| TEM NO. 34 COURT NO. 2 SECTI ON 11

SUPREMECOURTOF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Crl.) No(s) . 4239/ 2014

(Arising out of inpugned final judgrment and order dated 28/11/2013
in CRLR No. 3616/2011 passed by the H gh Court O Judicature at

Al | ahabad)

SARQJI NI TYAGQ Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF U. P & ANR Respondent ( s)

(with appln. (s) for c/delay in filing counter affidavit and
exenption fromfiling OT. and permssion to file additional
docunents and office report)

Date : 12/01/2015 This petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ADARSH KUMAR GCEL

Sunder Khatri, Adv.
D. K. Tyagi, Adv.
Aj ay Singh, Adv.
Sushi | Bal wada, Adv.

For Petitioner(s)

YSSS

M. Irshad Ahmad, Adv.
M. Abhi sth Kumar, Adv.
M. Sudeep Kumar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)

M s Rani Chhabra, Adv.
Ms. Priyanka Sony, Adv.

UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmde the follow ng

ORDER
Signature Not Verified
Digitally signed by
After ar gui ng t he matter for somet i ne, M.
Par deep Kunar
Date: 2015.01. 28
16:45: 38 | ST
Sunder Khatri, |earned counsel for the petitioner, who
Reason:

happens to be the nmother-in-Iaw of respondent No. 2,
2

seeks leave to withdraw this petition with liberty to the
petitioner to seek appropriate relief in appropriate

civil action for declaration of her title to the property



i n gquestion. Lear ned counsel submits that this Court
could make it clear that observations nade by the courts
bel ow in the orders inpugned should not prejudice the
adj udi cati on of any such civil action or t he rights
clained by the petitioner. He further subnmits that the
respondent has posted a private security guard on the
property in question which is creating a nuisance for her
and could therefore be directed to be wi thdrawn.
Ms. Rani Chhabr a, | ear ned counsel for
respondent No. 2 subnmits that she has no objection to
wi thdrawal of the security guard posted by her in the
prem ses in question. She further states that respondent
No. 2 is actually staying in the prem ses in question and
the allegation that it is only the security guard who is
posted in the premses is not factually correct.
In the circunmstances, we allow the petitioner to
wi thdraw t he special |eave petition with liberty to file
a suit as proposed. We nake it clear that if any such
suit is filed, observations made by the courts below in

the orders inpugned shall not prejudice the rights of the

3
parties. As agreed to by respondent No. 2, the security
guard posted on the property shal | be wi t hdr awn from

the prenises in question within two weeks from today.
Wth t he above observati ons, speci al | eave

petition is dism ssed as w thdrawn.

(VEENA KHERA) ( PARDEEP KUMAR)
COURT MASTER AR- cum PS



