&l TEM NO. 6 COURT NO. 3 SECTI ON Xl

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).12965/2003

(From the judgenent and order dated 23/05/2003 in CMAP No. 23591/2003 of

The H GH COURT OF JUDI CATURE AT ALLAHABAD)

AJAB SI NGH & ORS. Petitioner(s)

VERSUS

STATE OF U.P. & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln. for permission to place addl. docunments on record and prayer for interimrelief)

Date: 22/07/2005 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MRS. JUSTI CE RUVA PAL

HON BLE DR, JUSTI CE AR LAKSHVANAN

For Petitioner(s) M. S.P. Sharnm, Adv.
M . Ashwani Bhar dwaj , Adv.
M . Abhi shek Atrey, Adv.

M . Shi shir Si ngh, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M . Javed M Rao, Adv.
M. Vi kas Bansal , Adv.
M. Kam endra M shra, Adv.
M . Raj eev Kumar Dubey, Adv.

Ms. Rashmi si ngh, Adv.

M . Ashok Kr. Si ngh, Adv.

M. Nikilesh R, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER



Leave granted.

The appeal is disposed of with no order as to costs.

(Usha Bhar dwaj ) (Madhu Saxena)
P.S. To Registrar Court Master

Signed order is placed on the file.

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CVIL APPEAL NO.......... OF 2005

(Arising out of S.L.P.(C) No.12965 of 2003)

Ajab Singh & Os. ... Appel | ant (s)
VS.
State of U P. & Os. ... Respondent ( s)
ORDER

Leave granted.

The only grievance of the appellants is that the appellants were relegated t

an alleged alternate remedy when the Hi gh Court had entertained the

applications in respect of the very sane notifications and t hose
cases were



pendi ng. The | earned counsel appearing on behalf of the respondents states

that the reason why the Hi gh Court relegated the appellants to an alternate

r enedy was because t he appel | ant had al r eady filed a wit p

etition
chal | engi ng t he Notification under Section 4 of t he Land Acqu
sition Act,
1894 whi ch was rejected and their subsequent chal | enge to Sec
tion 6
Notification on t he same ground was unacceptable to t he H gh Cou
rt and
therefore, the appel l ants were relegated to their alternative rened
y by t he
i mpugned or der. Thi s reasoni ng does not appear from the Hi gh
Court’s
order. In addition, the
1 2:
respondents’ counsel states that the other wit petitions which were pending
have since been di sposed of by uphol di ng t he correctness of Sec
tion 4
Noti fi cati on. Thi s again is not a reason for t he Hi gh Court
to have
differentiated between the appellants and the other wit petitioners. |In these
ci rcunst ances, we set asi de t he order of t he Hi gh Court and re
mand t he

matter back to it for being disposed of afresh

The civil appeal is disposed of but w thout any order

as to costs.



(RUVA PAL)

(DR. AR. LAKSHVANAN)
New Del hi ,

July 22, 2005.



