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LL.R. PUNJAB AND HHARYANA 2001(1)

Before Rajesh Bindal, J.
STATE OF HARYANAAND ANOTHER,—Petitioners
versus
RAM KISHAN AND OTHERS,—Respondents
R.F.A. No. 1316 of 2009
7th September, 2010

Code of Civil Procedure, 1908—Limitation Act, 1963-8.5.—
Appeal by State against enhancement of compensation—Certain
objections raised by Registry of High Court—Delay of about 9 years
in re-filing appeal—Engagement of a private counsel to represent
State—Wastage of public money—No sufficient cause for condonation
of delay of a huge period—Application for condonation of delay
dismissed—Financial Commissioner and Principal Secretary directed
to hold an enquiry into serious lapse and fix responsibility of person(s)
wiho were al fault at various levels in not taking care of appeals—
After fixing responsibility amount of loss suffered by State ordered
to be recovered from guilty person(s) after due opportunity of hearing
to him/them.

Held thatitis a case of serious lapse at various levels, which cannot
constitute sufficient cause for condonation of delay of huge period of 8 years
and 251 days in re-filing the appeal or even filing thercof. Hence, the
applications for condonation of delay of 8 years and 251 days in re-filing
the appeals are dismissed. Even the other applications filed sceking
condonation of delay of 8 days in filing the appeals are also dismissed.
Consequently. the appeals also meet the same fate.

(Paras 36 & 37)

Further held. that this Court is constrained to direct the Financial
Commissioner and Principal Sccretary to the Government of Haryana.
Town and Country Planning Department to hold an enquiry into this scrious
lapse and fix the responsibility of the person(s). who werc at [ault at various
levels in not taking care of the appeals filed by the State. The employcees
of the State, who are paid salary from the public funds. arc cxpected 1o
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~ work and take care of the interest of the State. Salary is not paid as a bounty.
Aftér fixing the respon51b|hty, the amount of loss suffered by the State should
be recovered from the g g:,ul lty person( s) after due opportunity of hearing gto
him/them. '

~ (Para 38)
D. D Gupta Additiohal Advocate General Haryana.

Arunl ulhra Advocate iorthc respondentsin R, l* A No. 1313 of
2009.

RAJESH BlNDAL J.

(l) This order w1ll dlSpOSB ot Civil Mlsc applications in R.F A,
Nos. 1308, 1313, 1.)15 and 1316 of 2009 .as common questlons of law
and facts are mvolvcd )

DT hc facts thC been extracted Irom R.F.A.No. 1316 of 2009,

(3) The State is in appeal seeking reduction in the amount of
compeﬁsation awarded to the land owners for the acquired land. Along with
the appeal, an application seekmh condonation of delay of 8 ycars and 251
- days inre- i iling the appeal and 8 dayq in filing thereof, have also been filed.
' _FACT S -
- (4) The facts.of the case are that vide notlhcallon daied 11th May.
| 1990; issued undeér: Scctlon 4 of the Land Acqulsmon Act, 1894 (for short,
““the Act’), State of Haryanaacqmred 141 08 acres of land ini v1lldge/\nkh1r
-and 6.28 acres in wllag,c Fatehpur Chandcla Hadbast No. 122, Tehsil
Bdllabg,arh District F aridabad for development and utlhsatlon of*land as
residential and commercml der in Scctor 21:D, Faridabad’ The Land -
Acqu1smon Collector (for short ‘the Colleclor yawarded compensation (@)
3,50,000 per acre. Dlssatlshed with the award 01 the Collector, the land
owners filed objecllons On reference under Section 18 of the Act, the
- learried: court below. asscssed the market value of the qullll‘Cd land (@)
281.76 per square yard
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BRIEF BACKGROUND

(5) This is a unique casc filed by the Statc in which condonation
of detay of 8 years and 251 days in re-filing the appeal has been prayed
for. besides 8 days in filing thercof. Appeal on behalf of the State was initially
filed by engaging a private counsel and not through Advocate General's
Office.

(6) FFinding the same Lo be prima fucie unjustifiable, this Court.
on 16th IFebruary. 2010. directed the Financial Commissioner, Town and
Country Planning, Government of I aryana to filc affidavit explaining as to
under what circumstance a private counsel was engaged to file the present
appeal on behalf of the State and the relevant rules/instructions providing
therefor. Further, as to in how much cases private counsel were engaged
and who approved for their engagement. He was further directed to explain
as to why number of communications, mentioned in para 5 of the application
seeking condonation of delay in re-filing ofappeal. were not responded by
the concerned ofTicers/officials of the depariment.

(7) Inresponse to the aforesaid order, Mr. D.S. Dhesi, Financial
Commissioner and Principal Secretary to Government, 1aryana, Town and
Country Planning Department filed his affidavit dated 11th March, 2010
stating therein that private counscl were engaged to file the present appeal
keeping in vicw the interest of the deapartment by the then Director. Ubran
Estates-cum-C hicf Administrator, HUDA. He further stated that there is no
bar 10 cngage a private counsel o file appeal on behall of the State.
However. the cases on behalf of the State are generally defended/contested
by the office of Advocate General only.

(8) Explaining the delay. it was stated that Mr. O.P. Sharma.
Advocate in his correspondence with the department concerned. instead
of communicating the day to day proceedings in the casc had been demanding
counsel’s fee. However, from the record it was revealed that no fee bill was
submitted inspite of the fact that he was informed vide memo No. 240. dated
9th January, 2009 by the Dircctor. Urban Estates.

(9) Itwas further stated that from 2007 10 2008, various olTicials
met Mr. O.P. Sharma. Advocate. but instead of re-filing the appeal. he
continued raising the issuc of payment of fee bills and expenses. On 13th
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January, 2010, an amount of Rs. 33,804 was sent to hi:ﬁ by cheque, which

was not accepted by him. The delay of more than 5 years was attributed-

to Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate. In addition, it was stateu_:l that in related
cases, namely, R.F.A. Nos. 2540 to 2543 of 1999, affidavit was filed by
Mr. S.S. Dhillon, the then Dilreclor, Urban Estates on 12th January, 2009

with the undertaking that responsibility of the officers for delay shall be fixed;

Accordingly, charge sheets have been issued to Tejbir, Patwari, Ram Pal

Kanungo, Jai Pal and Brahm Dutt (Naib Tehsildars) for major penalty and

two of the Land Acquisition Officers, namely, Ram Kumar'Beniweil and D:P.
Singh, the matter has been sent to the Chief Secietary for further necessary
action. ' ' ' ‘

(10) On 6th April. 2010, considering the affidavit filed by

Mr. D.S. Dhesi, the State counsel was asked to produce the rules and the
instructions issued by the State providing the manner in which the litigation
on behalf of the State is prosecuted and defended and the circumstances

in which private counsel can be engaged. I'urther finding that there were

allegations againsi Mr. O.P. Sharma. Advocate, copy of the affidavit was

furnished to him to enable him to offer his comments on the aspersions.

against him.

(11) Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate filed his affidavit dated 17th June, -

2010 explaining his position in view of the allegations made against him in
the affidavit of Mr. D.S. Dhesi. It was submitted in the aforesaid affidavit
that immediately on receipt of'instructions, the appeals were filed. When
the Registry returned the same with certain objections, the same were
communicated to the department concerned along with fee bills. Along with
the affidavit, Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate has annexed copies of number
of letters, written by him to the concerned department and their response
as well. ‘

(12) On 17th May, 2010, this court while deprecating the conduct

of the State, whereby subsequent affidavit was sought to be filed by the
Deputy Secretary to the Government. directed the Financial Commissioner
to file his own affidavit. On 27th May, 2010, affidavit.of Mr. D.S. Dhesi
was filed in court, which was taken on record. It is stated in the affidavit
that as per Rule 16.6(2) of the Law Department Manual, “Legal

Remembrancer is the only authority competent (o select and instruct counsel -
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on behalfof the government in civil cases. However, normally. the Advocate
General's oflice conduct the cases on behalf of the State. The circumstances.
under which private counsel was engaged in the present case is sought to
be explained by stating that the land in question was acquired for FIUDA
at its cost. Though, initially District Attorney. IFaridabad opined that cascs
were not fit for filing appeal. however, the matter was re-cxamined and il
was decided to file appceals in all cascs to safeguard the interest of the State/
HUDA. as the compensation was found to be on higher side. A counscel
from the pancl of ITUDA was cngaged at HUSA’s cost in the year 1998
and prescently, the department has withdrawn the cases from
Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate and the instructions have been issucd to Advocale
General, Haryana to conduct the bunch of 17 cases on behalf of the State.

ARGUMENTS

(13) Learned counsel appcaring for the applicants/appellants
submitted that there was delay in re-filing the appeal for the reason that the

counsel, who had filed the appeal initially, was under stress on account of

threat pereeption and Further his fee bills were not paid by the department,
The submission was that delay should be condoned and the appeals be
heard on merits, especially considering the fact that the compensation
payable to the land owners for the land acquired vide same notification was
subscquently reduced by this Court. As far as engagement of a privaie
counscl to file appeal on behalf of the State is concerned. the submission

was that the counsel trom the pancl ol T TUIDA was engaged at the cost of

HUDA, which was within the knowledge of the then Advocate General and
the same should be considered as his implied consent.

(14) On the other hand. learned counscl for the respondents
submitted that delay in re-filing of the appeal is required to be justilicd for
suflicient cause or honu fide reasons. None of them is available in the
present case. It is a casc of gross negligence. which is not sufficient for
condonation ol huge delay of about 9 vears in re-filing of the appeal. Placing
rcliance upon Swaran Lata cte, versiy State of Haryana, (1) and Bani
Singh versus State of Haryana and others, (2) the submission was that
the application be dismissed.

(1Y 20002 Law Herald P& 15332 (S.C))
(2y  2010(2) Law Herald (P&ID 1309
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(15) Heard learned counsel for the parties and perused the paper

book.

DISCUSSIONS

(16) BetoreI proceed turther to deal with respective contentions
of the parties, I deem it appropriate to notice the objections raised by the
Registry on 1st April, 2000 afier the time of initial fifing of the appeal on
16th December, 1999, where it was rctumcd The same arc as under :-—

“(1) Astohowthisappcal is wnhm hmllallon ?
(2) The opening sheet is incomplete.
(3) Fairtyped copy of judgment should be filed.
(4) Certificate of stamp vendor may be obtained.
(5) Anyothercase ?
Returned 1o be filed within a weck.”™

(17) Apparently except that the appeal - being initially time barrcd
by 8 days, for none of the objections any information was required from
the concerned department. The file was rcturned after objections on 1st
April, 2000. The same was re-filed after more than four years on 24th
August, 2004. It was returned on 1st October, 2004 inter alia noticing
that aforesaid objections (1), (2) and (4) had not been complied with.
Therealter, it was re-filed on 14th January, 2009 after more than four years
and returned back on 16th January, 2009 again infer alia noticing that
objections (2) and (4) dated 1st April, 2000 had not been complied with.
It was again re-filed on 27th January. 2009, though not strictly complying
with the directions raised by the Registry but by mentioning that the matter
be put up before the Bench as it is. Thereafier, it was cleared by the Registry ‘
on 16th February, 2009

(18) The fact stated by Mr. S. S Dhillon, Director, Urban Estates;
in his affidavit dated 12th January, 2009 that the appeals were re-filed on.
22nd December, 2008 is apparently wrong.

(19) Inspite of the fact that admittedly the amount ol'compéhsation
in other appeals arising out of the acquisition was reduced by this couirt vide
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judgment dated 10th August. 2005, in LPA No. 1367 of 2001 State of
Haryana versus Suresh Chand Garg, but still neither the counsc! nor the
State/HHUDA thought of taking carc of the fact that all the cases filed by
them have been decided or not. In fact. encrgies of the State or its
instrumentalitics are used/mis-used morc in prosecuting or defending frivolous
or unnecessary litigation to benefit some favouritees or for other reasons
best known to it. instead on the litigation where the same is required to be
used more.

(20) The contention raised by learned counsel for the appellants
that the counsel. who filed the appeal initially. was under stress on account
of threat perception has no legs to stand. Though an order passcd by this
Court on 26th July. 2001 in Criminal Writ Petition No. 748 of 2000 has
been cited. whereby sccurity was provided to Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate
and his family on account of'some threat perception, however, on a categoric
question put to the learncd counsel for the State as to whether Mr. O.P.
Sharma, Advocate had been appearing in the court during the period of
his alleged threat perception or not, the answer was in positive specilically
stating that he had been regularly appearing in the court even during that
period. Accordingly, there is no reason for him not to have taken care of
the appeals in hand. Pendency of fee bills with the department also cannot
be said to be a justifiable reason to claim condonation of huge'dclay of 8
years and 251 days in ré-filing the appeal, especialty when the claim of the
State is that a private counsel was engaged at the relevant time o take extra
care of the interest of the State. '

(21) "This court can primarily visualise three rcasons for cngagement
of'a privatc counsel to represent the State—one that the State itseli looses
faith in Advocate General’s office and second can be to benefit a counscl.
There can be another exceptional situation where the issue involved is such
that services of an expert on the subject is required. The case in hand does
not {all in the third catcgory. Engagement of private counscl (o represent
the State at the cost of HUIDA was sought to be explained by claiming
that interest of State/HUDA was (o be better safe guard. But the lacts speak
otherwisc. In the present casc also, ultimately it was decided that the cases
are 1o be conducted by the Advocate General's office. 1t is generally
assumed that the persons at the helm ol affairs who arc paid from the State
exchequer watch and take carc of the interest of the State. but the facts
in the present case are quite different and show a totally disturbing staie
of affairs.



- . STATE OF HARYANA AND ANOTHER v. RAM KISHAN 241
AND OTHERS (Ra]c.sh Bindal, ])

© (22) The facts of the case are not so simple as are sought to be
projected. The initiation even after nine years to re-file the appeals was not
. suo-motu but the process started only when this court took up the issue
when certain applications were filed for withdrawal of the appeal by the
land owners.in R.F.A. Nos. 2540 to 2543 of 1999. Finding that a few days
prior thereto, in another R.I.A. No. 818 of 2003. also application for
withdrawal of'the appeal was filed, which was permuted to be withdrawn,
when subsequently applications for withrawal of the appeals in R.I*. A. Nos.
254010 2543 of 1999 were listed, this court became curious to know as
to what was the reason that the land owners had started withdrawing the
appeals, when at the most finally the same could be dismissed. Notice of
the applications was issued to the State on 24th September, 2008 in C.M.
Nos. 8989, 8997, 9273 and 9274—CI.of 2008 in the aforesaid appeals.
The learned State Counsel was also requ1red to file affidavit as to under
what mrcumstances RTFA. No. 818 012003 was withrawn and also the
_ reason for seeking permissionof withdrawal in the aforesaid four appeals.
The reason, which appeared latter was that compensation, as was awarded
by the learned Reference Court was reduced by this Court and there was
no cross appeal filed by the State in the cases of the appellants in the
appeals, where the applications for withdrawal thereof were filed.

(23) Inresponse to the notice, affidavit of Mr. D.P. Singh, Land
Acquisition Collector, Urban Estate, Faridabad dated 17th October, 2008
. was filed-in R.F.A. No. 2542 of 1999 stating therein that the cases were
entrusted to Mr. Om Parkash Sharma, Advocate vide letter No. 2041
dated 22nd March, 1999 to.file appeals on behalf of the State, but the
appeals could not be filed so far. It was further stated that Director, Urban
~ Estates Department Haryana had again been requested vide memo No.

" 3484 dated 8th October 2008 and No. 3621.dated 16th October, 2008
to take dec1510n for ﬁhng appeals either through Mr. Om Parkash Sharma,
Advocate or Advocate General, Haryana.

(24) Regarding the reasons for withdrawal of R.F.A. No. 818 of
2003, it was submitted that the maiter has been referred to Land Acqusition
Officer; Panchkula as the same pertained to that area. To put the records
straight regarding R.F.A. No. 818 of 2003, the only fact required to be
mentioned here is that ultimately if was disclosed that afier the announcement
of award, disposed of reference petition by the learned court below and
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pendency of appeal before this court for enhancement of compensation tor
a period of more than 5 years, the acquired land was released by the State
to the appellant therein. Considering the same to be prima facie tlicgal, the
matter was referred to be considered as a Public Interest Litigation, which
is separately pending, though not concerned with the present case.

(25) On 5th December, 2008 in R.F.A. Nos. 2540 to 2543 of
1999, this court passcd the [ollowing order :

“Anaftidavit of D.P. Singh. HCS, Land Acquisition Collector, Urban
Estate, Haryana, Faridabad dated 17th October, 2008 was
filed explaining that a bunch of seven cases were entrusted to
Shri Om Parkash Sharma, Advocate of this court for filing
appeal by Director, Urban listate Haryana, Panchukla, vide
memo dated 22nd March, 1999 and as the position exists today
the appeals in fact were not liled. The affidavit is silent as to
whether the appeals entrusted to counsel had been filed in time
in court or not. Let the Chief Administratior, HUDA find out
the lapse and file an affidavit in detail in court with regard to

- fixing responsibility of the guilty officer.”

(26) On 15th January, 2009, the applications filed by the land
owners in the aforesaid appeals for secking withdrawal of the appeals was
allowed and the appeals were dismissed as withdrawn.

(27) Interms of the order passed by this court in the aforesaid four
appeals, Mr. S.S. Dhillon, Dircctor, Urban I:states, Haryana filed his affidavit
stating therein that the appeals were initially tiled on 6th April, 1999 and
afier the Registry raised some objections, the same were re-filed only on
22nd December, 2008 after a delay o' more than nine years. It was further
mentioned that delay of more than 5 years is on the part of the counsel
and 4 ycars on account of negligence of 52 officers/ofticials of the Land
Acquisition Office, Faridabad and Director, Urban Estates. Haryana,
Panchkula.

(28) The fact, as is cvident from a perusal of the paper book is
that the appeals in fact were not re-filed on 22nd Decmber, 2008 but on
14th January, 2009 and another lact, which is important is that there was
no effort cither by the State or the counsel to re-file those appeals even
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~ afier adelay of about 9 years and the process started only after this court
took cognizance ol the matter finding suspicion as to why the appeals had
not been filed in a few cases by the State when in number of cases, arising
out of the bunch of cases in the same acquisition, the appeals in fact had
been filed and the amount of compensation had also been reduced by this
court. Meaning thereby to state that the counsel or the appeallants had acted
of their own to re-file the appcals cven afler 8 years and 251 days would
not be correct.

(29) There 1s another apparent contradiction in the fact stated in
the application filed for seeking condonation of delay in re-filing, namely,
that in a communication, which was endorsed te Mr. O.P. Sharma, Advocate
on 2nd December, 2005 from the Land Acquisition Officer, Faridabad to
Director, Urban Estates, Panchkula on the subject regarding appeal in land

“acquisition case on behalf of the State for Sector 21-D, Faridabad, it was
mentioned that letters Patent Appeals filed by the State and the land owners
had been dismissed by this Court on 3rd March, 2005, accordingly no
appeal in the above casc was required to be filed, whereas in paragraph
12 of the application, it was stated that this court vide judgment dated 10th
August, 2005, passed in L.P.A. No. 1367 of 2001, titled as “State of
Haryana versus Suresh Chand Garg”, had reduced the market value
of the land to Rs. 250 per square yard. This court is unable to visualise
any reason for not filing the appeal when it was known that the earlier filed
appeals had been accepted and the amount of compensation had been
reduced.

(30) This isnota case in isolation in which private counsel was
engaged to conduct case on behalf'of the State for the reasons best known
to the authoritics but which arc not beyond imagination. In another matter
bearing I:A.Q. No. 471201 2009, similar situation was noticed, wherein
though the appeal had becn filed by the State of Haryana under the
signatures of the Government Pleader, however, at the time when the
arguements were being addressed by learned Additional Advocate General,
a private counsel sought to put in appearance stating that he had been
instructed by the Executive Engincer of the department concerned to which
the case related to, {o put in appearance on behalf of the appellant. Finding
the same 10 be prima facia unjustifiable, this court directed the Home
Secretary to explain as to under what circumstances a private counsel had
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been engaged. In the aforesaid appeal, the dispute pertained to the award
given by an arbitrator. The objections filed by the State against the award
had been dismissed by the court below and it was in the appeal.

(31) The counsel, who was engaged t0 put in appearance in this
court was, in fact, not cven a member of the High Court Bar but a counsel -
practising at District Courts, Karnal. Finding the sequence of eventsin the
case 10 be disturbing. whcre a private counsel was instructed to appear by
the lower functionarics in the department inspite of the fact that ex post
facto sanction for his ecngagement was declined by the Financial
Commissioner and Principal Secretary 1o the Government of Haryana,
Public Health, Engincering Department, the information was sought as to
under what circumstances private counsel were engaged to appear before
the Courts at public expense and also to explain the head of expenditure
out of which the fee was being paid. It was explained in the affidavits of
the Home Secretary as well as the Principal Sccrclary, Public Health,
Engincering Department in the following terms :

“that some time the Law Officers in the Advocate General Office are
exceptionally busy and this case being of a high technical nature
and an old one pertaining to the year 1996 requires sufficient
time. Therefore, in the best public interest, it was considered
necessary to engage a private counsel who could do justice by
devoting sufficicnt time and prepare and pursue the case to its
logicalend.”

(32) Aforesaid assertions were made by the senior functionaries
of the State on the functioning of the Advocate General’s office when
number of officers in the Advocate General’s office is more than double
the number of Judges in the Court. However, as is noticed in the order
passed by this court in the aforesaid case, the factual statement made by
the senior functionarics of the State in the affidavits filed by them was put
to the Advocate General, who denied the allegations against his office at
bar stating that no one from the litigant department had ever contacted his
oftice.

(33) Apparently linding it difticult to explain the manner in which
public moncy was being wasted and aspersions were sought to be made
on the working of the Advocate General's office. the learned Additonal
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Advocate General appearing in the aforesaid appeal on 19th May, 2010
and 27th May, 2010, on instructions from the Xen., stated that private
counscl—Shri R.K. Vij had returned the brief and also the entire fee
amounting to Rs. 88.000 paid to him and the Advocate General’s office
has been instructed to prosecute the appeal.

(34) The aforesaid may be onc of the many examples which show
the manner in which the tax-payers’ money is cither being wasted or being
distributed as largess 1o the favouritees. It cannot be disputed that people
pay taxes out of their hard carned moeny. Custodians of the public money
have no right to waste the same. This wasteful expenditure necds to be
checked.

(35) Whiledcaling with C. M. NQ. 8256-C 0f2010in R.S.A. No.
2718 of 2010—Swaran Kaur and others versus Sukhdev Singh and
others, decided on 6th August, 2010, this court declined the prayer for
condonation of delay of 1460 days in re-filing the appeal, while observing
as under :

“Itis also pertincnt to mention that every now and then, the applicants
are liling loosely drafted applications lor condonation of delay
in re-filing which would hardly disclose any reason to persuade
this court to invoke its inherent jurisdiction under Section 151
of the C.P.C. to come to the rescue of the applicanits and
generally the delay is being caused due to lackadaisical attitude
of the advocate who is having the custody of the court file afier
it is retumed by the Registry because it is an experience of the
court that there are generally certain objections which could be
cven removed within a day but still the court files, after retumn
by the Registry, kept on lying in the offices of the Advocates
because it has become their perception that condonation of
delay inrefiling is a mere formality with the court as they have
to only file an application without any affidavit. But there has to
be a limit of complacency. It must be understood that a litigant,
who has succecded before the First Appellate'Court, expects
notice in the appeal up to a particular period of time and
thereafler, he becomes supremely confident that no appeal has
been filed against him and the judgment and decree in his favour
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has become final, but he is taken aback when he receives a
notice from this Court after a period of many years when the
appeals are re-filed and the delay in re-filing thereof'is condoned.
The succesful litigant before the First Appeilate Court has a
right (o sit back and relax after the expiry of prescribed period
of time that no appeal is filed against him by his opponent.

Thus, keeping in view the totality of the facts and circumstances, |
do not find the reasons assigned in the present case (o be
sufficient in order to condone the delay of 1460 days in re-
filing the appeal and as such, the present application, i.e., C. M.
No. 8256—C of 2010 is dismissed, which results into dismissal
of the main appeal as well.”

(36) If the facts of the present case, as enumerated above, are
considered, the inescapable conclusion is that it is a case of serious lapse
at various levels, which cannot constitute sufficient cause for condonation
of delay of huge period of 8 years and 251 days in re-filing the appeal or
even filing thereof.

(37) In view of my aforesaid discussion, the applications for
condonation of delay of 8 years and 251 days in re-filing the appeals are
dismissed. Even the other applications filed seeking condonation of delay
of 8 days in filing the appeals are also dismissed. Consequently, the appeals
also meet the same fate.

(38) Before parting with the order, this court is constrained to direct
the Financial Commissioner and Principal Sceretary to the Government of
Haryana, Town and Country Planning Department to hold an enquiry into
this serious lapse and fix the responsibility of the person(s). who were at
fault at various levels in not taking care of the appeals filed by the State.
The employees of the State, who are paid salary from the public funds, arc
expected to work and take care of the interest of the State. Salary 15 not
paid as a bounty. After fixing the responsibility, the amount of loss suffered
by the State should be recovered from the guilty person(s) after due
opportunity of hearing to him/them.

(39) A copy of the action taken be placed on record before this
Court.

R.N.R.




