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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH

CR-6704-2018 (O&M)
Date of Decision : 12.01.2026

Sita Ram and Others ... Petitioners

Versus

Chander Kala and Others ... Respondents

CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN

Present : Mr. Jitender K. Sehrawat, Advocate for the petitioners.

Mr. Mani Ram Verma, Advocate for respondent No.1

Mr. Sanjeev Kumar, Addl. AG Haryana
for respondent Nos.2 to 7.

ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)

1. Learned counsel for the petitioners seeks permission to withdraw

the present petition with liberty to the petitioners to avail their remedies as

available in law. Permitted to do so.

2. Dismissed as withdrawn with liberty aforesaid. Pending

applications, if any, also stand disposed off.

12.01.2026

jk

( ALKA SARIN )
JUDGE

NOTE: Whether speaking/non-speaking: Speaking

Whether reportable: YES/NO

JITENDER KUMAR
2026.01.13 09:48
I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document
Chandigarh


	140 CR-1718-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Ms. Garima Modi, Advocate for the petitioner.
	in  the present  suit  has  been  laid  to  sale deed  dated  09.09.2013  whereby  the
	property  is  alleged  to  have  been  sold  to defendant-respondent No.5  and
	thereafter, defendant-respondent No.5 sold the same to defendant-respondent
	Nos.6 and 7.  It is further the contention that though the plaintiff-respondent
	No.1 is not the executant of the sale deed however, he has also not prayed for
	possession  of  the  suit  property.  Learned  counsel  for  the  petitioner  would
	further contend that by  way  of clever drafting  the prayer for possession has
	been omitted only to avoid the affixation of ad valorem court fee.
	stayed.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	141 CR-6299-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Divanshu Jain, Advocate for the petitioners.
	landlord had filed numerous petitions under Section 13-B of the East Punjab
	Urban Rent Restriction Act, 1949 at different point of times.  It is further the
	contention that under Section 13-B of the East Punjab Urban Rent Restriction
	Act, 1949 a single building can be got evicted from all the tenants provided
	that the petitions are all filed simultaneously. In the present case, the petitions
	have all been filed at different points of time.  It is further the contention that
	in the present case the petition was earlier filed under Section 13-B of the East
	Punjab Urban Rent Restriction Act, 1949, which was later withdrawn and a
	fresh  petition  was  filed  under  Section  24  of  the  Punjab  Rent  Act,  1995
	however,  the  contents  of  the  petition  remained the same. It  is  further  the
	contention  that there  is  no  averment  in  the  petition  that  the  landlord  had
	returned  to  India rather there  is  a  specific  averment  that  the  landlord  was
	residing in Germany at the time of filing of the petition.
	respondents and has filed her memo of appearance, which is taken on record.
	She seeks some time to argue the matter as also to file the vakalatnama.
	therein.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	142 CR-8793-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Angad Parmar, Advocate for the petitioner.
	CM-26159-CII-2025
	CR-8793-2025 (O&M)
	Hon’ble Supreme Court in case of Jami Venkata Suryaprabha & Anr. vs.
	Tarini Prasad Nayak & Ors. [2025(2) RCR (Civil) 27], would contend that
	though there is no impediment on the Court to call upon either party to lead
	the evidence first, however, neither party can insist that the other one should
	lead evidence first.
	stayed.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	144 RSA-2174-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. J.S. Dahiya, Advocate for the appellants.
	to 26.08.2026.
	requisitioned before the next date of hearing.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	145 RSA-3702-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Ivan Singh Khosa, Advocate for the appellant.
	been  filed  by  the plaintiff-respondent, who  is  none other  than  the father-in-
	law  of  the defendant-appellant, for possession  by  way  of ejectment.  It  is
	further the contention that though it was stated in the plaint that the father had
	disowned  the son, however, the  son was  not impleaded  as a party  nor  was
	there any mention in the plaint regarding the whereabouts of the son.
	First Appellate Court shall remain stayed.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	146 CR-36-2026 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Jatinder Nagpal, Advocate for the petitioner.
	20.01.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	147 CR-122-2026 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Ashutosh Gupta, Advocate for the petitioner.
	11.03.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	148 RSA-7-2026 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Arvind Kumar Dhiman, Advocate for
	adjournment has been made on behalf of the arguing counsel for the appellant
	on the ground that he is unwell.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	149 RSA-17-2026 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Abhisar Chaudhary, Advocate for the appellant.
	29.07.2026.
	synopsis be filed.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	202 CR-3892-2022 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Puneet Kumar Bansal, Advocate for the petitioner.
	arguing counsel for respondent No.1 on the ground that he is unwell.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	203 CR-3992-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Ravi Dutt Sharma, Advocate for the petitioner.
	of the arguing counsel for the respondent on the ground that his instructions
	are incomplete.
	however, in the interest of justice one last opportunity is granted.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	207 CR-5960-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Divanshu Jain, Advocate for the petitioners.
	of  the arguing  counsel  for  respondent  Nos.3  and  4  on  the  ground  that  he is
	unwell.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	209
	Varinder Singh and Anr ... Petitioners
	Ashok Talwar ... Respondent
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. V.K. Sandhir, Advocate for the petitioners.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. Learned  counsel  for  the  petitioners’  states  that  the  present
	petition has since been rendered infructuous as the allotment has already been
	made. He, however, reserves his right to avail his remedies as available in law.
	2. Dismissed  as  having  been  rendered  infructuous  with  liberty
	aforesaid. Pending applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	210 COCP-2828-2023 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Navmohit Singh, Advocate for the petitioner.
	respondent No.4 and seeks some time to file a reply. On his request, adjourned
	to 12.02.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	211 COCP-1040-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Gourave Bhayyia, Advocate for the petitioner.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	242 CR-2702-2015 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Aakash Singla, Advocate for the petitioners.
	record. On their request, adjourned to 30.03.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	250 FAO-3109-2016 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Amit Kumar, Advocate for
	the case being called twice.
	Company accordingly.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	254-1 FAO-1603-2016 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Paul S. Saini, Advocate for the appellant.
	with order dated 28.01.2025.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	254 FAO-1420-2016 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Sandeep Bansal, Advocate for the appellant.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	255
	Maheshi Devi and Others ... Appellants
	Krishan and Others ... Respondents
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Rakesh Dhiman, Advocate for the appellants.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	CM-7870-CII-2016
	1. This is  an  application  for  condonation  of  delay  of  207  days  in
	filing the appeal.
	2. For the reasons stated in the application, the same is allowed. The
	delay  of  207  days  in  filing  the present appeal  is  condoned.  However,  the
	claimant-appellants shall not be entitled to any interest for the period of delay
	in filing the appeal.
	FAO-2081-2016 (O&M)
	3. Present  appeal  has  been  preferred  by  the  claimant-appellants
	aggrieved by the quantum of compensation awarded by the Motor Accident
	Claims  Tribunal,  Gurugram  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Tribunal)  vide
	award dated 11.02.2015 on account of death of Jai Parkash.
	4. Since the facts, as recorded in the impugned award passed by the
	FAO-2081-2016 -2-
	Tribunal, are not in dispute, the same are not being reproduced herein for the
	sake of brevity.
	5. The  Tribunal  in  the  present  case  had  awarded  the  following
	compensation :
	6. Learned counsel for the claimant-appellants would contend that
	though he does not challenge the deduction and the multiplier as applied by
	the Tribunal however he has contended that the income of the deceased has
	wrongly been assessed as ₹7,000/- per month in as much as the deceased was
	working  as  Senior  Sales  Man  in  a  hardware  shop i.e.  M/s  Harish  Kumar
	Ramesh Kumar, Bada Bazar, Sohna Chowk, Gurugram and Ramesh Kumar
	proprietor of the said firm while appearing as PW-6 has produced on record
	the  attendance  register  of  the  deceased  as  Ex.P12  wherein  salary  of  the
	deceased has been mentioned to be ₹15,000/- per month.
	7. Learned  counsel  for  respondent  No.4-Insurance  Company  has
	contended that the deceased in the present case was 39 years of age at the time
	of  accident  and  the  Tribunal  has  erroneously  applied  an  addition  of  50%
	FAO-2081-2016 -3-
	towards  loss  of  future  prospects  and  that  the  compensation  awarded  by  the
	Tribunal  under  the  conventional  heads  as  well  as  under  the  head  ‘loss  of
	consortium’ is on the higher side. In support of her contentions she has relied
	upon the judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the cases of National
	Insurance Company Ltd. vs. Pranay Sethi & Ors. [(2017) 16 SCC 680],
	Magma  General  Insurance  Company  Limited  vs.  Nanu  Ram  alias
	Chuhru Ram  &  Ors.  [(2018)  18  SCC  130] and N.  Jayasree  &  Ors.  vs.
	Cholamandalam  M.S  General  Insurance  Company  Ltd.  [2021(4)  RCR
	(Civil) 642].
	8. Heard.
	9. In the  present  case the Tribunal has  assessed the income  of  the
	deceased as ₹7,000/- per month which in the opinion of this Court is on the
	lower side.  It was the case of the claimant-appellants that the deceased was
	working  as  a  salesman  in  a  hardware  shop i.e.  M/s  Harish  Kumar Ramesh
	Kumar,  Bada Bazar,  Sohna Chowk,  Gurugram and  in  this  regard  they  have
	examined PW6 Ramesh Kumar, Proprietor of the firm, who deposed that the
	deceased was working as a senior salesman in his firm for the last 4-5 years
	and  was  getting  a  salary  of ₹15,000/- per  month.  In  his  cross-examination
	there is nothing to controvert that the deceased was not working as a senior
	salesman in the said firm and that he was not getting a salary of ₹15,000/- per
	month. Accordingly, in view of the cogent evidence available on the record,
	the income of the deceased is assessed as ₹15,000/- per month.
	10. The learned  counsel  for  the claimant-appellants has  candidly
	admitted  that  the  future  prospects and  the  amounts  awarded  under  the
	conventional  heads  are  not  in  consonance  with  the  law  laid  down  by  the
	Hon’ble Supreme Court.  The Tribunal  has  erroneously  made an  addition  of
	FAO-2081-2016 -4-
	50% towards loss of future prospects and that the compensation awarded by
	the Tribunal under the conventional heads as well as under the head ‘loss of
	consortium’ is  on  the  higher side. The deceased  in  the present  case was  39
	years of age and was working in a private firm hence, as per the law laid down
	by  Hon’ble Supreme  Court  in  case of Pranay  Sethi (supra), an  addition  of
	40% ought to have been made towards loss of future prospects. Further, the
	amount awarded under the conventional heads as well as under the head ‘loss
	of  consortium’  is  not  in  consonance  with  the  law  laid  down  by  Hon’ble
	Supreme  Court  in  the  cases  of Pranay  Sethi (supra), Magma  General
	Insurance  Company  Limited (supra) and N.  Jayasree (supra)  hence  the
	claimant-appellants  would  be entitled  to ₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20%  increase)
	towards loss of estate and ₹18,000/- (₹15,000+20% increase) towards funeral
	expenses  as  also  to ₹48,000/- each  (₹40,000+20%  increase)  towards  loss  of
	consortium.  The  amount  of ₹3,03,018/- as  awarded  by  the  Tribunal  is
	maintained.
	11. Accordingly, the reworked compensation is as under :
	Sr.No. Heads Compensation Awarded
	FAO-2081-2016 -5-
	10. The amount in excess of and over and above the amount awarded
	by the Tribunal shall also attract interest @ 7.5% per annum from the date of
	filing of the claim petition till the realization of the entire amount. However,
	the claimant-appellants shall not be entitled to any interest for the period of
	delay in filing the appeal.
	11. In  view  of  the  decision  by  the  Hon’ble  Supreme  Court  in
	Parminder Singh vs. Honey Goyal & Ors. [AIR 2025 SC 1713 = 2025 SCC
	OnLine  SC  567],  after  calculation  of  the  enhanced  amount,  the  same  be
	transferred by the Insurance Company in the bank account(s) of the claimants
	within six weeks from today and the apportionment thereof shall be as per the
	percentage  directed  by  the Tribunal.  The  particulars  of  the  bank  account(s)
	alongwith the requisite documents(s) in support thereof shall be furnished by
	the claimant-appellants  to  the  Insurance  company  within  a  period  of  two
	weeks from the date of this order and needful shall be done by the Insurance
	Company after verification thereof within four weeks thereafter alongwith up-
	to-date  interest.  The  compliance  shall  be  reported  by  the  Bank  to  the
	Tribunal concerned.
	12. In view of the above discussion, the award passed by the Tribunal
	is  modified  and  the  present  appeal  stands  allowed  accordingly.  Pending
	applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	260 FAO-826-2017 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Kanwaljeet Singh Derabassi, Advocate for the appellant.
	chance of an amicable settlement between the parties and state that the matter
	may be referred to the Daily Lok Adalat.
	exploring the possibility of an amicable settlement between the parties.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	261 CR-1918-2017 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Namit Khurana, Advocate for the petitioner.
	22.01.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	262 CR-5084-2017 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Chetan Bansal, Advocate for the petitioner.
	21.05.2026.
	be requisitioned before the next date of hearing.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	263 FAO-67-2017 (O&M)
	Present: Ms. Rinky Gupta, Advocate
	states  that  the file has  been  received  by  her today  itself  and  requests  for  an
	adjournment to address arguments.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	265 FAO-6433-2017 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Jaswinder Singh Rana, Advocate for
	arguing  counsel  for  the  appellant  on  the  ground  that  he  is  in  personal
	difficulty.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	267 FAO-1521-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. R.C. Kapoor, Advocate for the appellant.
	therein.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	268 FAO-5173-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Parminder Singh Kanwar, Advocate for the appellant.
	the parties seek some time to inspect the same. On joint request, adjourned to
	22.07.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	268-1 FAO-5397-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Munish Gupta, Advocate for the appellants.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	269
	Sita Ram and Others ... Petitioners
	Chander Kala and Others ... Respondents
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Jitender K. Sehrawat, Advocate for the petitioners.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. Learned counsel for the petitioners seeks permission to withdraw
	the  present  petition  with  liberty  to  the  petitioners  to  avail  their  remedies  as
	available in law. Permitted to do so.
	2. Dismissed  as  withdrawn  with  liberty  aforesaid.  Pending
	applications, if any, also stand disposed off.
	270 CR-8251-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Ankit Chowdhri, Advocate for the petitioner.
	to 06.07.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	271 FAO-2484-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Nikhil Sheoran, Advocate for
	chance of an amicable settlement between the parties and state that the matter
	may be referred to the Daily Lok Adalat.
	exploring the possibility of an amicable settlement between the parties.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	272 FAO-2989-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Ms. Geetika Rani, Advocate for
	counsel for the appellant on the ground that there has been a bereavement in
	the family.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	272-1 FAO-2990-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Ms. Geetika Rani, Advocate for
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	273 FAO-3860-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Kulwant Singh Dhanora, Advocate for the appellant.
	09.07.2026.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	274 FAO-4883-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Lakhwinder Singh Mann, Advocate and
	to 20.05.2026.
	requisitioned before the next date of hearing.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk
	321 FAO-1853-2018 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Amit Jaiswal, Advocate for the appellant.
	12.01.2026 JUDGE
	jk

