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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
By order dated 9.2.2009 application for deleting the
nane of respondent no.3 in SLP(C)No.4741/2010 was al | owed.
Accordingly, the cause title of the SI P has been anended

| ong back. In view of such fact observation in the office

report dated 9.2.2011 regarding respondent No.3 in such SLP

i s not warranted. Regi stry has to explain in witing to

t he undersigned that how such fact is recorded in the

of fice report wi thout proper verification of the file.

Regi stry has to explain why this inproper statenent has
been made in the office report.

Ld. counsel for the petitioner in SLP(C) Nos. 11891 and
11892/ 2009 poi nt ed out t hat t hey have filed pr oof of
service on 3.8.2010 and 5. 8.2010.

.2/ -
Item No. 12 2

In SLP(C) No. 36384/ 2009 fresh notice with dasti service
is permtted as prayed for.

In SLP(C) No. 5501/ 2010 it is seen t hat necessary
di scl osure was not made before the court when there was an
order to issue notice. Now Ld. counsel for the petitioner
seeks sonme tinme to conpl ete service upon respondent Nos. 2
and 3. Ld. counsel for the petitioner is not aware about
t he unserved respondents. Regi stry has al so not forward
the file. In such situation, it is difficult to get the
t he matt er r eady at t he earliest. In any case, since
petitioner has disclosed respondent Nos. 2 as proform

respondent, petitioner has to confirmservice by dasti node
wi thout fail before 10.3.2011.

Ld. counsel for the petitioner in SLP(C)No.5501/2010
is al so conpl ai ni ng about non recei pt of t he copy
counter affidavit filed by respondent No.5. Regi stry has

to explain how and why counter affidavit is accepted on
record, if it is not served on either side.
List the matters on 10. 3. 2011.
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