| TEM NO 31 COURT NO. 3 SECTI ON XV

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).29677/2008

(From the judgenent and order dated 03/07/2008 in SBCFA

320/ 2006 of The H GH COURT OF RAJASTHAN AT JAI PUR)

SHI V PRAKASH Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

RAMESH BANSAL & ANR Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report )

Dat e: 16/04/2010 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE R V. RAVEENDRAN
HON BLE MR JUSTICE R M LODHA
For Petitioner(s) Ms. Shil pa Singh, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. A K Vali, Adv.
M. R N Keshwani, Adv.
M. Ram Lal Roy, Adv.
UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
Leave granted. Heard the parti es.
Appeal is di sposed of in terns of t he si gned
or der.
( Ravi P. Verma ) ( MS. Negi )
Court Master Court Master
[ Si gned non-reportable order is placed on the file]
Non-reportabl e
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
ClVIL APPEAL NO. 3399 OF 2010
[Arising out of SLP(C) No.29677/2008]
SH 'V PRAKASH APPELLANT
Ver sus
RAMESH BANSAL & ANR. L. RESPONDENTS
ORDER
Leave granted. Heard the parti es.

2. On 24.2.2006, the trial Court decreed the suit for

No.



specific performance filed by the first respondent herein.
In the appeal filed by the defendants (appell ant and second
respondent herein), on 22.5.2006, the High Court directed

status quo subject to deposit of Rs.2,6000/- per nonth by

them fromthe date of decree. The def endant s-appel | ants
could not deposi t t he same and, t her ef or e, filed an
application for ext ensi on of time on 28. 5. 2007. The

application for extension has been rejected by the inmpugned
order dated 3.7.2008 on the ground that the sal e deed had

al ready been execut ed.

3. When the said order was chall enged, this Court, on
19. 12. 2008, permitted the appellant to deposit the amount
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ordered by the High Court. Accordingly, this Court was
i nformed that the anount was deposi ted in April 2009. W

are told by the counsel for the first respondent that as

the amount was not paid in tine, the stay ceased to operate

and the sal e deed was executed by the Court in favour of

the first respondent. It, therefore, follows the condition
for stay, that is the defendants shoul d deposit Rs.2000/-

per nonth would no | onger operate after such sale.

4. It is not in di sput e t hat t he appeal is stil
pendi ng. We are of the viewthat, in the circunstances,

this matter could be disposed of by directing status quo as

on date till the date of disposal of the appeal before the

Hi gh Court. This appeal is disposed of accordingly.

New Del hi; e J.
April 16, 2010. ( RM LODHA)



