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CRLMP. NO. 11586/ 2012 in Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal
(Crl) No(s).5002/2010

(From the judgenent and order dat ed 25/05/2010 in CRLWP

No. 712/ 2010, of The H GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

JI TENDER ARCRA & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

SUKRI TI ARORA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for directions and office report ))

Date: 11/05/2012 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR
HON BLE MRS. JUSTI CE GYAN SUDHA M SRA

For Petitioner(s) M. Shyam Di wan, Sr. Adv.
M5. Madhvi Di wan, Adv.
M. S.S. Jauhar, Adv.

For Respondent (s) Pritpal Nijjar, Adv.
Rahul Marayanan, Adv.

Jyoti Mendiratta, Adv.
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Kamal Mohan CGupta , Adv

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
| ssue noti ce.
M. S.S.Jauhar, Adv. accepts notice and seeks a week
time to file his objection to the prayer for interim custody

of the mnor child Vaishali Arora from24 th May, 2012 to 10th

June, 2012 to enabl e t he appl i cant - not her to t ake
child out of Del hi to pl aces indicated in para 6 of the
appl i cation. Learned counsel for the applicant argued that

the custody of the minor girl shall be handed back to the
father-respondent by 11th June, 2012 at Del hi which shoul d
not only give an opportunity to the nother to spend quality

time with the child but also enable the parties to evol ve

t he



some kind of arrangenment under which the father can, if so

advi sed, visit the second daughter who lives in UK wth

t he not her. The prayer for interimcustody does not appear

to us to be in the | east unreasonable in the facts and

ci rcunst ances of t he case especially t he fact t hat t he

courts bel ow have passed an order directing the custody of

the child to be handed over to the nother wherein order has

been stayed by us in the present appeal. The result is that

al t hough the courts bel ow have found the nother entitled to

custody of the child who is of tender age, the nother is

unabl e even to establish contact with the minor child or

associ ate with her. We were in that viewinclined to pass

an or der as prayed for granting interim cust ody to t he
not her who is visiting India for the sole purpose of neeting

the child for alimted period of two weeks as indicated in

the application. M. Shyam Di van, |earned senior counse
however subnmitted that since the nother and the child have
been separ at ed for nearly four years, it may be nor e

appropriate if the two are allowed to neet if possible in
the chanbers before the court passes an order in the matter

Since the court is going for sunmer vacation fromtonorrow,
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we have no option but to direct the matter to be listed

before the Vacati on Bench. e, accordi ngly, adj ourn this
application to be post ed bef ore t he Vacation Bench in
the week conmencing 28th May, 2012. M. Diwan's client shall

keep the child present in the court on that date to enable
the applicant nother to neet her in chanber. Objections to

this application may be filed in the neantine.

(Shashi Sareen) (Veena Kher a)
Court Master Court Master



