
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA 
Miscellaneous Jurisdiction Case No.3244 of 2015 

In 

 Miscellaneous Jurisdiction Case No. 6414 of 2013  

====================================================== 

Dr. Shailesh Kumar Sinha son of Sri Chhotu Singh resident of Mohalla- 

Ganesh Kumar  Pandriba Lane, Patna 

....   ....    Petitioner/s 

Versus 

1. The State of Bihar through the Commissioner-cum Secretary, Higher 

Education Department, Govt. of Bihar, Patna 

2. The Vice Chancellor, Magadh University Bodh Gaya 

3.  The Secretary, University Grant Commission, Bahadur Sahjaffar Marg, 

New Delhi. 

4. The Secretary Governing Body, L.P.Sahi College, Patna, Ram Krishna 

Nagar, P.S. Ram Krishnagar, Dist. Patna 800027..  

                                                                     ....  Respondents/ Opp.Parties. 

====================================================== 

Appearance : 

For the Petitioner/s         :      Mr. Dayan Shanker Prasad 

For the Respondent/s       :    None  

====================================================== 

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE KISHORE KUMAR 

MANDAL 

ORAL ORDER 

 

2 27-01-2016  Heard the counsel for the petitioner. No one has 

appeared on behalf of the  respondents. 

 The applications seeks restoration of C.W.J.C. No.  

4044 of 2010 which was dismissed for non-prosecution  on 

19.11.2013 noticing as under:- 

      “Despite repeated calls, nobody has 
appeared on behalf of the petitioner to press 

this application. 

        Counsel for the University is present. 

        Learned counsel for the University 

states that the issue relates to a college 

which was taken over in the fourth phase.  

The matter is now pending before a 

Commission headed by a retired Judge of 

the Supreme Court.  The petitioner, if 

aggrieved, may approach the said 

Commission for resolution of the disputes. 
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         Since nobody has appeared on behalf 

of the petitioner to press this application, 

this Court is constrained to dismiss the 

application for non prosecution.  I order 

accordingly.” 

 Nearly two years thereafter the present application 

has been filed for restoration. Upon perusal of the statements made 

therein and after hearing counsel for the petitioner, this court does 

not find good ground  for restoration of the application. 

The application is dismissed 

 

 
 

 

Shyam/- 

(Kishore Kumar Mandal, J) 
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