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The case of the petitioner is as follows:-

The petitioner - Nirmaljit Kaur got married to Surinder Singh Batra as per Sikh
rites and out of the wedl ock a femal e baby Sinran was born on 16.02.1992.
Respondent No. 2 - Gurubachan Singh Batra is the brother of Surinder Singh Batra.
Respondent No.4 - Harbans Kaur is his wife. Respondent No.3 - Arnminderjit Singh
Batra is the nephew of Surinder Singh Batra whereas Respondent No.5 - Ranjita Kaur
is the wife of Respondent No.3 - Arminderjit Singh Batra.

According to the petitioner, Surinder Singh Batra died intestate |eaving behind

the petitioner and baby Sinran as his only legal heirs. On 23.02.1997, the respondent
Nos. 2-5 and 3 other sisters of Surinder Singh Batra and sisters of respondent No.3
forcibly took away baby Sinran fromthe petitioner with ill design. The petitioner was
turned out of her matrinonial house by them and since then she has been living with

her rel atives.

It is alleged that the respondents in order to divest the petitioner of her legitimte
right to succeed to the estate of her late husband fabricated a WI| dated 19.10.1996
purported to have been executed by her husband. The two witnesses to the WIIl are

Jogi nder Singh and one J.S. Batra (since died). The WII| was got registered on
31.03.1997 after the death of the petitioner’s hushand (died on 23.02.1997) wi thout
notice to the petitioner. The alleged WIl-named Arninderjit Singh as the guardi an of
the child Sinran on the ground that the testator’'s wife failed to take care of her
According to the petitioner, the WI| does not bear the signatures of her husband and
the WIIl falls to the ground for want of conpliance with the statutory requirement of
Section 63 of the Indian Succession Act, 1925 as the WIIl was not attested by the two

wi t nesses each of whom had seen the testator signing the WIl in their presence. Each
of the witnesses has not signed the WII in presence of the testator, though it was
signed by two witnesses. This apart, Surinder Singh Batra had no power or authority or
right to appoint any person as guardian of her daughter as per the provisions of Section
9 of the Hindu Mnority and Guardi anship Act. Thus, the appointnent of respondent

No. 3 as sol e custodi an and guardi an of minor by Surinder Singh Batra during the
lifetime of the petitioner is a nullity in the eyes of law, inoperative and ineffective.

The third respondent - Arnminderjit Singh Batra, on the basis of the said WIIl, filed
an application under Section 192 of the Indian Succession Act before the District
Judge, Amritsar. The petitioner filed an application under Section 25 of the CGuardi an
and Wards Act for the custody of the minor child whereas the respondent No.3 cl ai ned
guardi anship by virtue of the WIIl dated 19.10.1996. The District Judge, Anritsar, by
j udgrment dated 23.12.1997, dismissed the application of respondent No.3 filed under
Section 192 of the Act hol ding respondent No.3 was not conpetent to claim

guardi anship of the minor Sinran Batra. However, this order was set aside by the Hi gh
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Court remanding it back for deciding it as per provisions of Section 193/194 of the
I ndi an Succession Act and parties were directed to appear before the District Court.

The District Court, while deciding the application under Section 25 of the

Guardi ans and Wards Act filed by the petitioner, allowed interimcustody to the

petitioner and directed the child to be produced on 27.07.1998. However, the child was
not produced. The H gh Court directed the Court concerned to dispose of the said
petition finally as agreed but the same has not been decided and the matter is del ayed

by the respondents resorting to dilatory tactics.

It is further submitted that in order to frustrate the judicial process and to

succeed in their design, respondent No.3 in connivance with the other respondents

took away baby Sinran to U.S. A in February, 2000 in clandestine manner w t hout

di scl osi ng her whereabouts, date of departure, place of living etc. Wen the petitioner
appeared in the Court of Guardian Judge, Anritsar for the custody of the child,

respondent No.2 threatened the petitioner with dire consequences if she did not stop
pursuing the case and to forget about the child and the property. The petitioner
therefore, filed atransfer petition before this Court for transfer of Cuardi an Case

No. 80/ 97 from Amritsar to Del hi, which was allowed by this Court and the case has

been transferred to Faridabad. ~However, till date matter has not been assigned to any
conpetent. Court having jurisdictionto decide. The petitioner also sought transfer of the
suit for partition filed by her -and an application under Section 192 of the Succession Act
filed by respondent No.3. This Court gave liberty to the petitioner to approach the High
Court.

As already stated, it i's the petitioner’s case that the child was taken to U S. A by
respondent No.3 without the perm ssion of the Court and that the petitioner has not

been allowed to nmeet her child despite various requests being nade by the petitioner

The petitioner has bona fide and genuine apprehension that the child nmay have been

made to di sappear by the respondents or |iquidated by the respondents. It is pertinent
to notice that the respondent No.2 acting as Power of Attorney hol der of respondent

No.3 filed his affidavit on 04.04.2003 by way of evidence before this Court. After this
affidavit, the petitioner tried to neet her daughter but respondents did not allow but
concealed the child. It is thus clear that the baby Sinran was sent to U S. A without her
know edge and order of the Court in a clandestine manner to conceal her whereabouts.

It is seen fromthe statenents nmade by respondent Nos. 2 and 3 that the child was
abandoned 7/8 days after birth and baby has been living with them from al nost

inception of birth. It is apparent that the respondent succeeded in their nefarious
desi gn and caused the daughter of the petitioner disappear

The wher eabouts of the baby Sinran is not known from February, 2000. The

petitioner being the natural nother and guardian of the baby is legally entitled to the
producti on and custody of the child and to neet her and respondents are bound to do
the needful. According to the petitioner, the identity of the baby presently with
respondents as clained to be Sinran can be got established through DNA test only and
that there is no other nmeans or node in establishing the identity and to handover the
custody to the petitioner after the test.

Thus, the petitioner filed the above wit petition under Article 32 of the
Constitution of India for production of baby Sinran, daughter of the petitioner in this
Court with the follow ng prayer:

a) i ssue appropriate wit, order or directions in/ the nature of habeas corpus,
directing the respondents to produce baby Sinran, daughter of the

petitioner in body in this Hon ble Court, enabling the petitioner to neet

her being the natural nother

b) i ssue appropriate wit, order or direction to respondents to disclose the
wher eabouts of baby Sinran, daughter of the petitioner and she be

produced in the Hon ble Court and DNA test be conducted to affirm and

ascertain the correct identity of baby Sinran being the daughter of the

petitioner and custody of the child be given to the petitioner

c) pass such order or further order(s) and grant any ot her appropriate

relief(s) as this Hon’ble Court may deemfit and proper in the facts and

ci rcunst ances of the case

The writ petition was opposed by respondent Nos. 2-5. They filed a comon
counter affidavit. It is stated in the counter affidavit that minor Sinran had gone to
America for sonmetinme during February, 2000 to see respondent Nos. 3 and 5 who are
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residing in Anerica since sonetine for treatnent of their son and that mnor Sinran is
hal e and healthy and she was studying Mddle Study H gh School, Anritsar which is

clear fromthe order passed by the Hgh Court in Cvil Revision No. 3134/98 and that

she is presently studying in Class VI in Anritsar Public School. They produced copy of
the application for registration for adm ssion and copy of the certificate dated

10. 09. 2003 i ssued by the principal and photographs of Sinran Batra as Annexure-R5.

They deni ed al |l egation that baby Sinran was forcibly taken away fromthe petitioner on
23.02.1997 and further submitted that m nor Sinran was living with respondent No. 3

al nost since her birth which was so because of the indifferent attitude of the petitioner

towards mnor Sinran right fromthe beginning. It is submitted though the mnor was
produced in the Court on 21.05.1998, 27.08.1998 and 25.09. 1998 under the orders of
the Court, the minor was not willing to join the petitioner and the child was not willing to

go with her. There is no bar to the minor visiting or staying in Anerica keeping in view
her wel fare not particularly when standard of education is much higher than this place.
Therefore, it is submitted that no ground is made out to produce the mnor in Court and
that the application is m sconceived and nmerits dismssal with costs. Respondent No. 3
had al so stated that he had taken the minor child Sintran to U S. A for vacation and for
educational purposes so that she got an exposure, travelling itself is an education. The
respondent did not seek the perm ssion of the Court as it was not required. |In para 20,
he stated that child is already back fromU. S.A and is happily studying in one of the
best educational institutionsof Anmritsar and the child is happy and confortable and
bei ng wel |l educated in the house of the respondent.

The matter was |isted for hearing on various dates and the parties were present

at the hearing.

1. On 07.01. 2005, counsel for the respondents was directed to ensure the

presence of the child (Sinmran) in Court on 28.01.2005 along with her origina

passport and her renewed passport, if any, be also produced.

2. On 28.01. 2005, counsel appearing for the respondents stated that the

passport has been lost.  This Court thereupon directed the respondents to

pl ace on record the affidavit stating the passport numnber, approxinmate date

on which it was obtained/issued, visas, if any, for visit to any country. They

were also directed to explain as to why they did not handover the custody of

the child Sinran to the nother inspite of the Court orders.

3. On 14.02. 2005, this Court passed the foll ow ng order: -

"The original Passport No.B0591819 issued on 6.9.1999 (expired on

5.9.2004) and renewed origi nal Passport No.F0355467 i ssued by the

Passport O fice, Jalandhar, on 10.9.2004 (which will expire on

31.12.2006) of the minor child Harsinran (now Sinran) which have

been produced today in Court are directed to be kept in the Court

custody in a sealed cover. The earlier stand taken by the respondents

that the original passport had been | ost and an FIR had al ready been

registered to that effect stands falsified with the production of these

passports and by the subsequent affidavit dated 9th February, 2005 filed

by respondent No.4 with a sinplistic statenent that it was done by

m st ake.

We are not satisfied with the explanation offered in the affidavit

dated 9th February, 2005. Prima facie, we are satisfied that the
respondents have tried to create fal se evidence of loss of the passports
and deliberately nmade a fal se-statenment to the Court.

Let notice under the Contenpt of Courts Act be issued to

respondent nos. 2 to 4. M. Mnoj Swarup, Adv. Accepts notice on
behal f of Respondent Nos. 2 to 4. He seeks three weeks tine tofile
reply to show cause

Adj ourned to 18th of March, 2005.

Respondents, who are present in person, along with the mnor child
(Sinran) are directed to remain present in Court on the adjourned date
of hearing.

Counsel for the petitioner is pernmitted to peruse the Passports in the
presence of an Officer of the Court not bel ow the rank of a Deputy
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Regi strar."

4, On 18.03. 2005, notice under the Contenpt of Courts Act was al so issued to
respondent No.5 and M. Manoj Swarup, counsel, accepted the notice on

behal f of respondent No.5 and undertook to fiIe areply. A further direction
was i ssued on that date directing the respondents/contemmors Nos. 2 to 5 to
surrender their passport to the Registrar of this Court and remmin present in
person on the next date of hearing i.e. 21.04.2005 and the minor child al so.
5. On 21.04. 2005, the followi ng orders were passed: -

"On the previous date of hearing, Respondents-Contemmors Nos. 2 to 5

were directed to surrender their Passports to the Registrar of this Court

and remain present in person on the next date of hearing, i.e., today.

M nor child (Sinran) was also directed to be present before us today.

The petitioner and Respondent Nos. 2 and 4 and the minor child are

present in Court.

Respondents 3 and 5 are stated to have gone out of country. The
Passports bearing Nos.” F 2015362 i ssued on 11/2/2005 (expiring on
15. 3. 2009) and E 0077744 issued on 1st of Novenber, 2001 (expiring on
31.10. 2011) by the Passport Ofice, Jal andhar, in favour of Gurbachan
Si ngh Batra (respondent No.2) and Harbans Kaur (respondent no. 4)
respectively have been surrendered before us in Court today by the
counsel for the respondents. These passports are ordered to be kept in
a seal ed cover in court custody. Counsel for the respondents seeks
time to ascertain as to when Respondent Nos. 3 and 5 left the country
and al so when are they likely to cone back

Adj ourned to 6th of My, 2005."

6. On 06. 05. 2005, the follow ng orders were passed: -
"To be listed in the 3rd week of July, 2005.

In the nmeantine, M. Manoj Swarup, Adv. shall file an affidavit
stating the particulars of the passports of Respondent/ Contemor
Nos. 3 and 5, including the date of issuance and expiry thereof.
He is also directed to place on record a zerox copy of the
passports issued to these respondents/contemors. He shall be at
liberty to file additional docunents, if any.

Respondent/ cont emnor No. 2 is not present today.

The respondents/contemors and the minor child, nanely,
Sintran, are directed to be present in Court on the next date of
hearing. "

7. On 15.07. 2005, having regard to the nature of the dispute, this Court decided
to resolve the dispute as far as is scientifically accurate, by having the DNA

of (i) the petitioner, (ii) the child clainmed to be the daughter of the petitioner
(iii) Arminderjit Singh Batra and (iv) Ranjeeta Kaur, tested. |t was stated by

| earned counsel appearing on behal f of the respondents /that both Arm nderjit

Singh Batra and Ranjeeta Kaur are in the United States in connection wth

their son's grave illness. The matter was adjourned by four weeks to file
affidavit to the aforesaid effect. 1In the neanwhile, the DNA test will go on as
directed. At the time of hearing, the envel opes containing the passports of

Gur bachan Singh Batra, Harbans Kaur and two passports of Harsinran

whi ch were opened in Court and are reseal ed and kept in safe custody. It

was al so recorded that the passport of Harsinmran issued on 06.06.1999 was

shown to the petitioner who was present in Court and who had stated that

the photograph of the child on the passport is not her daughter.

As directed by this Court, the petitioner - Nirmaljit Kaur and baby Sinran

appeared in the Chanmber of Dr. Bhupendra Nath in-charge CGHS Pol yclinic, Suprene
Court on 12.08.2005 with their respective counsel and the bl ood sanples for DNA test
of Nirmaljit Kaur and baby Sinran were collected by Dr. Bhupendra Nath by follow ng
the procedure as directed by Dr. Seyed Hasnain, Director, Centre for DNA Fi nder
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Printing, Hyderabad in the presence of M. V.K Jain, Registrar (J-1). Blood sanples
were kept in separate vials. The vials were signed by Dr. Bhupendra Nath as well as
M. V.K Jain and after putting cello tape the vials were kept in separate pouches and
then both the pouches were put in another pouch before putting themin the thernos
flask containing i ce which was wapped in a cloth and sealed with the stanp of the
Supreme Court of India and was sent to the Director, CDFD, Hyderabad through

Bl uedart Courier Express Ltd. on 22.08.2005. A letter dated 22.08.2005 giving the
speci men signature of Dr. Bhupendra Nath and M. V.K Jain was also sent to the
Director, CDFD, Hyderabad stating that the signature of Dr. Bhupendra Nath and M.

V.K. Jain may be tallied with the signhature on the vials and if any discrepancy if found,
the sane may be reported immediately to M. V.K Jain. But regarding discrepancy in

si gnature not hing has been reported. A sealed cover had been received on 02.09. 2005
from CDOFD, Hyderabad. The DNA report reads as foll ows: -

"DNA TYPI NG EVI DENCE FOR ESTABLI SHI NG MATERNI TY

30t h August, 2005

Regi strar GCenera

Hon’ bl e Suprene Court of India

New Del hi =110 001

Sub: - Submi ssi on of DNA typing report in Contenpt Petition(Crl.)1/2005
In WP(Crl.)No.110/ 2003 on the file of Hon'ble Supreme Court of |ndia-
Regar di ng.

CDFD Fil e No. 1648

DNA typing report No. CDFD/ LDFS/ 2005- 1648
DESCRI PTI ON OF SOURCE

Narme of the

source/ sanpl e

Recei ved on

Exhi bi t

Exhi bit No.

Bl ood sanpl e

said to be of Snt.

Nirmaljit Kaur

I dentification

Form No. 1

23. 08. 2005

A

X14a

Bl ood sanpl e

said to be of M.

Sinran Batra

I dentification

Form No. 2

23. 08. 2005

B

X14b

DNA was extracted fromthe source of the above exhibits and DNA

profiles were prepared. AnpF/ STR identifiler was used for DNA profiling
of the sanples. Data was anal ysed by using genescan and genotyper
sof t war e.

RESULTS OF EXAM NATI ON

The DNA profile of the source of exhibit B (Ms Sinran Batra) is not
matching with the DNA profile of the source of exhibit (Snt. Nirmaljit
Kaur). The alleles shown by red colour in the enclosed table-1 present in
the DNA profile of the source of exhibit B are unaccounted in the DNA
profile of the source of exhibit A

CENTRE FOR DNA FI NGERPRI NTI NG AND DI AGNOSTI CS

CONCLUSI ON

The DNA test perforned on the exhibits provided is sufficient to conclude
that the source of exhibit A (Snmt. Nrmaljit Kaur) is not the biol ogica
not her of the source of exhibit B (Ms. Sinran Batra).
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Sdf -
[CH VvV GOUD]
Techni cal Exam ner

CH V GOUD
Techni cal Exam ner
DNA Fingerprinting Laboratory
Centre for DNA Fingerprinting and D agnhostics
DBT, Mnistry of Science & Technol ogy
CGovernment of India, Hyderabad-500 076
Encl osur es

1-4 El ect ropher ogr ans
5 Table-1 \026 allelic data anal ysis
6-7 identification forns"

Encl osures 1-5 and ldentification Formof the petitioner \026 Nirmaljit Kaur
and Sinran Batra. Enclosures 6 & 7 have al so been received along with
the DNA Report.

Thus the DNA test perforned on the petitioner-Nirmaljit Kaur and Ms. Sinran

Batra concl usively proved that the source of exhibit A (Nirmaljit Kaur) is not the

bi ol ogi cal nother of the source of exhibit B (Ms.Sinmran Batra). It is the consistent stand
of the petitioner that she being a widowis entitled to act as a natural guardi an of the

m nor |legitimte daughter by reason of the fact that the father of the child is dead. She
is entitled to exercise all the rights of a natural guardian of the mnor. It is also her c
ase

that the respondents in furtherance of the crimnal conspiracy to grab the property of

the petitioner’s husband caused her daughter Sinran Kaur to di sappear w thout the

perm ssion of the Court. The petitioner has not been allowed to neet her child despite
various requests nmade by the petitioner.” It is also now proved by the DNA test that the
child produced before the Court is not her real daughter.

It has been clearly stated in the counter affidavit filed on behalf of respondents

2-5 that minor Sinran Batra was living wi th respondent No.3 al nbst since her birth,

whi ch according to them was so because of the indifferent attitude of the petitioner

towards mnor Sinran Batra right fromthe beginning. It is the case of the petitioner that
her husband died on 23.2.1997 intestate and on the sane date respondents 2-5
forcibly took away baby Sinran Batra fromthe petitioner with ill-design. It is also her

case that the respondents have fabricated a Wll dated 19.10.1996 and regi stered the
same after the death of the testator on 31.3.1997.- Wen the child produced before the
Court is not the child of the petitioner which is now proved by the DNA test it is the duty
of respondents 2-5 to produce the child which was forcibly taken by themon the date of
the death of her husband i.e. on 23.2.1997. Respondents 2-5 have conme to Court with

uncl ean hands and with a view to grab the property of the |ate husband of the
petitioner.

A direction was issued to the counsel for the respondent to prioduce the origina

passport of minor Sinran Batra. The counsel, on 28.1.2005, inforned the Court that

the passport has been lost. This Court directed the respondents to place on record the
affidavit stating the passport nunber, approxi nate date on which it was obtained/issued
visas, if any, for visit to any country. They were also asked to explain as to why they
did not hand over the custody of the child to the petitioner-npther in spite of the
Court orders. On 9.2.2005, respondent No.4 filed affidavit stating that the grave

m st ake has been comm tted while getting passport issued to Sinran Batra and the

wrong informati on had been given to obtain the passport and that respondent No. 4

regrets that this mstake was conmmitted. It is further stated thus:

"The false declaration is in regard to the nane of the child. The

child was described as Harsinmaran d/o Arminderjit Singh r/o 86,

Col den Avenue, Anritsar(Punjab).

That this grave m stake happened on account of the fact that

Sintran could not be issued passport w thout the signatures of her
nother-Nirmaljit kaur. 1In 1999, father of Sinran, Sardar Surinder
Singh was not alive. He expired in the year 1997. The petitioner
woul d never have signed the application for issuance of passport to
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Si nr an.

It is for this reason that this grave mistake was comritted with

a viewto send the child-Sintran to Arerica. At that time, Arminderjit
Singh alongwith his wife Ranjita and their daughter Sharmeen were
going to Anerica

That the deponent deeply regrets about this grave m st ake.
The deponent places on record her unconditional apology for this
m st ake. "

On 14.2.2005, the original passport issued on 6.9.1999 and the renewed

passport issued on 10.9.2004 of the mnor child Sinran Batra have been produced in

Court. As the earlier stand taken by the respondents that the original passport had

been | ost and the FIR had al ready been registered to that effect stands falsified with the
producti on of these passports and the subsequent affidavit dated 9.2.2005 filed by
respondent No.4 with a sinplistic statement that it was done by m stake. This Court not
being satisfied with the explanation offered in the affidavit dated 9.2.2005 issued notice
under the Contenpt of Courts Act to respondents 2-5. This Court, prinma facie, was

sati sfied that the respondents have tried to create fal se evidence of |oss of the
passports-and del i berately nmade a false statenment to the Court.

On 10. 3. 2005, respondent No. 4, Harbans Kaur filed the follow ng affidavit:-

"That the deponent had taken a stand earlier that the passport

issued to Sintran was lost. This stand was totally incorrect. This stand

ought not to have beentaken

That deponent expresses her renorse over having taken such
a stand.

That deponent has no words to express her regrets. Deponent
tenders her unqualified apology for this grievous m stake that has
occurred.

That Sinran could not be issued passport w thout the

signatures of her nother-Nrnaljit Kaur. 1In 1999, father of Sinran
Sardar Surinder Singh was not alive. He expired in the year 1997.

The Petitioner would never have signed the application for issuance of
passport to Sinran

That the contents of this affidavit are true to ny know edge.”

Simlar affidavit was filed by respondents 2 & 5 expressing regret and
uncondi ti onal apology for the said act. Simlar affidavit was also filed by respondent
No. 3 seeking pardon for such a conduct.

The petitioner has also reiterated in her affidavit filed on 15.3.2005 in
par agr aphs 4-6 which read as under

"4. That on 11.3.2003, the counsel for the petitioner perused

the passports produced by respondent Nos. 2 to 5.. On

perusal, it was found that the nane of the child is

Harsinran, father’s name is Arminder Jit Singh and

nother’s nane is Ranjita Dhingra (though respondent

No.5 is married to respondent No.3 who is Batra). The

date of birth of Harsimaran is 01.01.1992.

5. That the date of birth of the petitioner’s daughter
Simaran is 16.2.1992. Thus the child produced

before this Hon’ ble Court is Harsimaran daughter of

Arm nder Jit Singh. The respondents Nos. 2 to 5

must be in possession of the original date of birth
certificate of Harsinaran show ng the parentage.

They may be directed to produce the sane. The

petitioner reiterates that the child produced before

this Hon' ble Court is not her daughter and illegitimate
child of Arminder Jit Singh as stated by her in the
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petition.

6. The entries in the passport fully support the case of
the petitioner. The respondents want to get out of

this, and have stated that fal se declaration was

made, as petitioner would not have agreed for issue

of passport. The identity of the child is established to

be that of Har Simaran daughter of Arm nder Jit

Singh and further it can be established beyond doubt

by conducting DNA test for which Armnder Jit

Singh’s presence is required.”

It is thus clear that the mnor child of the petitioner is in the custody of

respondent Nos. 2-5. It is also proved by the DNA test that the child produced before

the Court is not the child of the petitioner. Therefore, the respondents are bound to

produce the real child of the petitioner before this Court. W, therefore, issue the

direction /in the nature of Habeas Corpus directing respondent Nos. 2-5 to produce

Baby Sinmran Batra \026 daughter of petitioner in body in this Court enabling the petitioner

to have the custody being the natural nother. Prayer(a) of the wit petition is ordered

accordingly with costs assessed at Rs. 10,000/ -.

Respondent Nos. 2-5 shall produce Sinran Batra on 6.1.2006 in this Court. Cal

this matter on 6.1.2006 for further directions.

Wiile the direction was issued by this Court to produce the passport, the

counsel nmade a statenent at the next hearing that the passport had been |lost. Wen

the Court directed the respondents to place on record the details of the passport etc. by

an affidavit, the respondents filed an affidavit expressing deep regret about the grave

m st ake and produced the passport in Court. Thus it is seen that the earlier stand

taken by the respondents that the original passport has been | ost and the FIR has been
registered to that effect stands falsified with the production of these passports and by

the subsequent affidavit dated 9.2.2005. On 14.3.2005, the respondents have al so

filed an affidavit tendering their unqualified apology for this grievous m stake that has

occurred. We have perused the sinilar affidavits filed by other respondents. The

affidavits, in our opinion, are not genuine and bona fide. The respondents have cone

to this Court with unclean hands and with a false case. A perusal of the entire
proceedings in this Court and the proceedi ngs pendi ng before the other courts would

only go to show that the respondents’ evil desire to grab the property and to nake the
life of the petitioner- a widowwith a girl child miserable.

The result of the DNA test is now crystal clear that the chil'd produced before this court
is not the real child of the petitioner and that the petitioner’s real child Sinran Batra is
in

the custody of the respondent Nos. 2-5 el sewhere. Several deliberate attenpts nade

by the respondents were falsified by their own conduct in filing affidavits and al so the
producti on of the passports in this Court. ~We, therefore, have no hesitation to hold that
respondent Nos. 2-5 are guilty of contenpt of this Court and, therefore, they are liable

for punishment for their proved misconduct. They have comitted the contenpt

knowingly and that it is attributable to the neglect on their part. Respondents 3 & 5
have not so far appeared before this Court under one pretext or the other. 1n our view,
respondent Nos. 2-5 are liable to punishnment for their proved di sobedi ence of the order

We, therefore, inpose a fine of Rs.2000/- each to be deposited wi thin three days from

this day in this Registry failing which the respondents shall be punished with sinple

i mprisonnent for a period of one nmonth each

Both the wit petition and the contenpt petition are ordered accordingly.

The Registrar General is directed to keep the passports which have been

surrendered before this court in safe custody until further orders.




