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In the order dat€d 04.03.2016 fou weeks time was granted to the

respondents to file reply. A penod of eight we€ls is over and r€ply is not

forthcoming. How€ver an application for extending time to file €ply has been

flled. another application (CA N0.162/C.1/2016) has also b€en filed with vadous

prdyers with regard t0 modification of order dated 04.03-2016, pennission to

deposit a sum of Rs.3s lakhs with this Eoad and fo ardinq ti€ rcsignation

letter as well as the letter of !€ttlement of dues dated 07.12.2015 for

etamination and report by govemment forcnsic and handwriting laboratory.

When the matter cam€ up tor hearing on 04.03.2016 U€ rcspondent

took the s€nd that the loan amount ol Rs.35 lakhs du€ to petitioner No.2 was

pad back, ln tiat rcgard a €ference was made to the receipt dated 3.1.2013

which show€d that the NCR buildels had made payment to Balaji Propedies.

Then a r€ference was made to the payment made to petitioner No.2 in lieu of

remun€ration as dire.tor and it was argued that it must be considered as

repayment of loan amount. The aforesaid stand taken by the fespondents was

@,---J€l€{ted 
and the€after dire€tions rcrc issued by re.o.ding pime facie view that
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€spondents had faited to estabtish the repayment of toan of R5,35 takhs, rhere
were doubts express€d with €gard to autnenticity of resignation tetters and on
the basis of statements made by tearned couns€l for the respondents, bookino in
rcspect of 200 flats was siayed.

Th€ matter was tak€n up n appeat to Hontte Dethi Hiqh Coun and
vlde order dated 19.4.2016 appeat was dismissed as withdfawn by glanting
lib€rty to move apprcpriate appticntion b€forc this Boarc.

Keeping in view the aforcsa d fdcts, and the fdd that a c,etait€d reotv
has not been fled for etght weeks I am not inctined to modii/ the interim order
pass€o on the basis of statement made by tne respondents on 4.3.2016, Uk€wis€
I am also not inctined to accept the r€quest of conc€rnrng Rs.l5 bkns before this
Boad. The detaited €ply is €quired to be fited ano onty on the basis of that
reply a reference to iforensic s.ience tab \4outd b€ possibte. The piecerneal

oethod of filing of rcpty and obt?ining order or gett n9 eanrer order modified is
not apprcciated, However tifie for flin! repty is extended. Let the repty be now
filed wilhin four we€ks wlth a copy in advance to the counser lor the p€tjtioner,
Application se€king refercnce to the forensjc L?b shal remain pending however
the other appticarion b€ing cA No.153/c_1/2016 stands dEoosed ot
Inberim order to continue

Lrst on 12.7.2016 at 10.30 am,

flfl14"-*
(CH]EF JUfiCE M.M. KUMAR)

CHAIRI4AN
Dat€dr02.05.2016


