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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Heard the | earned counsel for the parties at

| engt h.



The application stands disposed of in terns

of the signed order. No order as to costs
(KALYANI GUPTA) (VI NOD KULVI)
SR P.A COURT MASTER

[ SI GNED ORDER |'S PLACED ON THE FI LE. ]
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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

IA Nos. 3-4 in CIVIL APPEAL NO 4843 OF 2007

DEVINDER SINGH & ORS. ... APPELLANTS
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNDAB & CRS. ... RESPONDENTS
AND

IA Nos. 2-3 in CIVIL APPEAL NO 4844 OF 2007

SATWANT KAUR & ANR. ... APPELLANTS
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNDAB & CRS. ... RESPONDENTS
ORDER
1. We have heard the | earned counsel for the parties
at | ength.
2. 241 kanal s of land was acquired for the benefit
of the applicant. As per the judgnent of this Court

dated 12th Cctober 2007, the acquisition proceedi ngs qua

all save 35 kanal s have been quashed. It is the case
of the applicant that the judgnent of this Court should

be confined only to those who had nmade a challenge to

the I and acquisition and not to those who had not cone

to Court. This may be the position in law but in the

facts of the case that only a mniscule piece of |and
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I.e. 35 kanals is now in the hands of the applicant, we
feel that no clarification needs be given

M. Dhruv Mehta, the |earned Senior Advocate for
the applicant has, however, pointed out that to add
insult to injury the State Government while refunding a
sum of Rs.2,57,75,073/- to the applicant had retained a

sum of Rs. 44,85,179/- on the ground that this anmount

repr esent ed t he acquisition and depart nent al char ges
and appr oxi matel y Rs. 11, 00, 000/ - t owar ds super
structure charges. We are of the opinion that the

deduction of these anmounts is totally unjustified for
t he reason t hat t he State Gover nnent had i ssued a
faulty notification for acquisition whi ch has been
guashed by this Court and the beneficiary applicant had
no role to play in its issuance. W, therefore, fee
t hat t he anmount of Rs. 44, 85179/ - and Rs. 11, 00, 000/ -
shoul d al so be refunded to the applicant.

e, accordi ngly, di spose of t he applications
filed by the applicant in the above terns. No order as

to costs.
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