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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
I.A No.8 in WP. No. 876/ 1996

Notice was issued on this application on May 15, 2007
Service is complete. In spite of that sonme respondents do not appear

In view of the fact that affidavit in reply is not filed, in our
opi nion, ends of justice wold be nmet if we grant one nore opportunity
to the respondents to file affidavit. Let such affidavit be filed within
t hree weeks.

List in the last week of January, 2008.

I.A No.41 in WP. No. 113/ 1996

We have heard | earned counsel for the petitioner/applicant
and for respondent No.1l. The |earned counsel for respondent Nos. 2
and 3 is not present.

We have al so perused the affidavits in reply filed by
respondent Nos. 2 and 3 as al so by respondent No.1

In the present application petitioners have conpl ai ned t hat
the respondents are not allowing themto construct their houses on
their respective plots on which sale deed and possessi ons have been
given to them

CH

In view of the above fact, the abovesaid assertion i's not
di sputed by the respondents. In our opinion, ends of justice would be
met if we grant at this stage prayer in ternms of payer clause (b) which
reads thus:

"direct he respondent No.2 to approve the
Proposed Buil ding Plans of petitioner’s/applicant’s
pl ots and enable themto construct their houses on
their respective plots so that renmining alive
petitioners can enjoy the roof of their own houses in
the evening of their life;"
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