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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).9625-9637/2008

(From the judgenent and order dated 23/08/2006 in FAO No. 36/1988 &
FAO No. 37/1988, 38/1988, 39/1988, 40/ 1988, 41/ 1988, 42/1988,
43/ 1988, 48/1988, 49/1988, 61/1988, 62/1988 & 63/1988 of The H GH
COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

UOol. & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
GURDI T & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)
WTH SLP(C) NO 12672-12674 of 2008
(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)

Date: 14/11/2011 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. S| NGHVI
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE SUDHANSU JYOTI MJUKHOPADHAYA

For Petitioner(s) Mohan Parasaran, ASG

Rekha Pandey, Adv.

Vi mal a Si nha, Adv.

J. K. Mshra, Adv.

B. Krishna Prasad, Adv. (Not present)
For Respondent (s) S.M Sarin, Adv.

P.N. Puri, Adv. (Not present)

Sanj eev Mal hotra , Adv
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Yash Pal Dhingra, Adv.(Not present)

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER
These petitions are directed against the judgnent of
Punjab and Haryana H gh Court whereby the deternination of
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compensati on made by t he arbitrator in respect of t he
respondent s’ | and, whi ch was requi sitioned under t he

Requi si tioning and Acquisition of |Imovable Property Act,

1952 (for short, 'the Act’) was dismissed and the award of
sol atium and interest was upheld on the ground that there
was 16 years’ delay in the appointnment of arbitrator.

At the threshold of hearing, the | earned Additiona
Solicitor General fairly stated that the issue raised in
these petitions stands deci ded agai nst the petitioners by a
two Judge Bench in Dilawar Singh & others vs. Union of India
& others (2010) 12 SCR 1059.

We have carefully perused the record and have al so
gone through the judgnent in Dilawar Singh s case. I n our



view, the special |eave petitions are liable to be disnissed
because no expl anation was given by the petitioners for 16
years’ delay in the appointnment of the arbitrator. As
matter of fact, the arbitrator was appointed only after the
Hi gh Court issued a direction in that regard.
W may add that the view taken in Dilawar Singh's
case is simlar to the one taken about 15 years ago in Union
of India vs. Alaib Singh & others (1996) 9 SCC 638.

The speci al | eave petitions are, accordi ngly,
di smi ssed.
The interim orders passed by this Court st and

aut onmati cal |l y vacat ed.
The petitioners shall now pay the amount due to the
respondents within a period of three nonths from today.

(Parveen Kr. Chaw a) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master



