| TEM NO 18 COURT NO. 6 SECTI ON | VB

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).30436/2011

(From the judgenent and order dated 18/11/2010 in CAP No. 11678/ 2009
of The HI GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

SURAT SI NCH & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report )

Date: 25/11/2011 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. SI NGHVI
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SUDHANSU JYOTI MJKHOPADHAYA

For Petitioner(s) M.ML. Sharma, Adv.
M. Dinesh Verma, Adv.
Dr. (Ms.) Vipin Qupta, Adv. (Not present)
For Respondent (s)
UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER
Feeling aggrieved by dismssal of the wit petition
filed by them for quashing the acquisition proceedings, the
petitioners have filed this petition.
By notification dated 13.2.2008 issued under Section
4(1) of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 (for short, ’'the
Act’), the State Governnent proposed the acquisition of |and
situated in the revenue estate of vill age Gar hi Bohar,
District Rohtak for setting up I ndustrial Mdel Township at

Roht ak. After considering the report subnitted by the Land

Acqui sition Col | ect or under Secti on 5A(2), t he State
2

Governnent issued the declaration under Section 6(1) which
was notified on 31.12.2008.
The Wit petition filed by t he petitioner
questioning the acquisition of their land was di sm ssed by
the Division Bench of the High Court along with simlar

ot her petitions. The High Court referred to the factual



matri x of C WP. No. 9892 of 2009 M s Akashdeep Housi ng

Devel oprment Finance (Pvt.) Ltd. and negated challenge to the
acquisition by relying upon the affidavits filed by Joint
Secretary to t he Gover nnent , Har yana, Depart nent
I ndustries and Comerce. The Hi gh Court al so exami ned the
record and concluded that |and of the petitioners and others
has been acquired after follow ng the procedure prescribed
under Section 4 & 6 of the Act.

As regards t he petitioners, t he Hi gh Court
t hat constructed resi denti al house was rel eased
acquisition and held that there was no justification to
quash notifications dated 13.2.2008 and 31.12.2008.

We have heard Shri M L. Sharma, |earned counsel for
the petitioners and carefully perused the record.

In our view, the detail ed reasons assigned by the

of

not ed

from

Hi gh Court for ref usi ng to entertain t he petitioners

chal l enge to the acquisition of their Iand are based on

correct appreciation of factual matrix of the case and the

i mpugned order does not suffer fromany legal infirmty

warranti ng i nterference under Article 136 of

Constitution.
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The special |eave petition is accordingly dism ssed.

(Parveen Kr. Chaw a) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master

t he



