| TEM NO 31 COURT NO. 10 SECTI ON | VB

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (CGivil) No(s).20220/2011

(From the judgenent and order dated 03/02/2011 in CAP No. 8654/2010
of The HI GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

HUKAM CHAND & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)
W TH

SLP(C) NO 20303 of 2011

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

Dat e: 09/08/2011 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM : HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. SI NGHVI
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE H. L. DATTU

For Petitioner(s) M. S. S. Shanshery, Adv.
M. Bhupender Yadav, Adv.
Ms. Asha Kochar, Adv.
Ms. Ruchi Kohl i, Adv.

[in SLP( C) No. 20220/ 2011]

M. Siddharth Mttal, Adv.
Dr. (Ms.) Vipin Gupta
[in SLP(C)No.20303/2011]

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
SLP( C) No. 20220/ 2011:
Lear ned counsel for t he petitioners ar gued

that even though his clients had raised construction

much before the issue of notification under section 4

of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, the High Court did

not take cogni zance of this fact and dismissed the wit

petition ignoring that the State Government has franed

2

a policy not to acquire the I and on which construction

had been made before initiation of t he acquisition

pr oceedi ngs.
I ssue notice on the special |eave petition as
al so on the prayer for interimrelief, returnable in

ei ght weeks. Dasti, in addition, is permtted.
In the meanwhile, the parties shall maintain
status quo, as it is obt ai ni ng t oday. Thi s

necessarily nean that neither party shall change the
present character of the property nor alienate the sane
to any other person in any nanner whatsoever.

It shall be the duty of the petitioners to

serve t he respondents, within ei ght weeks, failing

whi ch t he interim or der passed t oday shal |
aut omati cal |l y vacat ed.



SLP( C) No. 20303/ 2011:

Lear ned counsel for t he petitioner
t hat even t hough his client had raised construction
nmuch before issue of notification under section 4 of
the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, the High Court declined
to order release of his |and sinply because the Land
Acqui sition Oficer had not made reconmendation to that
ef fect.

I ssue notice on the special |eave petition as
al so on the prayer for interimrelief, returnable in

ei ght weeks. Dasti, in addition, is pernitted.
In the meanwhile, the parties shall naintain
st at us quo, as it is obt ai ni ng t oday. Thi s

necessarily nean that neither party shall change the
present character of the property nor alienate the sane
to any other person in any nanner whatsoever.
It shall be the duty of the petitioner to
serve t he respondents, within ei ght weeks,
3

whi ch t he interim order passed t oday shal | st and
aut onmati cal |l y vacat ed.
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