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ITEM NO.1                   COURT NO.10               SECTION IVB

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

IA 5/2011    in    Petition(s)   for   Special    Leave    to    Appeal   (Civil)
No(s).5100/2011

(From the judgement and order dated 19/01/2011 in CWP No. 2570/2004
of The HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH)

SHAM LAL & ORS.                                            Petitioner(s)

                   VERSUS

STATE OF PUNJAB & ORS.                                     Respondent(s)

(for vacating stay and office report)
WITH IA NO.6(Appln. For permission to file addl. documents)
WITH
IA Nos.11-12 IN SLP(C)Nos.8565-8567/2011
(for vacating stay and office report)

Date: 12/08/2011    These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE H.L. DATTU

For Petitioner(s)     Mr.   Raju Ramachandran, Sr.Adv.
                      Mr.   Arun K. Sinha,Adv.
                      Mr.   Sumit Sinha, Adv.
                      Mr.   Rakesh Singh, Adv.
                      Mr.   Ajay Marwah, Adv.

For Respondent(s)     Mr.   Salil Sagar, Sr. Adv.
Applicant(s)          Mr.   Pratp Venugopal, Adv.
                      Mr.   Samarth SAgar, Adv.
                      Ms.   Namrata Sood, Adv.
                      For   M/S. K.J. John & Co.,A.O.R.

            UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                O R D E R

      I.A. No.5/2001 in SLP(C)No.5100/2011
      and I.A. No.11-12/2001 in SLP(C)Nos.8565-8567/2011:
                   These    applications   have     been        filed     by
                                    2

Bhatinda Improvement Trust for vacating interim order
dated 24.2.2011.
             We     have    heard   Shri    Salil    Sagar,   learned
senior   counsel      appearing for the applicant and Shri
Raju Ramachandran, learned senior counsel appearing for
the petitioners and perused the record.
             In our view, the applicant has failed to make
out a case for vacating the interim order. Although the
applicant has averred that the permission granted to
the petitioners to raise construction was cancelled by
the competent authority, no evidence has been produced
to    show   that    the    letter/order     of     cancellation   was
served upon the petitioners.            Therefore, we do not find
any justification to vacate the interim order and allow



the    applicant       to    demolish      the    property    of   the
petitioners.
             With the above observation, the applications
are dismissed.

      (A.D. Sharma)                               (Renuka Sadana)
       Court Master                                 Court Master


