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| TEM NO. 37 COURT NO. 11 SECTI ON XV
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Gwvil)...... /2010
(CC 10538/ 2010)
(From the judgenent and order dated 20/01/2010 i n SBCRP No.
828/ 2009 of The H GH COURT OF RAJASTHAN AT JODHPUR)
SURENDRA SI NGH Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

JAVWAHAR LAL Respondent ( s)
Wth I.A' 1 (C/delay in filing SLP and office report)
Dat e: 25/08/2010 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE MR. JUSTICE G S. SI NGHV

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ASOK KUVAR GANGULY
G C. Bharuka, Sr. Adv.
Gaurav Ray, Adv.
Ri shad Chaudhary, Adv.

Jaya Bharuka, Adv.
Devashi sh Bhar uka, Adv.

For Petitioner(s)

SFESSF

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Del ay condoned.
Application for substitution is allowed.

This petition is directed against order dated 20.1.2010 passed

by t he | ear ned Singl e Judge of t he Raj ast han Hi gh Court who
di smi ssed t he petition filed by t he petitioner for review of
j udgnent dated 19.5.2008.
The suit filed by the petitioner for specific performance of
the agreenent for sale dated 29.6.1989 by ;he trial Court. On
appeal , the learned Single Judge of the H gh Court reversed the
decree of the trial Court and dism ssed the suit. The speci a
| eave petition filed by the petition was disnissed by this Court on
1.9.2008. Thereafter, the petitioner filed review petition al ong
with an application for condonati on of 199 days’ del ay.

| earned Single Judge did not feel convinced with the explanation

given by the petitioner for delayed filing of the review petition

The



He al so opined that the judgment sought to be reviewed did not
suffer from any error apparent on the face of the record
accordingly, dismssed the application for condonation of delay as
al so the review petition.

W have heard Dr. G C. Bharuka, |earned senior counsel for the
petitioner and perused the record.

In our view, the High Court did not conmit any error
refusing to condone 199 days’ delay in filing petition for review
of judgnment dated 19.05.2008.

We have carefully gone through the avernments contained in the
undat ed application filed for condonat i on of del ay and
satisfied that the explanation given by the petitioner was wholly
unsatisfactory and the | earned Single Judge rightly held that the
petitioner has failed to show sufficient cause w thin the meaning

of Section 5 of the Limtation Act.

Wth t he above observation, the special |eave petitionis
di sm ssed
( Satish K. Yadav ) ( Phoolan Wati Arora )
Court Master Court Master

and

by



