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NEW DELHI
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ORDER
Arguments in CP 48(ND)2008 part heard.

% This Bench is apprised of the fact that previously an MoU had been suggested in
July,2011, which is on page 88 of the rejoinder to the reply filed by the Respondents 32
to 36. In terms thereof, it had been proposed that the petitioner in this case along with
Respondents 1, 9 to 12 would take the Haridwar parcel of land and a small portion of
the land at Jaipur. The rest of Jaipur land would be taken by the other parties to the lis.

Let the same be reconsidered by the parties.

3. In principle, it is submitted by the Ld. Counsels that this would be acceptable to
the parties. However, Mr. Chandrasekhar Yadav, counsel for Respondent Mr. Inder Raj

prays for some time to take necessary instructions.
4. If agreeable a compromise application along with a fresh MoU be filed.

5. To come up on 19.09.2016. ’ \v‘
(Ina Malhotra)
Member Judicial



