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‭2‬

‭respondent‬ ‭HSVP‬ ‭is‬ ‭the‬ ‭autonomous‬ ‭body‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭state‬ ‭government‬ ‭and‬
‭follows the rules and regulation framed by the state government.‬

‭5.‬ ‭That‬‭in‬‭the‬‭present‬‭case‬‭the‬‭answering‬‭respondent‬‭cannot‬‭create‬‭policy‬‭with‬
‭respect‬ ‭to‬‭the‬‭cutting‬‭of‬‭trees‬‭in‬‭non‬‭notified‬‭areas.‬‭Hence,‬‭any‬‭information‬
‭or‬‭question‬‭with‬‭respect‬‭to‬‭the‬‭cutting‬‭of‬‭trees‬‭in‬‭non‬‭notified‬‭areas‬‭can‬‭only‬
‭be‬ ‭answerable‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭state‬ ‭government‬ ‭as‬ ‭well‬ ‭as‬ ‭Forest‬ ‭department‬ ‭and‬
‭other competent departments of the state government.‬

‭6.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭in‬ ‭question‬ ‭lies‬ ‭with‬ ‭the‬ ‭answering‬ ‭respondent‬‭and‬‭the‬‭same‬
‭was‬ ‭acquired‬ ‭vide‬ ‭notification‬ ‭issued‬ ‭Under‬ ‭section‬ ‭4‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬
‭Acquisition‬ ‭Act,‬ ‭1894‬ ‭dated‬ ‭30.12.2002‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭award‬ ‭was‬ ‭passed‬ ‭on‬
‭29.12.2004 Under Section 11 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894.‬

‭7.‬ ‭That‬‭the‬‭petitioner‬‭is‬‭the‬‭habitual‬‭of‬‭filing‬‭the‬‭litigation‬‭again‬‭and‬‭again‬‭and‬
‭after‬‭dismissal‬‭of‬‭his‬‭litigation‬‭by‬‭ht‬‭High‬‭Court‬‭of‬‭Punjab‬‭and‬‭Haryana‬‭and‬
‭the‬ ‭apex‬ ‭court,‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭has‬ ‭now‬ ‭cleverly‬ ‭moved‬ ‭the‬ ‭present‬
‭application‬ ‭under‬ ‭section‬‭14‬‭of‬‭the‬‭NGT‬‭Act,‬‭2010‬‭to‬‭harass‬‭the‬‭answering‬
‭respondent and to stop the development project on the land in question.‬

‭8.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭respondent‬ ‭no.‬ ‭5‬ ‭is‬ ‭submitting‬ ‭the‬ ‭following‬ ‭facts‬ ‭which‬ ‭are‬
‭required‬‭for‬‭the‬‭adjudication‬‭of‬‭the‬‭present‬‭case‬‭and‬‭to‬‭know‬‭the‬‭conduct‬‭of‬
‭the petitioner.‬

‭a.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭in‬‭question‬‭has‬‭been‬‭acquired‬‭fully‬‭in‬‭accordance‬‭with‬
‭the‬ ‭provisions‬ ‭contained‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Act.‬ ‭The‬
‭notification‬ ‭under‬ ‭section‬ ‭4‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Act,‬ ‭1894‬
‭amended‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭Central‬ ‭Act‬ ‭68‬ ‭of‬ ‭1984‬ ‭(hereinafter‬ ‭referred‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬
‭Act)‬ ‭was‬ ‭issued‬ ‭for‬ ‭land‬‭measuring‬‭632.28‬‭acres‬‭of‬‭village‬‭Para‬‭and‬
‭186.79‬ ‭of‬ ‭village‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭Tehsil‬ ‭&‬ ‭District‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭vide‬ ‭notification‬
‭no. LAC (F)- NTLA/2002/72 dated 1.1.2002.‬

‭b.‬ ‭The‬ ‭notification‬ ‭was‬ ‭published‬ ‭in‬ ‭two‬ ‭daily‬ ‭newspapers,‬ ‭one‬ ‭in‬
‭English‬‭“‬‭THE‬‭NATIONAL‬‭HERALD‬‭NEW‬‭DELHI”‬‭dated‬‭8.1.2002‬
‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭second‬ ‭in‬ ‭Hindi‬ ‭“HARI‬ ‭BHUMI”‬ ‭dated‬ ‭13.1.2002‬ ‭fully‬ ‭in‬
‭accordance‬ ‭with‬ ‭the‬ ‭provisions‬ ‭contained‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬
‭Act.‬ ‭The‬‭land‬‭was‬‭needed‬‭by‬‭the‬‭Government‬‭at‬‭the‬‭public‬‭expenses‬
‭for‬ ‭a‬ ‭public‬ ‭purpose‬ ‭namely‬ ‭for‬ ‭the‬ ‭development‬ ‭and‬ ‭utilisation‬ ‭of‬
‭land‬ ‭as‬ ‭Residential‬ ‭and‬ ‭Commercial‬ ‭in‬ ‭Sector-6‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭situated‬ ‭at‬
‭revenue‬ ‭estate‬ ‭Rohtak,‬ ‭Haryana.‬ ‭The‬ ‭substance‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭notification‬
‭under‬ ‭section‬‭4‬‭of‬‭the‬‭Act‬‭was‬‭also‬‭announced‬‭loudly‬‭by‬‭beating‬‭the‬
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‭3‬

‭empty‬ ‭drums‬ ‭on‬ ‭the‬‭sport‬‭and‬‭locality‬‭and‬‭the‬‭copy‬‭of‬‭the‬‭substance‬
‭was‬‭also‬‭pasted‬‭at‬‭various‬‭places‬‭such‬‭as‬‭office‬‭of‬‭the‬‭Director‬‭Urban‬
‭Estates‬ ‭Haryana‬ ‭Panchkula,‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Officer‬ ‭Urban‬ ‭Estates‬
‭Haryana‬ ‭Faridabad,‬ ‭Deputy‬ ‭Commissioner‬ ‭Faridabad‬ ‭and‬ ‭Halka‬
‭patwari office etc.‬

‭c.‬ ‭The‬ ‭land‬ ‭owners‬ ‭were‬ ‭given‬ ‭an‬ ‭opportunity‬‭to‬‭file‬‭objections‬‭Under‬
‭section‬ ‭5-A‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Act,‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭availed‬
‭the‬ ‭opportunity‬ ‭given‬ ‭to‬ ‭him‬ ‭and‬ ‭he‬ ‭filed‬ ‭the‬‭objections,‬‭because‬‭of‬
‭this‬ ‭he‬ ‭was‬ ‭given‬ ‭due‬ ‭opportunity‬ ‭of‬ ‭being‬ ‭heard.‬ ‭Accordingly‬ ‭the‬
‭report‬ ‭was‬ ‭sent‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭Govt.‬ ‭and‬ ‭after‬ ‭considering‬ ‭the‬ ‭matter‬ ‭and‬
‭resort‬ ‭of‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Collector,‬ ‭it‬ ‭was‬ ‭decided‬ ‭to‬ ‭acquire‬ ‭the‬
‭land‬‭of‬‭the‬‭petitioners.‬‭It‬‭is‬‭further‬‭submitted‬‭that‬‭some‬‭portion‬‭of‬‭the‬
‭land‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭is‬ ‭falling‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭Road‬ ‭area.‬ ‭It‬ ‭is‬ ‭relevant‬ ‭to‬
‭mention‬ ‭here‬ ‭that‬ ‭total‬ ‭land‬ ‭measuring‬ ‭255.64‬ ‭acres‬ ‭of‬ ‭village‬ ‭Para‬
‭and‬‭Rohtak‬‭has‬‭been‬‭left‬‭out‬‭from‬‭the‬‭acquisition‬‭U/s‬‭5A‬‭of‬‭the‬‭Land‬
‭Acquisition Act because of the constructed area.‬

‭d.‬ ‭Thereafter‬ ‭the‬ ‭declaration‬ ‭under‬ ‭section‬ ‭6‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬
‭Act‬ ‭of‬ ‭land‬ ‭measuring‬ ‭434.68‬ ‭acres‬ ‭area‬ ‭of‬‭Village‬‭Para‬‭and‬‭128.75‬
‭acres‬ ‭area‬ ‭of‬ ‭Village‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭vide‬ ‭notification‬ ‭no.‬
‭LAC(F)-NTLA/2002/128‬ ‭dated‬ ‭30.12.2002‬ ‭was‬ ‭issued‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬
‭appropriate‬ ‭authority‬ ‭fully‬ ‭in‬ ‭accordance‬ ‭with‬ ‭the‬ ‭provisions‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬
‭Act.‬ ‭The‬ ‭substance‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭notification‬ ‭under‬ ‭section‬ ‭6‬ ‭was‬ ‭also‬
‭published‬ ‭in‬ ‭two‬ ‭daily‬ ‭newspapers‬ ‭one‬ ‭in‬ ‭“HARI‬ ‭BHUMI”‬ ‭Hindi‬
‭dated‬ ‭8.1.2003‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭second‬ ‭“THE‬ ‭HINDU”‬ ‭in‬ ‭English‬ ‭dated‬
‭7.1.2003‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭copy‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭substance‬ ‭was‬ ‭also‬ ‭pasted‬ ‭at‬ ‭various‬
‭places‬ ‭as‬ ‭mentioned‬ ‭above.‬ ‭The‬ ‭substance‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭notification‬ ‭under‬
‭section‬ ‭6‬ ‭was‬ ‭also‬‭announced‬‭loudly‬‭by‬‭beating‬‭the‬‭empty‬‭drums‬‭on‬
‭the sport and in the locality.‬

‭e.‬ ‭As‬ ‭per‬ ‭the‬ ‭directions‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Government,‬ ‭resurvey‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭area‬ ‭was‬
‭conducted‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭report‬ ‭was‬ ‭sent‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭Govt.‬ ‭The‬ ‭Govt.‬ ‭again‬
‭decided‬ ‭to‬ ‭release‬ ‭the‬ ‭total‬ ‭area‬ ‭of‬ ‭25.36‬ ‭acres‬ ‭of‬ ‭village‬ ‭Para‬ ‭and‬
‭5.95‬‭acres‬‭of‬‭village‬‭Rohtak‬‭(Total‬‭31.31‬‭acres)‬‭because‬‭of‬‭blocks‬‭of‬
‭thickly‬ ‭populated‬ ‭area.‬ ‭Hence‬‭the‬‭acquisition‬‭proceedings‬‭were‬‭fully‬
‭carried‬‭out‬‭in‬‭accordance‬‭with‬‭the‬‭law‬‭of‬‭the‬‭land.‬‭No‬‭legal‬‭rights‬‭of‬
‭the petitioners have been infringed by the answering respondent.‬
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‭4‬

‭f.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭notices‬ ‭U/s‬ ‭9‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Act‬ ‭were‬ ‭issued‬ ‭on‬ ‭5.11.2004‬ ‭and‬
‭8.11.2004‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭owners‬ ‭for‬ ‭their‬ ‭claims.‬ ‭After‬ ‭considering‬ ‭the‬
‭individual‬ ‭claims‬ ‭on‬‭24.11.2004,‬‭the‬‭award‬‭for‬‭the‬‭acquisition‬‭of‬‭the‬
‭total‬ ‭land‬ ‭measuring‬ ‭532.12‬ ‭acres‬ ‭i.e.‬ ‭409.32‬ ‭acres‬ ‭of‬ ‭Village‬ ‭Para‬
‭and‬ ‭land‬ ‭measuring‬ ‭122.80‬ ‭acre‬ ‭of‬ ‭village‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭was‬ ‭announced‬
‭vide‬ ‭award‬ ‭No.‬‭5‬‭&‬‭6‬‭dated‬‭29.12.2004.‬‭The‬‭land‬‭owners‬‭have‬‭been‬
‭awarded‬ ‭fair‬ ‭and‬ ‭adequate‬ ‭compensation‬ ‭as‬ ‭per‬ ‭prevailing‬ ‭market‬
‭price‬‭and‬‭considering‬‭at‬‭length‬‭all‬‭the‬‭relevant‬‭factors,‬‭situations‬‭and‬
‭location‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭acquired‬ ‭land‬ ‭further‬ ‭on‬ ‭the‬ ‭recommendation‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬
‭Divisional‬ ‭level‬ ‭Evaluation‬ ‭Committee‬‭headed‬‭by‬‭the‬‭Commissioner‬
‭of‬‭Rohtak‬‭Division‬‭Rohtak‬‭in‬‭lieu‬‭of‬‭their‬‭land‬‭and‬‭the‬‭petitioner‬‭had‬
‭taken‬ ‭the‬ ‭compensation‬ ‭from‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭Acquisition‬ ‭Officer,‬ ‭the‬
‭possession‬ ‭had‬ ‭also‬ ‭been‬ ‭handed‬ ‭over‬ ‭to‬ ‭Estate‬ ‭Officer,‬ ‭HUDA‬ ‭on‬
‭29.12.2004‬ ‭except‬ ‭in‬ ‭those‬ ‭cases‬ ‭under‬ ‭which‬‭stay‬‭has‬‭been‬‭granted‬
‭by‬‭this‬‭Hon’ble‬‭High‬‭Court.‬‭The‬‭entry‬‭to‬‭his‬‭effect‬‭has‬‭been‬‭made‬‭in‬
‭the Rapat Rojnamcha.‬

‭g.‬ ‭It‬ ‭is‬ ‭further‬ ‭submitted‬ ‭that‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭measuring‬ ‭197.94‬ ‭acres‬ ‭was‬
‭released‬‭after‬‭award‬‭vide‬‭director’s‬‭letter‬‭dated‬‭3.11.2006.‬‭Because‬‭of‬
‭deserving‬ ‭houses,‬‭blocks‬‭of‬‭thickly‬‭populated‬‭area,‬‭samadhis,‬‭pocket‬
‭which‬ ‭could‬ ‭not‬ ‭be‬ ‭gainfully‬ ‭utlized‬ ‭by‬ ‭HUDA‬ ‭and‬ ‭with‬ ‭Structures‬
‭also.‬

‭h.‬ ‭The‬ ‭state‬ ‭Govt.‬ ‭has‬ ‭absolute‬ ‭right‬ ‭to‬ ‭acquire‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭needed‬ ‭for‬
‭public‬‭purpose.‬‭The‬‭land‬‭in‬‭dispute‬‭is‬‭also‬‭being‬‭acquired‬‭for‬‭serving‬
‭public‬‭purpose‬‭i.e.‬‭Commercial‬‭Sector-6‬‭Rohtak.‬‭The‬‭petitioners‬‭have‬
‭been‬ ‭awarded‬ ‭proper‬ ‭and‬ ‭adequate‬ ‭compensation‬ ‭as‬ ‭per‬ ‭prevailing‬
‭market price in lieu of their land.‬

‭i.‬ ‭That‬‭the‬‭award‬‭was‬‭announced‬‭on‬‭29.12.2004‬‭and‬‭the‬‭possession‬‭was‬
‭handed‬ ‭over‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭Estate‬ ‭Officer,‬ ‭HUDA‬ ‭on‬ ‭the‬ ‭same‬ ‭day.‬ ‭Except‬
‭those‬ ‭cases‬ ‭in‬ ‭which‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭High‬ ‭Court‬ ‭has‬ ‭granted‬ ‭the‬ ‭stay‬
‭dispossession.‬ ‭That‬ ‭it‬ ‭is‬ ‭pertinent‬ ‭to‬ ‭mention‬ ‭here‬‭that‬‭the‬‭petitioner‬
‭was‬‭paid‬‭Rs.‬‭1989085/-‬‭as‬‭compensation‬‭towards‬‭the‬‭acquisition‬‭and‬
‭the‬‭same‬‭was‬‭received‬‭by‬‭the‬‭petitioner‬‭vide‬‭cheque‬‭no.‬‭285871‬‭dated‬
‭09-02-2005.‬

‭j.‬ ‭That‬ ‭against‬ ‭the‬ ‭acquisition,‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭approached‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬
‭High‬ ‭Court‬ ‭of‬ ‭Punjab‬ ‭&‬ ‭Haryana‬ ‭for‬ ‭seeking‬ ‭quashing‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬
‭notification‬ ‭issued‬ ‭U/s‬ ‭4‬‭of‬‭the‬‭Land‬‭Acquisition‬‭Act,‬‭1894‬‭and‬‭also‬
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‭prays‬ ‭for‬ ‭the‬ ‭quashing‬ ‭of‬ ‭notification‬ ‭dated‬ ‭30.12.2002,‬ ‭notification‬
‭where‬ ‭of‬ ‭became‬ ‭issue‬ ‭U/s‬ ‭6‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭act‬ ‭of‬ ‭1894,‬ ‭Moreover,‬ ‭the‬
‭petitioner‬ ‭also‬ ‭seek‬ ‭the‬ ‭quashing‬ ‭of‬ ‭award‬ ‭dated‬ ‭29.12.2004,‬ ‭as‬
‭became‬ ‭passed‬ ‭U/s‬ ‭11‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭act‬ ‭of‬ ‭1894.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭High‬
‭Court‬ ‭vide‬ ‭order‬ ‭dated‬ ‭6th‬ ‭May,‬ ‭2024‬ ‭as‬ ‭dismissed‬‭the‬‭writ‬‭petition‬
‭with reasoning that :-‬

‭i.‬ ‭However,‬ ‭for‬ ‭the‬‭reasons‬‭to‬‭be‬‭assigned‬‭hereinafter,‬‭this‬‭court‬
‭does‬ ‭not‬ ‭find‬ ‭any‬ ‭merit‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭instant‬ ‭writ‬ ‭petition,‬ ‭thus‬ ‭is‬
‭constrained to dismiss the same.‬

‭ii.‬ ‭Initially,‬ ‭for‬ ‭the‬ ‭reason‬ ‭that‬ ‭the‬ ‭earlier‬ ‭writ‬ ‭petition‬ ‭bearing‬
‭No.‬ ‭CWP-19846-2004,‬ ‭whereins,‬ ‭also‬ ‭a‬ ‭ground‬ ‭of‬
‭discrimination‬ ‭became‬ ‭raised‬ ‭rather‬ ‭becoming‬ ‭dismissed.‬
‭Moreover,‬ ‭when‬ ‭the‬ ‭SLP‬ ‭bearing‬ ‭No.‬ ‭SLP‬ ‭(C)‬ ‭No.‬ ‭8113‬ ‭of‬
‭2011,‬ ‭as‬ ‭became‬ ‭directed‬ ‭against‬ ‭the‬ ‭said‬ ‭decision‬ ‭made‬ ‭on‬
‭CWP-19846-2004 also became dismissed.‬

‭iii.‬ ‭Consequently,‬ ‭the‬ ‭institution‬‭of‬‭the‬‭instant‬‭writ‬‭petition‬‭before‬
‭this‬ ‭court,‬ ‭thus‬ ‭with‬ ‭similar‬‭reliefs,‬‭and,‬‭causes‬‭of‬‭action‬‭also‬
‭similar‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭ones‬ ‭as‬ ‭carried‬‭in‬‭writ‬‭petition‬‭(supra),‬‭besides‬
‭when‬ ‭the‬ ‭parties‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭earlier‬ ‭writ‬‭petition‬‭and‬‭in‬‭the‬‭instant‬
‭one‬‭are‬‭also‬‭similar,‬‭there‬ ‭by‬‭the‬‭earlier‬‭makings‬‭of‬‭a‬‭binding‬
‭and‬ ‭conclusive‬ ‭verdict,‬ ‭thus‬‭on‬‭the‬‭earlier‬‭writ‬‭petition‬‭rather‬
‭makes‬ ‭the‬ ‭instant‬ ‭writ‬ ‭petition‬ ‭to‬ ‭be‬ ‭estopped‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭norm‬ ‭of‬
‭constructive res judicata.‬

‭iv.‬ ‭Secondarily,‬ ‭for‬ ‭the‬ ‭reason‬ ‭that‬ ‭the‬ ‭subject‬ ‭lands‬ ‭are‬ ‭an‬
‭integral‬ ‭component‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭layout‬ ‭plan,‬‭and,‬‭thereby‬‭this‬‭court‬
‭does‬ ‭not‬ ‭deem‬ ‭it‬ ‭fit,‬ ‭and,‬ ‭appropriate‬ ‭to‬ ‭tinker‬ ‭with‬ ‭the‬ ‭said‬
‭prepared‬‭layout‬‭plans‬‭by‬‭the‬‭Engineering‬‭cell‬‭of‬‭the‬‭acquiring‬
‭authority.‬ ‭Paramountly‬ ‭when‬‭therebys‬‭public‬‭interest‬‭becomes‬
‭promoted rather than ill individualistic interest‬

‭v.‬ ‭In aftermath, this court finds no merit in the instant petition,‬

‭k.‬ ‭That‬ ‭earlier,‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭year‬ ‭2008‬ ‭the‬ ‭similar‬ ‭case‬ ‭was‬ ‭decided‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬
‭Hon’ble‬ ‭High‬ ‭Court‬ ‭of‬ ‭Punjab‬ ‭&‬ ‭Haryana‬ ‭titled‬ ‭as‬ ‭Rajbir‬ ‭Singh‬
‭Versus‬ ‭State‬ ‭of‬ ‭Haryana‬ ‭&‬ ‭Ors.‬ ‭CWP‬ ‭7064‬ ‭of‬ ‭2008‬ ‭decided‬ ‭on‬
‭21.09.2023,‬‭Whereas‬‭the‬‭petitioner‬‭were‬‭seeking‬‭for‬‭the‬‭quashing‬‭for‬
‭the‬ ‭notification‬ ‭issued‬ ‭on‬ ‭1.1.2002‬ ‭and‬ ‭the‬ ‭award‬ ‭dated‬‭29.12.2004,‬
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‭6‬

‭but‬‭the‬‭Hon’ble‬‭High‬‭Court‬‭has‬‭dismissed‬‭the‬‭Civil‬‭Writ‬‭Petition‬‭and‬
‭on‬ ‭the‬ ‭same‬ ‭ground‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭High‬ ‭Court‬ ‭has‬ ‭dismissed‬ ‭the‬ ‭writ‬
‭petition of the petitioner.‬

‭l.‬ ‭That‬ ‭aggrieved‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭order‬ ‭of‬‭the‬‭Hon’ble‬‭High‬‭Court‬‭of‬‭Punjab‬‭&‬
‭Haryana,‬ ‭Rajbir‬ ‭Singh‬ ‭approached‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭(Apex‬ ‭Court)‬
‭Supreme‬ ‭Court‬ ‭of‬ ‭India,‬ ‭but‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭Supreme‬ ‭Court‬ ‭has‬ ‭also‬
‭dismissed‬ ‭the‬ ‭SLP‬ ‭(25243/‬ ‭2023)‬ ‭titled‬‭as‬‭Rajbir‬‭Singh‬‭Versus‬‭State‬
‭of‬‭Haryana‬‭vide‬‭order‬‭dated‬‭1.12.2023‬‭with‬‭the‬‭reasoning‬‭that‬‭“‬‭in‬‭our‬
‭considered‬‭view,‬‭no‬‭case‬‭of‬‭interference‬‭with‬‭the‬‭impugned‬‭judgment‬
‭dated‬ ‭21.09.2023‬ ‭passed‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭division‬ ‭bench‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭Punjab‬ ‭&‬
‭Haryana High Court at Chandigarh is made out”.‬

‭m.‬‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭has‬ ‭also‬ ‭moved‬ ‭the‬ ‭representation‬ ‭dated‬
‭23.11.2023‬ ‭before‬ ‭the‬ ‭zonal‬ ‭committee,‬ ‭Urban‬ ‭Estate‬ ‭Haryana,‬ ‭at‬
‭Panchkula‬ ‭for‬ ‭seeking‬ ‭release‬ ‭of‬ ‭their‬ ‭land‬ ‭falling‬ ‭in‬ ‭Khasra/‬ ‭Killa‬
‭No.‬‭41/‬‭7/‬‭2‬‭(3-8),‬‭8‬‭(8-0),‬‭13(8-0),‬‭18(8-0)‬‭measuring‬‭27‬‭K‬‭-‬‭8M‬‭by‬
‭resorting‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭policy‬ ‭of‬ ‭the‬ ‭State‬ ‭Govt.‬ ‭dated‬ ‭14.09.2018,‬ ‭on‬ ‭the‬
‭ground‬ ‭that‬ ‭the‬ ‭HSVP‬ ‭cannot‬ ‭utilise‬ ‭the‬ ‭Land‬ ‭in‬ ‭question‬ ‭as‬ ‭it‬ ‭has‬
‭become‬ ‭non‬ ‭essential‬ ‭/‬ ‭unviable.‬ ‭The‬ ‭Zonal‬ ‭Administrator,‬ ‭HSVP‬ ‭-‬
‭Additional‬ ‭Director,‬ ‭Urban‬ ‭Estate,‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭has‬ ‭dismissed‬ ‭the‬
‭representation‬ ‭made‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭with‬ ‭the‬ ‭detailed‬ ‭order‬ ‭dated‬
‭17.10.2023.‬

‭n.‬ ‭That‬ ‭after‬ ‭dismissing‬ ‭from‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭Apex‬ ‭Court,‬ ‭now‬ ‭the‬
‭petitioner‬ ‭approached‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭NGT‬ ‭with‬ ‭respect‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭dispute‬
‭pertaining‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭cutting‬ ‭of‬ ‭trees‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭non‬ ‭notified‬ ‭areas‬ ‭by‬
‭specifying‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭which‬ ‭is‬ ‭now‬ ‭under‬ ‭the‬ ‭possession‬ ‭answering‬
‭respondent.‬

‭o.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬ ‭issue‬ ‭pertaining‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭trees‬ ‭in‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭in‬ ‭question,‬
‭respondent‬ ‭submits‬ ‭that,‬ ‭the‬ ‭answering‬ ‭respondent‬ ‭is‬ ‭trying‬ ‭all‬ ‭the‬
‭possibilities‬ ‭to‬‭shift‬‭the‬‭trees‬‭from‬‭the‬‭land‬‭in‬‭question‬‭to‬‭some‬‭other‬
‭places.‬ ‭That‬ ‭as‬ ‭per‬ ‭the‬ ‭development‬ ‭plan‬ ‭the‬ ‭trees‬ ‭which‬‭are‬‭falling‬
‭and‬ ‭which‬ ‭are‬ ‭required‬ ‭to‬ ‭shift‬ ‭from‬ ‭one‬ ‭place‬ ‭to‬ ‭another‬ ‭the‬
‭answering‬‭respondents‬‭are‬‭making‬‭their‬‭best‬‭efforts.‬‭It‬‭is‬‭pertinent‬‭to‬
‭mention‬ ‭here‬ ‭that‬ ‭the‬ ‭Estate‬ ‭Officer‬ ‭HSVP‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭vide‬ ‭letter‬ ‭dated‬
‭20.10.2023‬ ‭issued‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬‭Administrator‬‭HSVP‬‭Rohtak‬‭with‬‭a‬‭request‬
‭to‬ ‭shift/‬ ‭cutting‬ ‭of‬ ‭tree‬ ‭plants‬ ‭from‬ ‭the‬ ‭subject‬ ‭cited‬ ‭land‬‭to‬‭free‬‭the‬
‭HSVP‬ ‭land‬ ‭from‬ ‭encroachment‬ ‭in‬ ‭compliance‬ ‭of‬‭Punjab‬‭&‬‭Haryana‬
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‭High‬ ‭Court,‬ ‭decision‬ ‭in‬ ‭CWP‬ ‭No.‬ ‭7064‬ ‭of‬ ‭2008.‬ ‭That‬ ‭vide‬ ‭letter‬
‭dated‬ ‭19.12.2023,‬ ‭the‬ ‭department‬ ‭of‬ ‭forest‬ ‭has‬ ‭replied‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭letter‬
‭dated‬ ‭23.11.2023‬ ‭issued‬ ‭by‬ ‭the‬ ‭Administrator‬ ‭HSVP‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭forest‬
‭department.‬ ‭That‬ ‭the‬‭department‬‭of‬‭Forest‬‭has‬‭replied‬‭that‬‭“‬‭the‬‭trees‬
‭falling‬ ‭under‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭in‬‭question‬‭at‬‭sector-6,‬‭Rohtak‬‭does‬‭not‬‭fall‬
‭under‬‭the‬‭jurisdiction‬‭of‬‭department‬‭of‬‭forest‬‭.‬‭Hence‬‭department‬‭of‬
‭forest‬ ‭cannot‬‭act‬‭with‬‭respect‬‭to‬‭the‬‭shifting/‬‭cutting‬‭of‬‭trees‬‭in‬‭the‬
‭land in question‬‭”.‬

‭That‬‭on‬‭30.01.2024,‬‭the‬‭Estate‬‭Officer,‬‭HSVP,‬‭Rohtak‬‭has‬‭also‬
‭requested‬ ‭the‬ ‭department‬ ‭of‬ ‭Horticulture‬ ‭HSVP,‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭and‬
‭requested‬ ‭to‬ ‭explore‬ ‭the‬ ‭possibilities/‬ ‭feasibility‬ ‭of‬ ‭shifting‬ ‭of‬ ‭trees‬
‭elsewhere.‬

‭That‬ ‭vide‬ ‭letter‬ ‭dated‬ ‭07.02.2024,‬ ‭Superintendent,‬
‭Administrator,‬ ‭HSVP,‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭has‬ ‭requested‬ ‭the‬ ‭executive‬ ‭engineer‬
‭HSVP,‬‭Horticulture‬‭Division‬‭for‬‭removal‬‭of‬‭Trees/Plants‬‭from‬‭the‬‭site‬
‭in‬‭question‬‭by‬‭following‬‭the‬‭due‬‭procedure‬‭of‬‭evaluation‬‭of‬‭pleas‬‭and‬
‭auction procedure.‬

‭That‬ ‭vide‬ ‭letter‬ ‭dated‬ ‭15.03.2024,‬ ‭a‬‭telephonic‬‭complaint‬‭was‬
‭received‬ ‭from‬ ‭RWA‬ ‭President,‬ ‭Sector-6,‬ ‭Rohtak‬ ‭regarding‬ ‭illegal‬
‭plantation‬ ‭in‬ ‭land‬ ‭involved‬ ‭in‬ ‭CW‬ ‭P7064‬ ‭of‬ ‭2008‬ ‭titled‬ ‭as‬ ‭Rajbir‬
‭Singh‬ ‭Versus‬ ‭State‬ ‭of‬ ‭Haryana‬ ‭&‬ ‭Ors.‬ ‭During‬ ‭the‬ ‭site‬ ‭visit‬ ‭on‬
‭13.03.2024,‬ ‭it‬ ‭was‬‭found‬‭that‬‭fresh‬‭plantation‬‭have‬‭been‬‭made‬‭by‬‭an‬
‭old‬ ‭land‬ ‭owners.‬ ‭It‬ ‭is‬ ‭pertinent‬ ‭to‬ ‭mention‬ ‭here‬ ‭that‬ ‭old‬ ‭owners‬ ‭are‬
‭illegally‬ ‭encroaching‬ ‭the‬ ‭land‬ ‭by‬ ‭planting‬ ‭new‬ ‭plants‬ ‭and‬ ‭are‬ ‭not‬
‭vacating‬ ‭the‬ ‭encroached‬ ‭land.‬ ‭Copy‬ ‭of‬ ‭photographs‬ ‭are‬ ‭already‬
‭attached.‬

‭That‬‭due‬‭to‬‭the‬‭act‬‭of‬‭illegal‬‭encroachment‬‭by‬‭the‬‭old‬‭owners,‬
‭the‬ ‭answering‬ ‭respondent‬ ‭(EO-HSVP,‬ ‭Rohtak)‬ ‭vide‬ ‭letter‬ ‭dated‬
‭15.03.2024‬ ‭has‬ ‭requested‬ ‭the‬ ‭deputy‬ ‭Superintendent‬ ‭of‬ ‭Police‬
‭(HQ-Rohtak)‬‭to‬‭take‬‭appropriate‬‭legal‬‭action‬‭against‬‭trespassing‬‭upon‬
‭HSVP‬ ‭land‬‭in‬‭question‬‭along‬‭with‬‭violation‬‭of‬‭orders‬‭of‬‭the‬‭Hon’ble‬
‭High Court of Punjab & Haryana, and Supreme Court.‬

‭9.‬ ‭That‬ ‭due‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭illegal‬ ‭acts‬ ‭of‬ ‭petitioner‬ ‭as‬ ‭well‬ ‭as‬ ‭old‬ ‭owners‬ ‭are‬
‭continuously‬‭creating‬‭a‬‭problem‬‭to‬‭the‬‭answering‬‭respondent‬‭for‬‭delivery‬‭of‬
‭possession‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭allottees‬ ‭by‬ ‭making‬ ‭frivolous‬ ‭cases‬ ‭to‬ ‭the‬ ‭Hon’ble‬ ‭High‬
‭Court‬ ‭as‬ ‭well‬ ‭as‬ ‭Supreme‬ ‭Court‬ ‭and‬ ‭after‬ ‭dismissing‬ ‭from‬ ‭the‬ ‭apex‬ ‭court,‬
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA AT

CHANDIGARH

 CWP-20329-2011 (O&M)
Reserved on: 15.04.2024
Date of Decision : May 06, 2024

SUKHBIR SINGH

...Petitioner

V/S

STATE OF HARYANA AND OTHERS

...Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SURESHWAR THAKUR
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE LALIT BATRA

Present : Mr. Raghav Gulati, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Ankur Mittal, Addl. AG Haryana with 
Mr. P.P. Chahar, Sr. DAG, Haryana.

Mr. Vikas Chatrath, Advocate 
for the respondents No.7(i) to (iii).

***

SURESHWAR THAKUR, J.

1. Through the instant  writ  petition,  the petitioner prays for  the

quashing of the notification issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act, 1894 (hereinafter referred to as “the Act of 1894”), (Annexure P-2),

and, also prays for the quashing of notification dated 30.12.2002 (Annexure

P-4), notification whereof became issued under Section 6 of the Act of 1894

Moreover, the petitioner also seeks the quashing of award dated 29.12.2004

(Annexure P-5), as became passed under Section 11 of the Act of 1894.

2. The brief facts of the case are that as per jamabandi for the year

2000-01, the petitioner is  the owner in cultivating possession of the land
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falling in Khasra/Killa No.70//17/2, 17/3, 17/4, 24/1/1/1, 24/1/12, 24/2/1/1

and Killa No.41//7/2,  8,  13 and 18,  situated within the revenue estate of

village Para, Tehsil and District Rohtak,. He has constructed a house in the

said  colony and the  same has  electricity  and sewerage  connections.  The

roads of the colony were initially constructed and developed by the Haryana

Urban Development Authority, and, thereafter by the Municipal Committee,

Rohtak.

3. That the State Government vide notification issued on 1.1.2002

under  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  1894,  thus  acquired  the  lands  for  public

purposes,  namely  for  development  and  utilization  of  the  land  for

commercial,  Sector-6,  Rohtak  under  the  Haryana  Urban  Development

Authority. The land of the petitioner also falls under this notification.

4. That in the month of June 2002, the Government of Haryana

has taken a decision to regularize unauthorized colonies, whereins, 50% of

the  houses  had  already  been  constructed.  Accordingly,  vide  letter  dated

20.09.2002,  issued  by  the  office  of  Director,  Urban  Development

Department to Executive Officer/Secretary, Municipal Committee, Rohtak,

Jasbir Colony along with other 41 colonies were regularized.

5. That after the publication of notification issued under Section 4

of the Act of 1894, the petitioner filed objections under Section 5-A of the

Act  of  1894,  which  were  received  in  the  office  of  the  respondents.  In

pursuance  to  the  objections  became  submitted  by  the  petitioner,  he  was

afforded an opportunity of personal hearing. However, till date the decision

taken on the objections has not been communicated to the petitioner, which

prima facie shows that no decision has been yet made thereons.
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6. In pursuance to the notification issued under Section 4 of the

Act of 1894, a declaration was issued under Section 6 of the Act of 1894, on

dated 30.12.2002, whereins, the lands of the petitioner was found mentioned

despite the fact that the area belonging to the petitioner was a constructed

area. Subsequently, an award dated 29.12.2004 was passed under Section 11

of the Act of 1894.

7. That  the  petitioner  through  his  filing  writ  petition  bearing

No.CWP-19846-2004, had rather earlier approached this Court for the same

relief. Other aggrieved persons had also approached this Court against the

same acquisition proceedings. In the earlier writ petition (supra), the ground

of  challenge  was  discrimination  on  the  basis  of  the  fact  that  the  State

Government had ordered for re-survey of the area, and, subsequently certain

lands had been released rather on adoption of a pick and choose policy. It

was  further  mentioned  that  as  per  re-survey  report,  there  was  a  small

construction over an area of 4x4 in the shape of Smadh on the entire one

acre of land in Khasra No.71/24, recorded in the name of Vikalp School,

and, the said land was released from acquisition. The writ petition (supra),

came up for hearing before this Court, and, the same was dismissed vide

order dated 6.10.2010 on the basis of a decision rendered in CWP-111-2005.

8. That the petitioner challenged the order dated 6.10.2010, passed

by this Court, through his filing SLP(C) No.8113 of 2011 before the Hon’ble

Apex Court, but the same was also dismissed vide order dated 4.4.2011.

SUBMISSIONS  OF  THE  LEARNED  COUNSEL  FOR  THE
PETITIONER

9. That the petitioner is also aggrieved against the action of the

respondents in adopting a pick and choose policy in releasing lands. Learned
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counsel for the petitioner submits, that not only vacant lands or agricultural

lands  have  been  released  from  acquisition  proceedings,  but  also  lands

belonging to those persons, who are similarly situated with the petitioner,

and, whose writ petitions became dismissed by this Court, as well as by the

Hon’ble Apex Court, thus have been ordered to be released.

REASONS FOR THE REJECTING THE SUBMISSIONS

10. However, for the reasons to be assigned hereinafter, this Court

does not find any merit in the instant writ petition, thus is constrained to

dismiss the same.

11. Initially,  for  the  reason  that  the  earlier  writ  petition  bearing

No.CWP-19846-2004,  whereins,  also  a  ground of  discrimination  became

raised  rather  becoming  dismissed.  Moreover,  when  the  SLP  bearing

No.SLP(C) No.8113 of 2011, as became directed against the said decision

made on CWP-19846-2004 also became dismissed.

12. Consequently, the institution of the instant writ petition before

this Court, thus with similar reliefs, and, causes of action also similar to the

ones as carried in writ petition (supra),besides when the parties in the earlier

writ  petition  and in  the  instant  one are  also  similar,  therebys  the  earlier

makings of a binding and conclusive verdict, thus on the earlier writ petition

rather  makes  the  instant  writ  petition  to  be  estopped  by  the  norm  of

constructive res judicata.

13. Secondarily, for the reason that the subject lands are an integral

component of the layout plan, and, thereby this Court does not deem it fit,

and,  appropriate  to  tinker  with  the  said  prepared  layout  plans  by  the
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Engineering Cell  of  the  Acquiring Authority.  Paramountly when therebys

public interest becomes promoted rather than ill individualistic interest.

14. In aftermath, this Court finds no merit in the instant petition,

and,  is  constrained  to  dismiss  the  same.  Hence,  the  instant  petition  is

dismissed.

15. The miscellaneous application(s),  if  any,  is/are,  also disposed

of.

           (SURESHWAR THAKUR)
   JUDGE

06.05.2024       (LALIT BATRA)
Ithlesh       JUDGE
 Whether speaking/reasoned:- Yes/No

Whether reportable: Yes/No
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Rajbir Singh .....Petitioner

Versus

State of Haryana and others       ....Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SURESHWAR THAKUR
                  HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDEEP TIWARI 

Argued by: Mr. Akshay Bhan, Senior Advocate assisted by 
Mr. Harsh Vasu Gupta, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Ankur Mittal, Addl. A.G., Haryana with 
Mr. Pardeep Prakash Chahar, Sr. DAG, Haryana.

Mr. Vikas Chatrath, Advocate
for respondents No. 3 to 7.

        ****

SURESHWAR THAKUR  , J.   

1. A notification  under  Section  4  of  the  Land Acquisition  Act,

1894 (for short ‘the Act of 1894’) became issued on 1.1.2002 (Annexure

P-2).   The  said  notification  was  succeeded  by  a  declaration  made  on

31.12.2002, under Section 6 of the Act of 1894 (Annexure P-4).  An award

in terms of Section 11 of the Act of 1894 was made on 29.12.2004.

2. The validity(ies)  of  the above respectively made notification,

declaration,  and,  the  award  (supra)  are  challenged  through  the  instant

petition.

Submission of the learned senior counsel for the petitioner

3. The learned senior counsel for the petitioner, has challenged,GURPREET SINGH
2023.09.22 16:45
I attest to the accuracy and
authenticity of this order/judgement
Chandigarh
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the above drawn proceedings, inter alia on the ground, that the respondents

concerned, practicing invidious discrimination, inasmuch as theirs releasing

the  lands  of  similarly  situated  land  losers  concerned,  whereas,  the

respondents concerned, neither exempting nor releasing the acquired estates

of the present petitioners.

Reason for rejecting the above argument

4. Though,  the  learned  senior  counsel  for  the  petitioner  has

vehemently argued for nullification of the above drawn motions, under the

Act of  1894, but  the said vigorous address made before this  Court,  thus

warrants its becoming rejected.

5. The reason for drawing the above conclusion, stems from the

factum, that the petitioner had earlier instituted CWP No. 11191 of 2007,

whereby a challenge was laid to the statutory motions,  as became drawn

under the Act of 1894.  However,  through a decision made thereons,  on

26.7.2007, this Court in the relevant paragraph of the verdict (supra), para

whereof stands extracted hereinafter, had rather nullified the challenge made

to the motions drawn under the Act of 1894.

“Petitioner is permitted to make a representation to the first

respondent  within  a  period  of  two  weeks  from  the  date  of

receipt of certified copy of this order.  It is made clear that if

any  such  representation  is  made  by  the  petitioner,  first

respondent is directed to consider and dispose of the same, if it

is  permissible,  in  accordance  with  law  within  eight  weeks

thereafter.”

6. The impact thereof, is that, thereby the petitioner but becomes

estopped to raise a challenge to the validity of the statutory motions (supra),

as  became drawn under  the Act  of  1894.  Resultantly,  the said challenge
GURPREET SINGH
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appertaining to the validity of the drawing of the statutory motions (supra),

at the instance of the petitioner, does but completely staggered.

7. Be that as it may, since the petitioner in the earlier writ petition

(supra), had claimed parity with the other land losers concerned, qua whom

the  respondents  concerned,  had  made  exemptions  or  releases  of  their

respective acquired lands.  Resultantly for facilitating the petitioner to make

a grievance before the competent authority concerned, he was thus permitted

to raise a representation.

8. The  representation,  as  moved  by  the  present  petitioner  was

rejected  through  an  order  drawn  on  11.10.2007  (Annexure  P-11).   The

reasons for rejecting the said representation inter alia becomes founded on

the  grounds,  as  mentioned  in  the  relevant  para,  para  whereof  becomes

extracted hereinafter.

“x x x x

The land in question was vacant at the time of acquisition and

continues to be so even today.   The land was acquired vide

award  dated  29.12.2004  and  possession  of  the  same  stands

handed over to HUDA.  I have further gone through the record

relating to release of land falling under Khasra No. 41/16.  The

same was released due to existing Samadhi located on the land

whereas the land of the petitioner was vacant.  The petitioner

has himself admitted that he had planted polar and teak trees in

the land.  Hence, it is evident that no construction of any type

existed on the land.  There is no policy to release vacant land at

any stage of acquisition.  Only built-up structures or clusters of

houses are released to avoid hardship to the land owners.  As

far  as  other  structure/land  released  from  acquisition  is

concerned,  the  Government  had taken  a  decision  to  exclude

these areas because they were thickly populated.  Hence, there

is no question of pick and choose in releasing the land.”GURPREET SINGH
2023.09.22 16:45
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9. Though,  the  learned  senior  counsel  argues,  that  the  above

assigned reasons are lacking in keenest application of mind to the subject

matter concerned.

10. However, in view of its becoming openly pronounced, in the

above extracted reasons rather declining the petitioner’s claim for release or

exemption of  his  acquired  land,  that  his  land was vacant  at  the  time of

acquisition.   Therefore,  when it  is  further  voiced in  the  above declining

reasons, that there is no policy to release the vacant land at any stage of

acquisition,  whereas,  there  is  a  policy  only  for  releasing  the  built-up

structures or cluster of houses.  Resultantly, when in terms of the policy

(supra),  there  occurs  an  interdiction  against  the  release  of  the  present

petitioner’s vacant lands from acquisition.   Consequently, in case the vacant

lands  of  the  petitioner  are  released,  or  are  exempted  from  acquisition,

thereby breach would be caused to the relevant policy.

11. Bearing in mind the limited relief (supra), as became granted to

the petitioner in his earlier writ petition bearing CWP No. 11191 of 2007.

Moreover,  when the respondent concerned,  took to reject  the petitioner’s

representation,  as became moved by him, before the competent  authority

concerned, thus in terms of the liberty assigned to him in the order (supra),

made by this Court. Therefore, when for reasons (supra), the declining order,

as made upon the apposite representation, thus has been concluded to be

well  informed.  In  consequence,  the  instant  writ  petition,  whereby,  a

challenge is  thrown to the said declining order,  made on the petitioner’s

representation, does not require any interference being made by this Court.

Final Order

12. In  summa,  this  Court  does  not  find  any merit  in  the  instantGURPREET SINGH
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petition, and, is constrained to dismiss it.  Accordingly, the instant petition is

dismissed.  The impugned annexures are maintained and affirmed.

13. The pending application(s), if any, is/are also disposed of.

 (SURESHWAR THAKUR)
                  JUDGE

    (KULDEEP TIWARI)
          JUDGE

September 21, 2023      
Gurpreet

Whether speaking/reasoned : Yes/No
Whether reportable : Yes/No
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