[203] IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CRM-M-49617-2017
Date of Decision : 25.09.2023

Mahinder Singh ... Petitioner
versus
State of Haryana and others ....Respondents

Coram : HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE JASGURPREET SINGH PURI

Present :  None for the petitioner.
Ms. Harpreet Kaur, AAG, Haryana.

desksk

JASGURPREET SINGH PURI. J. (ORAL)

[1] None is present on behalf of the petitioner.

[2] The matter was taken up thrice today but nobody has
appeared on behalf of the petitioner. On the last date of hearing when the
matter was taken up by a co-ordinate Bench of this Court on 10.04.2023,
the learned counsel for the petitioner did not appear on that day as well
and rather it was so observed that even on the previous date, he did not
appear and therefore it was also made clear that in the event none appears
on behalf of the petitioner on the adjourned date, the interim order shall
stand vacated. The aforesaid order dated 10.04.2023 is reproduced as
under:-

“Present: None for the non-applicant/petitioner.

Mr. Rupinder Singh Jhand, Addl.AG, Haryana
for respondent Nos.I to 3.

Mr. Adarsh Jain, Advocate for respondent Nos.4 to 8.

sesksksk

CRM-24887-2021

This is an application for placing on record the reply on behalf

RAJNEESH SHARMA
s o e of respondent No.6.
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CRM application is disposed of and reply on behalf of
respondent No.6 is taken on record, subject to all just exceptions.

Registry to tag the same at the appropriate place.
Main case

None has appeared on behalf of the petitioner. Same was the
position on the previous date of hearing.

In the interest of justice, adjourned to 25.09.2023.

It is made clear that in the event, none appears on behalf of the
petitioner on the adjourned date, the interim order shall stand

vacated.”

[3] Today, again the counsel for the petitioner has not appeared,
despite the matter being called out thrice and therefore, in terms of the
aforesaid order dated 10.04.2023, the interim order dated 22.12.2017 is
vacated.

[4] It appears that the petitioner is not interested in pursuing the

present petition as he has not appeared even for the last two dates.

[5] Dismissed for non-prosecution.

(JASGURPREET SINGH PURI)

JUDGE
25.09.2023
‘Rajneesh’
Whether speaking/ reasoned : Yes/No
Whether reportable : Yes/No

RAJNEESH SHARMA
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