
8ITEM NO.35                     REGISTRAR COURT.1                    SECTION XII

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

                        BEFORE THE REGISTRAR S.G. SHAH

Petition(s)    for   Special     Leave   to   Appeal   (Civil)      No(s).11340-
11342/2011

HINDUSTAN PETROLEUM CORPORATION LTD.                          Petitioner(s)

                     VERSUS

V. SREEHARI AND ORS                               Respondent(s)
(With appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)

Date: 18/11/2011        These    Petitions    were   called    on   for   hearing
today.

For Petitioner(s)
                         Mr. Sanjay Kapur,Adv.

For Respondent(s)
                        Mr. Veeranjaneyulu K.L.N.V.
                        Ms. Meena C.R.,Adv.

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

         Copy of notice issued by the Registry on 3.5.2011 be

placed before the Registrar (Judl.).          The file be kept before

the Class on 19.11.2011 and 26.11.2011.

         Registry is repeatedly instructed not to change the

number of the respondents while issuance of notice.                  In the

present matter, so far as SLP(C) No.11340/2011 is concerned,

there are in all eight respondents.              Rest of respondents,

though they may be common to some extent, are respondents in

another SLP and there are total eleven in number.
Item No.35                                   -2-

             So by all means even if some respondents are common,

Registry has to issue notices to 19 persons.                   Registry has to

explain that how only 13 notices are issued till date.                           The

fact remains that even if some respondents are common in both

the   SLPs   they    must    be   provided     with   the    details      of    such

connected SLP and there must be a proper proof of service for

each of the petition upon each respondent in all such separate

petition.

             The learned counsel for the petitioner as well as

respondents    are    stating,     in   view    of    the    statement     in   the



office   report,     that    respondent      Nos.12    and    13    are   yet   not

served and      that respondent No.12 is no more and respondent

No.13 is his legal heir.           Unfortunately, Memo of petition in

the main petition does not show respondent Nos.12 and 13 as

such.    So, it is difficult to realize that who are respondent

Nos.12 and 13 and more particularly when a statement is made

regarding change of status (death of some litigant).

             In view of the above fact, Registry has to explain
the position in writing to the undersigned as well as to the
Registrar (Judl).           Parties are directed to take appropriate
steps.
             List again on 8.12.2011.
                                                                   (S.G. SHAH)
                                                                    REGISTRAR

rd


