notice by t he
Hon’ bl e Court is dat ed 29. 04. 2004. For conpl eti ng
the service upon unserved respondent No. 4. Hon’ble
Court has directed to t ake appropriate st eps in
January, 2006 and thereafter this Court has
adj ourned the matter for the same on 19.10. 2006 and
21.11. 2006, when specific direction was given to the
petitioner to di scl ose t he pr oper addr ess of t he

r espondent No. 4 bef ore 7.12. 2006 stating t hat

r espondent No. 4 is serving under its control
Thereafter, on 18. 01. 2007, further time was grant ed
till date.

Today, | earned  Advocate M. Vijay Prat ap Si ngh

appearing on behal f of Learned Advocate M. Praveen



Swar up, states that because of the change in counsel

by t he State of u P., t hey coul d not t ake action
till date.
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It is unf ort unate t hat after obt ai ni ng t he stay

agai nst the contenpt proceedi ngs, the petitioner has
failed to serve the concerned respondent for al nost

two years. More particularly, when respondent No. 4

is serving under the petitioner as its officer, i.e.

not the outsider, for whose  address petitioner has
to t ake any pai n. It goes wi t hout sayi ng t hat

pr oper addr ess and posti ng of t he r espondent No. 4
is very well within the know edge  of t he
petitioners. Even after such specific know edge

about t he addr ess and posti ng of r espondent No. 4,

petitioner has failed to serve the respondent No. 4
for all these two years.

Consi deri ng t he above facts, mat t er is required
to be listed bef ore Hon' bl e Judge- i n- Chanber for
appropriate orders regarding non-prosecution agai nst
r espondent No. 4 by t he petitioner. Mor e
particularly, because  of the observation of t he
Hon’ bl e Court in order dated 29.04.2004, which reads
as under:

"W are not satisfied wth the
expl anati on of t he del ay gi ven bef ore t he

Tri bunal . The counsel for t he petitioners
to ascertain at whose i nstance del ay was
caused. "
Matt er be listed bef ore t he Hon’ bl e Judge-i n-
Chanber. However , petitioner may serve t he
r espondent No. 4 bef ore such l'isting, i f t hey SO

desire, as per earlier orders passed by this Court



regardi ng dasti service and regardi ng i ssuance of
fresh notice on suppl y of pr oper addr ess by t he

petitioner.

(S. G SHAH)

Regi strar



