¢I TEM NO. 1 COURT NO. 5 SECTION | VB

SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).17187/2004

(From the judgenent and order dated 20/07/2004 in CW No. 17965/2001 of The H GH
COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT CHANDI GARH)

SARDAR SI NGH & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report )

Date: 31/01/2008 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE H. K. SENMA
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE MARKANDEY KATJU

For Petitioner(s)
M. Ravi ndra Bana, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
M. Sanjay Jain, Adv.

M. Arvind Kumar Qupta, AAG
M. Vikrant Bharowaj, Adv.
M. T.V.CGeorge, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

ORDER
Leave granted.
The appeal is dismssed in ternms of the signed order.
There shall be no orders as to costs.
(Sheet al Dhingra) (Anand Si ngh)
Court Master Court Master

[ Signed order is placed on the file]
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 913 CF 2008
[Arising out of SLP(C)No.17187 of 2004]

SARDAR S| NGH & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF HARYANA & ORS. Respondent ( s)



Leave granted.

In this appeal, Section 4 Notification was issued on 14/08/2000 for
acquiring the land for public purpose, namely to supply drinking water in Canal Based Water
Supply Schene. Challenge of the acquisition before the H gh Court was disnissed by the
H gh Court. This Court at SLP stage issued notice on 03/09/2004 on a contention of the

appel l ants that the Gram Panchayat land itself is available to satisfy their requirement and y
et

the appellants’ |and, who are agriculturists have been acquired by depriving their livelihood.
A counter affidavit has been filed by the State stating that the land of the appellants is

suitable for the public purpose and for which it is acquired after their subjective satisfacti
on of

the acquiring authority, and since | and has been acquired after the subjective satisfa
ction

of the authority, this Court should not

-2-
interfere. We are of the viewthat which land is suitable to be acquired is the authority to
deci de after subjective satisfaction and not for this Court to decide such issue. There is n
0

merit in this appeal. It is accordingly dismssed.

It is open to the appellants to nove an appropriate application before the
State authority and if it is found that the project has been conpleted and the purpose of
acqui sition has been achieved in the neantine, as contended by the counsel for the
appel l ants, an appropriate order may be passed.

There shall be no orders as to costs.

( MARKANDEY KATJU)

NEW DELHI ;
JANUARY 31, 2008



