I TEM NO. 35 COURT NO. 11 SECTI ON | VB

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).16813/2010

(Fromthe j udgenment and order dated 16/12/2009 in CWP No

21265/ 2008 of The HI GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

ASHOK GUPTA & ANR Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief)

W TH

SLP(C) NO 16829 of 2010

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

Date: 08/07/2010 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. S| NGHVI
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ASCK KUMAR GANGULY

For Petitioner(s) Ms. Suresh Kumari, Adv.
Ms. Rekha Singh, Adv.
Ms. Usha Si ngh, Adv.
Dr. (Ms.) Vipin Gupta, Adv.

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Havi ng heard | ear ned counsel for t he

petitioners, we are satisfied that the H gh Court did

not conmi t any error by r ef usi ng to entertain t he

petitioners’ challenge to the acquisition proceedi ngs

because it is an undi sput ed fact t hat t hey had

purchased the land on 6.11.1990 i.e. after eight nonths

of issue of notification under Section 4(1) and it is

settled law that a person who purchases the |and after

initiation of acquisition proceedings does not have the

| ocus to guestion t he acquisition proceedi ngs

Mor eover, as t he petitioners did not of fer any

2

explanation for the long tine gap of 17 years between

t he publication of decl aration under Secti on 6 and
filing of the wit petition, the Hi gh Court rightly
decl i ned their prayer for quashi ng t he acquisition

pr oceedi ngs.
We are al so not convinced with the submi ssion
of the | earned counsel that the Hi gh Court should have
i gnored the del ay because possession of the acquired
I and conti nues to be with t he petitioners. Wi | e
deal i ng with this i ssue, t he Hi gh Court has t aken
cogni zance of the fact that possession of the acquired
| and was taken in 1993 and transferred to Haryana Urban

Devel oprment Aut hority. The petitioners did not place

any material before the Court to show that they have

t he right to conti nue in possessi on even after
finalisation of t he acquisition pr oceedi ngs. The

petitioners’ gri evance regardi ng non- paynent of



conpensati on is m sconcei ved and is I'iable to be
rejected because they are responsible for not taking
t he compensati on awar ded by t he Land Acqui sition
Col | ector.
Wth t he above observati ons, t he speci al
| eave petitions are dism ssed.

(A. D. Sharnma) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master



