| TEM NO. 110 COURT NO. 8 SECTION I 1A

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO 7174 OF 2000

KRI SHNA KUMAR M TTAL Appel  ant (s)

VERSUS

PARVESHWAR DAYAL GUPTA Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report)

Date: 17/02/2005 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE D.M DHARVADHI KARI

HON BLE MR JUSTICE G P. MATHUR

For Appellant(s) M. HA. Raichura, Adv.
M. SP. Singh Rathore, Adv.

M. Varinder Kumar Sharma, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. Pravir Kumar Jain, Adv.

M. Meraj, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER



The appeal is dismssed in terns of the signed order.

(S. Thapar) (Shel l'y Sengupt a)

PS to Registrar Court Master

The signed order is placed on the file.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 7174 COF 2000
Kri shna Kumar M ttal Appel | ant
(s)
Ver sus

Par meshwar Dayal Cupta
Respondent (s)

ORDER

Heard | earned counsel appearing for the parties.

Thi s appeal arises out of a complaint made by the appell ant against th
e respondent



to the Bar Council. The respondent was

tion. The
al l egation made is that the respondent,
litigation of
t he same property, appear ed as
According to the

compl ai nant, this was an act of professi

The matter was taken up
conpl ai nant

and the advocate, did not consider it

n. The advocate

initially tried to justify his act of
whi ch arose after

engaged as an advocate in his previous litiga

after nunber of years in respect of the same

an advocat e for t he opposite party

onal m sconduct by changi ng sides.

by the Bar Council which, after hearing the

a fit case for taking any disciplinary actio

representing the opposite party in second case

more than ten years fromthe previous litigation. It is pointed out on behalf
of the advocate

that after the

conpl ai nant obj ected to t he appear ance of t he advocat e for t he op
posite party, t he advocat e

withdrew hinself from the case. The Bar Counci | , on t he above
facts had exoner at ed t he

advocat e hol di ng t hat there was no pr of essi onal m sconduct as to
deserve any di sciplinary

action.

-4-
After hearing | earned counsel, we find no ground to take a view different from

t he

one taken by the Bar Counci

The appeal is dism ssed.



(D.M DHARMADHI KARI )

(G P. MATHUR)

New Del hi ,

February 17, 2005



