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Order

The r€spondenrs filed this CA praying for raking their reply on
record tothe amendment appticarion filed by the peritioner stating thatrhis
Bench passed an order on 21.09.2015 dire.ting the respondents side ro file
reply within two w€eks thereot bur wh€reas when rhe resDondents side
failed to file reply, this B€nch again passed an order on 14.12.2015 statine
thdt for there being no rpply ro rhe amendm€nt appt,carion as per directio;
of ihis Bench, this applicarion was taken up for hea nnlon 17.,_2.2076.

2. For having the respondents side realized that fiting reply is essential
in this matter, they filed reply along with this CA seeking lib€.ty to fik
rePly to the amendment application

3. No doubt it is true tha he respondents fait€d ro fil€ reply within th€
time 8iven, but for this Bench being of the view that the respondent sid€ is
required to be heard before passing orders on m€rns over amencrment
application, this B€nch allowed rhis appticarion by taking the reply on
Ecord by imposing costs of {25,000 on the r€spondents to pay to the
petitioners within 15 days h€r€of.

4. A.cordingly, CA is allowed and reply is taken on record.

List Amendm€nt Appli.arion for heanng on 27.04.201bar 2.3O p.m.

(B.S.V. PRAKASH KUMAR)
Menb€. (Judicial)


