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ITEM NO.40                     COURT NO.12                    SECTION XII

              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).12921-
12924/2008

(From the judgement and order dated 01/02/2008 in WPMP No. 2660 to
2663 of 2007 & WPMP No. 2661/2007 & WPMP No. 2662/2007 & WPMP No.
2663/2007 & WP No. 3699/2001 & WP No. 10745/2000 & WP No. 21277/2000
& WP No. 24844/2003 & WPMPS No. 47010/2007 & WPMPS No. 47012/2007 &
WPMPS No. 47014/2007 & WPMPS No. 47018/2007    of The HIGH COURT OF
MADRAS)

UNION OF INDIA & ANR.                                          Petitioner(s)

                     VERSUS

DHARANIPATHY & ORS.ETC.ETC.                                    Respondent(s)

(With prayer for interim relief and office report )

Date: 10/05/2010      These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ASOK KUMAR GANGULY

For Petitioner(s)       Mr. D.K. Thakur, Adv.
                        Mr. B. Krishna Prasad,Adv.

For Respondent(s)       Mr. N. Rajaraman,Adv.
                        Mr. Sivanandhan, Adv.

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

                     These    petitions   are    directed     against    order
      dated 1.2.2008 passed by the Division Bench of Madras
      High Court in W.P.M.P. Nos.2660 to 2663 of 2007 in
      W.P.M.P. Nos.47010/07, 47014/07, 47012/07 and 47018/07
      in     W.P.    Nos.10745/2000,      21277/2000,        3699/2001     and
      24844/2003,       whereby     the       High   Court     declined     to
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entertain the applications filed by the petitioners for
recall    of     orders     dated        12.6.2006/12.9.2006          on    the
ground    that    no   tangible explanation was offered for
non-appearance         of   the     learned          counsel   representing
them.
            It    is    borne      out       from    the   record    that    the
original applications filed by the respondents before
the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai Bench (for
short,    ’the    Tribunal’)         were       allowed      and    the     writ
petitions filed by the petitioners against the orders
of the Tribunal were dismissed because no one appeared
on their behalf on the dates of hearing.
            We have heard learned counsel for the parties
and perused the record.
            Though the impugned order does not contain
the detail reasons for not entertaining the prayer for
condonation of delay and recalling the order passed in



the writ petitions, after having carefully perused the
averments contained in the recall applications and the
applications      filed for condonation of delay, we are
convinced that the cause shown by the petitioners for
belated    filing      of    the    recall          applications     and    non-
appearance of their advocate was wholly unsatisfactory
and the High Court did not commit any error whatsoever
by refusing to condone the delay in filing the recall
applications.
            For    the      reasons      stated       above,   the    special
leave petitions are dismissed.

   (A.D. Sharma)                                      (Phoolan Wati Arora)
    Court Master                                          Court Master


