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                S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                          RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

   Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No.3229-3230/2002

(From the judgement and order dated 22/11/2001 in CM 8433-C/2000 and
CM 785-C/2001 in RSA 4424/00 of The HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT
CHANDIGARH)

PURAN KAUR                                                Petitioner (s)

                              VERSUS

DARSHAN SINGH & ORS.                                      Respondent (s)

(With prayer for interim relief)
( With Appln(s). for substitution of L.Rs of the deceased respondent
No.3 and c/delay in filing substitution appln. and exemption from
filing O.T. )

  Date : 15/11/2002 This  Petition  was  called on for hearing today.

  CORAM :
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SHIVARAJ V. PATIL
           HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE ARUN KUMAR

  For Petitioner (s)
                        Dr. Kailash Chand, Adv.

  For Respondent (s)
                        Mr. M.K. Dua,Adv.
                        Mr. P.N. Puri,Adv.

          UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                              O R D E R
..........L.....I.......T................T.......T.......T.......T..J.
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                Delay condoned.
                Substitution application is allowed.
                Leave granted.
                Heard  learned  counsel  for   the  parties  for  ten
          minutes.
                The appeals are allowed in terms of the signed order.
                No  costs.
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          (R.K. Dhawan)                         (Shelly Sengupta)
          Court Master                           Court Master

          (Signed order is placed on the file)
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                    IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA

                     CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

                  CIVIL APPEAL NOS.7302-7303 OF 2002@@
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             (Arising out of SLP(C) Nos.3229-3230/2002)

  Puran Kuar                                            Appellant(s)

                                versus

  Darshan Singh & Ors.                                  Respondent(s)

                              O R D E R@@
                              CCCCCCCCC
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                Delay condoned.
                Substitution application is allowed.
                Leave granted.
                Heard learned counsel for the parties.
                These  appeals are directed against the interim order
          passed  by  the  High Court vacating the  stay  and  giving
          direction  to  hand  over the possession.  The  High  Court
          admitted  the  second appeal but after hearing the  parties
          vacated  the  earlier  interim order.  The  effect  of  the
          impugned  order  is that even though the appeal is  pending
          before the court, the appellant should part with possession
          of  the  disputed  property.  Normally when the  matter  is
          pending  before the court for consideration, the status quo
          as   to  the  possession  over   the  property  has  to  be
          maintained.   The  learned  counsel   for  the  respondents
          strongly  contended  that  the High Court by  a  considered
          order  has  vacated  the interim stay  granted;   there  is
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          absolutely  no  merit  in  the appeal  and  no  substantial
          question  of  law  arises for consideration in  the  second
          appeal  and under the circumstances, the impugned order may
          not  be disturbed.  We are not impressed by the submissions
          made on behalf of the respondents.  Taking note of the fact
          that,  the  appeal  itself is directed to  be  disposed  of
          within  a period of one year by the order dated  22.11.2001
          and  the  appeal is expected to be disposed of  within  the
          said  period, it would be proper to set aside the  impugned
          order.   It may be stated that the impugned order had  been
          stayed  by this Court.  Under the circumstances, the appeal
          is  allowed and the impugned order is set aside.  The  High
          Court  is  requested  to dispose of the  second  appeal  as
          indicated in its order of 22.11.2001 or as expeditiously as
          possible.
                No costs.
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                                            ........................J
                                             (SHIVARAJ V. PATIL)

                                            ........................J
                                             (ARUN KUMAR)
          New Delhi,
          November 15, 2002.


