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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT
CHANDIGARH
CR-4906-2023 (O& M)
Date of Decision : 15.01.2026
M/s Golden Cinemas ... Petitioner(s)
Versus
State of Punjab & Ors ... Respondent(s)

CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN

Present:  Mr. Rahul Garg, Advocate for the petitioner.

Mr. Rohit Ahuja, DAG Punjab.

ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)

1. L earned counsel for the petitioner seeks permission to withdraw

the present petition. Permitted to do so.

2. Dismissed as withdrawn. Pending applications, if any, also stand
disposed off.

15.01.2026 (ALKA SARIN)
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	129 FAO-4691-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Raman Preet Singh, Advocate for the appellant.
	Mediation and Conciliation Centre of this Court under the “Special Mediation
	Drive – Mediation  for  the  Nation”. As  per  the  report  of  the  Mediator,  the
	matter remains unsettled.
	therein.
	130 RSA-2759-2024 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Roopak Bansal, Advocate for the appellants.
	possibility of a compromise, returnable 24.09.2026.
	131 CM-15098-C-2025 IN RSA-854-2025
	Present: Mr. Baljeet Beniwal, Advocate for the applicant-appellant.
	therein.
	132 FAO-1617-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. J.S. Bhinder, Advocate for the appellants.
	of  delay  in  filing  the  appeal  to  respondent  No.3-Insurance  Company  only,
	returnable 20.07.2026.
	133 CR-311-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Rajesh Kumar Dhankar, Advocate for the petitioner.
	with the order dated 28.08.2025. On his request, adjourned to 23.04.2026.
	135
	Gurbachan Lal & Ors ... Petitioner(s)
	Niab Singh & Ors ... Respondent(s)
	CORAM : HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE ALKA SARIN
	Present : Mr. Saket Bhandari, Advocate for the petitioners.
	ALKA SARIN, J. (Oral)
	1. The present revision petition has been filed under Article 227 of
	the  Constitution  of  India impugning  the  order  dated  31.01.2025
	(Annexure  P-10)  passed  by  the  First  Appellate  Court  dismissing  the
	appeal  of  the  petitioners  herein  and  the  order  dated  18.01.2019
	(Annexure P-8) passed by the Trial Court, whereby it was held that there was
	no violation of the interim order dated 25.02.2012 by respondent Nos.1 and 2
	herein.
	2. Brief  facts  relevant  to  the  present lis are  that  the  plaintiff-
	petitioners herein filed a suit for partition and declaration with consequential
	relief  of  permanent  injunction.  Alongwith  the  said  suit  an  application  for
	interim injunction was also filed. Vide order dated 25.02.2012 the defendants
	in the suit were restrained from changing the nature of the suit property and
	in  case  of  alienation,  the  defendants  were  permitted  to  alienate  only  their
	shares and not a specific portion of the suit property. An application was filed
	CR-2266-2025 (O&M) 2
	under Order 39 Rule 2A read with Section 151 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
	1908 for alleged violation of the stay order dated 25.02.2012. It was averred
	in  the  application  that  the  defendants  had  demolished  the  house  and  were
	reconstructing the same, thus, changing the nature of the suit property. It was
	further  averred  in  the  application  that  the  petitioners  herein  had  given  an
	application on 19.09.2013 to respondent Nos.1 and 2 herein, who are Police
	officials, for taking action against the contemnors, however, they refused to
	go  to  the spot  and  take action,  hence,  it  was  alleged  that  there was  a wilful
	violation by all the respondents. Reply was filed to the said application. Vide
	order dated 18.01.2019 (Annexure P-8) the Trial Court held the defendants in
	the suit guilty  of having  violated  the order and qua respondent  Nos.1  and 2
	herein  the application  was  dismissed.  Aggrieved  by  the same,  appeals  were
	filed  by  the defendant - Asha Rani - and  by  the plaintiff-petitioners  herein.
	Vide order dated 31.01.2025 the appeals filed by Asha Rani being CA Nos.49
	and 110 of 2019 and the appeal filed by the plaintiff-petitioners herein being
	CA  No.130  of  2019  were  disposed  off  by  a  consolidated  order.  While
	disposing off the appeals filed by Asha Rani it was held that Asha Rani had
	purged the contempt and her unconditional apology was accepted. The order
	of simple imprisonment was accordingly set aside. Qua the appeal filed by the
	plaintiff-petitioners  against  respondent  Nos.1  and  2  herein,  it  was  held  that
	there was no direction in the order dated 25.02.2012 which is stated to have
	been  violated by  them.  Hence, the present  revision  petition  by  the plaintiff-
	petitioners herein.
	3. Learned counsel for the plaintiff-petitioners would contend that
	the defendants in the suit were restrained from changing the nature of the suit
	property and by demolishing the property and reconstructing the same, they
	CR-2266-2025 (O&M) 3
	changed the nature of the property. An application was moved to respondent
	Nos.1 and 2, who are Police officials, however, they refused to take any action
	in  the  matter  and  hence  they  were  also  guilty  of  having  violated  the  order
	passed by the Trial Court on 25.02.2012. In support of his contentions he has
	relied  upon  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  the  case  of Renu  Sharma  Vs.
	Hamara Realty Pvt. Ltd. [2014 (57) RCR (Civil) 753].
	4. I have heard the learned counsel for the plaintiff-petitioners.
	5. In  the  present  case,  as  is  apparent  from  the  order  dated
	25.02.2012 (Annexure P-4), the direction was only to the defendants therein
	who were parties to the suit, restraining them from changing the nature of the
	suit  property.  Respondent  Nos.1  and  2, who  are  Police  officials, were  not
	parties to the suit and there is no direction to them in the entire order.  Learned
	counsel for the plaintiff-petitioners has been unable to show any provision of
	law wherein it has been mandated that when an order of stay has been passed
	by the Court, the execution of the same is to be done by the Police Authorities.
	Procedure for execution of an order/decree has been laid down in the Code of
	Civil Procedure, 1908 as also the steps to be taken in case of violation of the
	order.  A  person  who  is  neither a party  to  the  suit  nor  is  there any  direction
	given to him cannot possibly be held guilty of having violated the order. The
	judgment in Renu Sharma’s (supra) relied upon by the learned counsel for
	the plaintiff-petitioners would not come to his aid inasmuch as in the said case
	the  respondents  therein, who  were though not parties  to  the suit, were  held
	guilty of having violated the stay order on the ground that they had connived
	by  granting  licence  to  the  respondents  therein  and  having  abetted  the
	commission of violation of the order dated 05.02.2011. In the present case, no
	such case is made out.  Since respondent Nos.1 and 2 herein were not parties
	CR-2266-2025 (O&M) 4
	to the suit and there was no direction to them in the order dated 25.02.2012,
	the application under Order 39 Rule 2A CPC has rightly been dismissed qua
	them by both the Courts.
	6. In  view  of  the  above,  I  do  not  find  any  merit  in  the  present
	revision petition and the same is accordingly dismissed. Pending applications,
	if any, also stand disposed off.
	211 COCP-2734-2022 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Ashok Bhardwaj, Advocate for the petitioner.
	212 CM-22996-CII-2025 IN COCP-3573-2025
	Present: Mr. Bikramjit Singh Patwalia, Advocate for the applicant.
	counsel  for  the  State  on  the  ground  that  the  file  did  not  reach  the office of
	Ms. Anu Chatrath, Sr. Addl. AG Punjab, who is to argue the matter.
	213 COCP-4406-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Sameer Sachdeva, Advocate for the petitioner.
	214 COCP-4745-2025 (O&M)
	Present: Mr. Mayur Karkra, Advocate for the petitioner.
	CRM-M-31294-2019  tilted  as  “Ramesh  Ranga  Vs.  State  of  Punjab”  for
	preservation of CCTV footage dated 05.07.2019 pertaining to the corridor in
	the Court Complex in SAS Nagar (Mohali). On 24.07.2019 notice of motion
	was issued and the District and Sessions Judge was directed to ensure that the
	concerned CCTV footage is preserved.
	Sessions  Judge  was  neither  a  party  to  the  said  petition  nor  was  the  System
	Officer impleaded as a party. There was also no order by the Court directing
	the Registry to communicate the said order to the concerned Court.
	HC Rajesh Chauhan, strangely made a statement before the Writ Court that
	they would not destroy the CCTV footage, provided the same is there in the
	equipment on the date. The petition itself was for preservation of the CCTV
	footage of the camera installed in the corridor in the Court Complex in SAS
	Nagar  (Mohali).  Hence, it  is  not  understandable  as  to  in  what  capacity  and
	under whose instructions HC Rajesh Chauhan made such a statement. Be that
	as it may, as per the reply filed on behalf of respondent No.3, the Company
	which  has  installed  the  CCTV  Cameras  has  given  a  report  that  the  CCTV
	footage is preserved only for about 9 to 10 days. It has further been stated that
	the order dated 24.07.2019  passed  by  the Writ  Court  was  communicated  to
	them vide an email dated 01.08.2019. A copy of the email has been appended
	COCP-4745-2025 (O&M) 2
	as Annexure R-3/1. Immediately, the said letter was marked to the concerned
	personnel.
	since the date qua which the CCTV footage has been sought is 05.07.2019.
	notice of  this  Court  that  HC Rajesh  Chauhan  who  had  appeared  before this
	Court  and  was  instructing  the State counsel  has  now  appeared  as  a defense
	witness as DW5. In his statement he has stated that in CRM-M-31294-2019
	notice  was  received  by  the  Police  Station  and  after  receiving  the  notice  he
	moved  an  application  to  the  then  learned  Additional  Sessions  Judge,  SAS
	Nagar (Mohali) which was marked to the Server Room, SAS Nagar (Mohali).
	Then  he  went  to  the  Server  Room  and  enquired  about  the  CCTV  footage
	which was available in the Server Computer Room.
	as  to  when  the  application  was  filed  by  HC  Rajesh  Chauhan  (now  ASI),
	learned  counsel  has  candidly  admitted  that  there  is  no  such  copy  of  the
	application available with her today.
	out that there is no such application on the record as per the reports received
	which have been appended as Annexures R-3/5 and R-3/7.
	some time to place on record the certified copy of the said application. On her
	request, adjourned to 27.01.2026.
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