ITEM NO.18 COURT NO.11 SECTION IVB

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil)....../2010
CC 10802-10803/2010
(From the judgement and order dated 22/1/2010 in  RA No. 410/2009
in CWP No. 2726/1989 and dated 3.2.2009 in CWP No. 2726/1989 of The
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH)

IMPROVEMENT TRSUT,JIND Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

BHAGWATI DEVI & ORS. Respondent(s)

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office

report)

WITH

S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 10838-10839 of 2010

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office
report)

S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 10867-10868 of 2010

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office
report)

S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 10916-10917 of 2010

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office
report)

S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 10964-10965 of 2010

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office
report)

S.L.P.(C)...CC NO. 11007-11008 of 2010

IA 1 (c/delay in filing SLP, c/delay in refiling SLP and office
report)

Date: 26/07/2010 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ASOK KUMAR GANGULY

For Petitioner(s) Ms. Anubha Agrawal, Adv.
Ms. Naresh Bakshi,Adv.

For Respondent(s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following

ORDER
2

These petitions are directed against the
orders passed by the Punjab and Haryana High Court
whereby the  writ petitions filed by the petitioner
against the enhanced compensation granted by the
Tribunal constituted under the Punjab Town Improvement
Act, 1922 (for short, "the Act") in lieu of acquisition
of the respondents’ land were dismissed. The

petitioner has also filed applications for condonation



of delay in filing of the special leave petitions.

We have heard learned  counsel for the
petitioner and perused the record. In our view, the
explanation given by the petitioner for condonation of
376 days delay is wholly unsatisfactory.

We are further of the view that the award
passed by the Tribunal was based on correct analysis of
the pleadings and evaluation of the evidence produced
by the parties and the High Court did not commit any
error by refusing to entertain the  petitioner’s
challenge.

The direction given by the High Court that
the amount paid to the respondents under Section 23(1-

A) of the Act may not be recovered also does not call
for interference under Article 136 of the Constitution.

The spegcial leave petitions are accordingly

dismissed on the ground of delay and also on merits.

(A.D. Sharma) (Phoolan Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master



