| TEM NO 4 COURT NO. 10 SECTION I I A
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

CRLMP. NO. 1411-1412/2011 in Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appea
(Crl) No(s).7474/2010

(From the judgenent and order dated 30/10/2006 in RLA No. 149/2005
of The H GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

PAWAN KUMAR Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(For restoration and c/delay in filing application for restoration
and office report)

Date: 07/02/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON' BLE MR. JUSTICE G S. SI NGHV

HON' BLE MR, JUSTI CE ASCK KUMAR GANGULY

For Petitioner(s)

For Respondent (s) M. S. Bagga, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER
This is an application for restoration of Special
Leave Petition (Crimnal) No. 7474 of 2010, whi ch
di sni ssed in def aul t because no one appeared for
petitioner.

Crimnal M scellaneous Petition No.19404 of 2010
filed by t he petitioner was di sm ssed vi de or der
4.10. 2010, which reads as under

"No one has appeared for the petitioner despite

the fact that the case was called twice. In view
of this, the crimnal mscellaneous petition is
liable to be dismssed in default.

Even ot herwi se, we are satisfied that the
avernments contained in the application and the

acconpanyi ng af fidavit do not constitute
sufficient cause warranting recall of order dated
9. 8.2010.

The Crl.MP. No.19404 of 2010 is accordingly
di smi ssed. "

Now, anot her application has been filed on behal f of

t he petitioner for restoration of t he speci al
petition.

We have heard | earned counsel for the petitioner and
perused the record. In our view, the application is liable

to be di sm ssed because the cause shown for non appearance
of the advocate on 9.8.2010 is not at all satisfactory.
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That apart, no cause has been shown for t he | ear ned
counsel '’ s absence on 4.10.2010 when Criminal M scell aneous
Petition No.19404 of 2010 was di sm ssed.
Application for restoration is accordingly dismssed

condoni ng 30 days’ delay inits filing.

It may al so be nmentioned that the special |eave
petition was filed by the petitioner with an application for
condonation of 1276 days’ delay wi thout any tangi bl e cause
what to say an insufficient cause. Therefore, there is no
valid ground to entertain the application for restoration of
the special |eave petition

(A. D. Sharnma) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master

P.S.: Learned counsel who appeared for the petitioner did not give
appearance slip



