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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).16162/2006

(From the judgenent and order(s) dated 26/05/2006 in CMAP No. 14381/ 1988
of The H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT ALLAHABAD)

CHAMPA DEVI (D) TR LRS Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
DI STRICT DY.DI R OF CONSCLI DATI ON & ORS. Respondent (s)

(Wth appl n(s) for inpleadnent as party respondent and with prayer
for interimrelief and office report)

Date: 01/11/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. S| NGHV

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SUDHANSU JYOTI MUKHOPADHAYA
For Petitioner(s) Anj ani K. Singh, Adv.
Anmit Pawan, Adv.
Gaur av, Adv.
For Respondent (s) V. Gri, Sr. Adv.
Aroma S. Bhardwaj, Adv.
Rakesh K. Sharma, Adv.

Suneet Sharma, Adv.
Pyoli, Adv.

for Prashant Bhushan, Adv.
Jitendra Kunar , Adv
N. N. Jha, Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Del ay condoned.

The applications for substitution are all owed.

Thi s petition is directed agai nst order dat ed
26. 5. 2006 by whi ch t he | ear ned Singl e Judge of t he
Al | ahabad Hi gh Court allowed the wit petition filed by

petitioner Ms. Chanpa Devi, who is now represented by
her | egal representatives, set aside the orders passed by

-2-
t he Settl enment O ficer, Consol i dati on and Deput y
Director, Consol i dati on and restored order dat ed

28.5. 1971 passed by the Consolidation Oficer

We have heard | earned counsel for the parties and



perused the record including 1A No. 4 of 2007 filed by

Sm. Anjali Qupta and others and I. A No. 8 of 2009 filed

by Ms. Tam d ass Tech & G aziers Ltd. and others for

i mpl eadnent .

In our view, the inpugned order does not call for

interference under Article 136 of t he

because substantial justice has been done to the parti es.

That apart, we are satisfied that the grievance
made in t he speci al | eave petition does
because the | egal representatives of Ms. Chanpa Devi

have al ready di sposed of portion of the disputed | and by
executing sale deed in favour of the intervenor

respondent no. 4 is said to have di sposed of a portion of

the land in favour of Sm. Anjali Gupta and others.

The speci al | eave petition is

di sm ssed

In view of di smi ssal of t he speci al | eave

petition, I.A No. 4 of 2007 and I.A no. 8 of 2009 are

di sposed of as infructuous.

( DEEPAK MANSUKHANI )
Court Master

( PHOOLAN WATI ARORA)
Court Master

Constitution

survive

not

Even

accordingly



