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ITEM NO.15                       COURT NO.6                   SECTION IVB

                S U P R E M E       C O U R T   O F    I N D I A
                                 RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil)....../2011
                                                   (CC 16592/2011)
(From the judgement and order(s) in 25/04/2011 and 19/08/2011 in
CWP No.16868/1990 and in RA No.244/2011 in CWP No.16868/1990 of The
HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDIGARH)

VIJAY KUMAR KATYAL & ANR                                        Petitioner(s)

                     VERSUS

STATE OF HARYANA & ANR                                          Respondent(s)

With I.A.1 (C/delay in filing SLP)

Date: 01/11/2011        This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SUDHANSU JYOTI MUKHOPADHAYA

For Petitioner(s)          Mr.Ranjeet Kumar, Sr.Adv.
                           Mr.Sanjeev Kumar, Adv.
                           Mr. Venkateswara Rao Anumolu,Adv.

For Respondent(s)

             UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                                 O R D E R

           Delay condoned.

           These        petitions   are       directed   against    orders     dated

25.04.2011 and 19.08.2011 by which the Division Bench of the Punjab

and   Haryana    High    Court   dismissed      the   writ   petition   and   review

application      filed     by    the   petitioners       for    challenging      the

acquisition of their land.

           We have heard Shri Ranjeet Kumar, learned senior counsel

appearing for the petitioners at some length and perused the record

including the map (Annexure P-22) and are satisfied that the orders
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under challenge do not suffer from any legal infirmity warranting

interference under Article 136 of the Constitution.

          The special leave petitions are accordingly dismissed.

          However,     it     is   made       clear   that   in   terms    of   the

undertaking given by the respondents, the temple constructed on the

land   acquired   by   them    shall      be    maintained   by   the     concerned

authorities.



   (Satish K.Yadav)                                      (Phoolan Wati Arora)
     Court Master                                           Court Master


