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1. Learned counsel for the respondents has submitted a

detailed factual report, which is reproduced hereunder:

"1, Re YT ATgAver—FIRAT—ATGAT 1Y ISR 76 B AT
A H Hafed 8 99 WRBR §RT 1970—80 9 1980—90 & AR 3H
ASH AN & [FHOT 8 82.5 Wi dlg AN & YfH @A &1 Mg ol |
qfA SEfid & W S TSH BT UMV TS BT Gofl o S a1e H
9 STl A9 a1 TAT 99 2014 H 9 GSd Bl I AN 76
B Tl AT T | RISHR Al (AT B 60 /470) H TAB T
Rig 9w (@1 B 60,/720) X 250 Hiex T Ywd Rig A1d (A=
fpl 60 ,/720) ¥ WReA & (ISl fHHI 60,/820) X 100 Hiex
el qoR 4 R T # IS& dISls ®I odx AAId 11.08.23 &l
IS ERT SUETE &A@ el @& AM- HsSd SR
PR eRAT oI TAT| 39 99d AP 24.08.2023 UG 25.08.2023 BT
IR AvSA & I Td I INREON UG fedl wea dud
affd @ 9l @ A d98d SuEve NGRN drafed feedl #
I @ 3| e dediaer feell, gmiiert feell wd
gRITSTT ey SuRerd vg dorr F=falad gaal 1R dedfd &+l |

IR HUSH Td AURNTUN gRI Ged 0T g HASh s
H 31 ®Ic SFI AlgS H Gel 62 BIC S8 & aRR § RJd Al
D WTGT A B BCIPR FSh AU TG a1 DI FeAd a1 |
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fasTell @™, Ul @ UiRy SAIfQ IFSHR e g W g
Gl & dd I 62 B H o GHIR fhar o w1 v for
T |

2. goA H T dea &3 el o # Saad WM Wy
ITAR Fsdh &1 AT efidwa e daad (SivE—3 Ul derr )
AR 10.00 HIeX dIGI—d (FS& ART), 250 HIER 94 g 1.00 IR H
ATell @1 {401 Brd Yot 81 AT 8| Sad I A1 bl TaTE
ey wu ¥ 81 @ 7 "

2. It is clear from a perusal of the aforesaid factual report that
the land in question was duly acquired by the State Government
from 1970-80 & 1980-90 to the breadth measuring 82.5 feet for

the State Highway in question.

3. Learned counsel for the respondents-State has tried to
persuade this Court on the basis of the aforesaid report that while
the land was acquired for maintaining the breadth as 82.5 feet,
but at the same time, due to the heavy congestion of shops and
compromised talks between the respondent authorities and the
private persons and also looking into the project report,
particularly, the agreement between ADB & WB project, the

breadth could be maintained as 50 feet.

4. Though, Mr. Gehlot has empathically submitted that ADB &
WD agreement with the State was of 50 feet, and thus, no
indulgence in the present matter is called for as the same is in

accordance with the agreement.

5. The submission made by Ilearned counsel for the
respondents-State is not acceptable because if the land was
acquired for the purpose of State Highway with the width of 82.5

feet, then it was the duty of the State to maintain the same,
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irrespective of any other agreement or any kind of deviation,
which the State may have agreed, under its own compulsion. It is
an admitted position that before and after this patch, the road

width is being maintained as 82.5 feet.

6. Mr. Gehlot, learned counsel seeks one more opportunity to

update his instructions.

7. Time sought for is granted.

8. List this case after four weeks.

(SANDEEP SHAH),J (DR.PUSHPENDRA SINGH BHATI),J
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