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ACT:

Land Acqui si ti‘on Act , 1894- Secti on 4(1) - - Wet her
substance of the notification is published.in the localities
concerned or not is preeminently a matter of fact and not of
I aw.

%

Land Acquisition Act, 1894-Section 3--Public purpose--
Devel opment and industrialisation of land is . a public
pur pose and not a profiteering venture.

Pl eadi ngs-- Pl eadi ngs under Civil Procedure Code and a
wit petition or counter affidavit are different--1n  plaint
or witten statement facts are to be pleaded but in wit
petition facts and evidence in proof thereof is also to be
pl eaded. Point of |aw should be substantiated by facts--The
facts nust be pleaded and proved by evidence which nust
appear fromwit petition or counter affidavit--1f not so
done Court will not entertain that point.

HEADNOTE:

The State of Haryana t hrough Haryana Urban Devel opnent
Aut hority (HUDA) acquired some |and under t he | and
Acqui si tion Act for the purpose of devel opnent and
utilisation of that land for industrial purposes of Gurgaon
under the Haryana Urban Devel opnent Authority Act, 1977. The
appel lants herein filed wit petitions in the H gh  Court
challenging the wvalidity of the acquisition of Iland, The
H gh Court dismssed the wit petitions. Hence “the wit
petitioners filed these appeals by special |I|eave. | .Sonme
other affected persons also filed wit petitions in  this
Court Dismssing all the appeals and the wit petitions.
this Court,

HELD: The first ground of attack to the acquisition that
the sub-stance of the notification under section 4(1) of the
Act has not been published in the locality of the land said
to be acquired is without any foundation. Wether the
substance of the notification was published or not is pre-
emnently a question of fact. It is apparent from the
statement nmade in paragraph 8 of the affidavit in reply of
the land Acquisition Collector that the substance of the
notification was published in the concerned localities. It
is further stated in the affidavit that pursuant such
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publication, 157 of the land owners filed objections to the
proposed acquisition. This fact has not been disputed by the
appel lants. In view of these facts the first ground of
attack is wthout any foundati on what soever. [1054D E]

The second ground of attack was that the sol e purpose of
the acquisition was for a profiteering venture of the
Government to acquire |land at nominal price and then to re-
sale the sanme at a high profit Reliance was placed on an
application for intervention filed in this matter by Haryana
State Industrial Devel opment Corporation (HSIDQC) whi ch
showed that HUDA sold the land to HSIDC at a very high price
paid by HSIDC out of the anpbunts received from intended
allottees/entrepreneurs. In-.the opinion of this Court the
facts stated in the application of the HSI DC do not, support
the contention of the appellants. It is true that, as stated
in the said application, HSIDC paid a sumof Rs. 1.74 crores
to HUDA, = but® nothing turns out on that. The Iland was
acquired ' by the Governnent for the purpose of devel opnent
and industrialisation. The Governnent can do it itself or
through other agencies. In the instant case, the land was
acquired at the instance of HUDA and, thereafter, HUDA had
transferred the same to HSIDC. It is not that the |land was
transferred in the same condition as it was acquired. But,
we are told by the learned Counsel appearing on behalf of
HUDA and HSIDC that before transferring, HUDA had nmade
external devel opnments incurring considerable cost and HSIDC
in its turn has made various internal developments and in
this way the | and has been fully devel oped and nade fit for
industrialisation. Thus, there was no notive for  HUDA to
nmake any profit. [1058E-H, 1059A]

The "Public purpose" in question is developnment and
i ndustrialisation of the acquired land. The appel |l ants have
not challenged the said public purpose. In the absence of
any such challenge it does not lie in the nouth of the
appellants to contend that the acquisition was nerely a
profiteering venture by the State Governnment through Haryana
Urban Devel opnment Authority. Even assuming that® HUDA has

made sonme profit, that will not in any way affect the public
purpose for which the |and was acquired and the acquisition
will not be liable for any challenge on that ground. [1059B-
D]

Arnold Rodricks v. State of Maharashtra, AIR 1966 SC
1788, referred to.

Wien a point which is ostensibly a point of “law i6
required to be substantiated by facts, the party raising the
point, if heis the wit petitioner, nmust plead and prove
such facts by evidence which nust appear from the ‘wit
petition and if he is the respondent from the counter-
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affidavit. |If the facts are not pleaded or the evidence in
support of such facts is not annexed to the wit petition or
to the counter-affidavit, as the case may be, the Court wll
not entertain the point. [1059F-QF

There is a distinction between a pl eadi ng under the Code
of Cvil Procedure and a wit petition or a counter-
affidavit. Wiile in a pleading, that is, a plaint or a
witten statement, the facts and not evidence are required
to be pleaded, in a wit petition or in the counter-
affidavit not only the facts but also the evidence in proof
of such facts have to be pl eaded and annexed to it. [1059G

The contention of the appellants that the acquisition is
for HSIDC which is a ‘conpany’ within the neaning of section
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3(e) of the Act and, accordingly, the acquisitionis invalid
for the non-conpliance with the provisions of Part-111 of
the Act is untenable. In the notification wunder section
4(1), it has been clearly stated that the developnment and
industrialisation of the acquired |and would be nade under
the Haryana Devel opnent Authority Act, 1977 by HUDA. It is,
therefore, manifestly clear that HUDA was the acquiring
authority and not HSIDC. It is for HUDA to develop the |and
fully either by itself or by any other agency or agenci es.
HUDA has transferred the land to HSIDC for the purpose of
devel opnent and allotment to various persons. It is too nuch
to say that as HUDA has transferred the acquired land to
HSIDC, the latter is the acquiring authority. [1060B-D]

The contention that  the petitioners have been
discrimnated inasnuch as the Iand of other persons in the
village has not been acquired is wthout any substance
what soever. The CGovernment w |l acquire only that amount of
 and which is necessary and suitable for the public purpose
in question. The land belonging to the petitioners have been
acqui red ‘obvi ously considering the sane as suitable for the
public purpose. [1061D

JUDGVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE/ORIG NAL JURI SDI CTI'ON:. Civil Appeal No
1193 of 1984 and 572-573 of 1985.

From the Judgnent and Order dated 12.10.1983 of the
Punj ab and Haryana Hi gh Court in CWP. Nos. 1659, 1777 and
1659 of 1983.

Wit Petition (C Nos. 11106-27 of 1984.

PG NO 1053

(Under Article 32 of the Constitution of |ndia)

UR Lalit, D. N Goburdhan and Pankaj Kalra for the
Appel | ant s.

R N. Sachthey, D.S. Tewatia, Anip Sachthey and  Mahabir
Si ngh for the Respondents.

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

DUTT, J. In these appeals and wit petitions, the
appel l ants and the petitioners have challenged the wvalidity
of the acquisition of their land by the State of Haryana
under the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, hereinafter referred
to as ‘the Act’, for a public purpose, nanely, for the
devel opnent and utilisation of land for industrial~ purpose
at @Qurgaon under the Haryana Urban Developrment Authority
Act, 1977 by the Haryana Urban Devel opnent  Authority (for
short HUDA). Although, both in the appeals and in the wit
petitions the validity of acquisition has been | challenged,
we propose to deal with the appeals first.

The appeals are directed against the judgnents of the
Punj ab & Haryana Hi gh Court dism ssing the wit petitions of
the Appellants questioning the validity of the acquisition
of their land and praying for the quashing of such
acqui sition.

The first ground of attack to the acquisition, as urged
by M. Lalit, the | earned Counsel appearing on behal f of the
appellants in GCvil Appeal No. 1193 of 1984, is the non-
publication of the substance of the notification under
section 4(1) of the Act in the locality of the and sought
to be acquired It is true that section 4(1) enjoins that the
Col I ector shall cause public notice of the substance of the
notification to be given at convenient places in the
locality. It is however, preeminently a question of fact.
The allegation of the appellants as to the non-publication
of the notification under section 4(1), as nade in the wit
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petition before the Hi gh Court, was enphatically denied and
disputed in paragraph 8 of the affidavit in opposition
affirmed by the Land Acquisition Collector Paragraph 8 reads
as follows:

"8 In reply to para 8 of the wit petition. it is
submitted that the avernments of the petitioners are wong
and denied. The publicity of the substance of the
notification was nmde in concerned locality of village
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Dundahera on 6th July, 1981 through Shri Chhattar Singh
Chowki dar with |oud voice and beating of enpty tin. The
report exists in Roznantha Vakyati at Serial No. 519 dated
6.7.1981. Simlarly, the publicity was nade in concerned
locality of village Ml ahera through Shri Surjan Singh
Chowki dar with [oud voice and beat of enpty tin (Kanaster).
A report to this effect exists in Roznanctha Vakyati at
Serial No. 520 dated 6:7 1981. The publicity was made on
this very day on which the notification was issued. In
response /to this publicity 157 | and-owners filed objection
applicati'ons which clearly shows that due publicity was made
in the —concerned |locality and the avernments of t he
petitioners are wong, basel ess and hence denied."

It is apparent fromthe statement nmade in paragraph 8
that the substance of the notification under section 4(1)
was published in/ the concerned localities of villages
Dundahera and Ml ahera. It is, however, urged on behal f of
the appellants that it was not at all~ possible to nmake
entries in the Roznantha as to the publication of the
notification wunder  section 4(1) on the sane day it was
published in both the villages: It is submtted that on this
ground the statement in paragraph 8 as to the publication of
the substance of the notification in the localities should
not be accepted, and it should be held that there was no
such publication is alleged. W are afraid, we are unable to
accept the contention. Apart fromthe statenent that there
was publication of the notification, there is  further
statenent in paragraph 8 that pursuant to such publication

157 | and- owner s filed obj ections to t he pr oposed
acquisition. This fact has not been disputed before ‘us on
behal f of the appellants. Mreover, M. Tewatia, ~|earned

Counsel appearing on behalf of the State of Haryana, has
produced before us the original objection petitions filed by
the |l and-owners. I n each of these objection petitions  there
is a note at the end which reads as follows:

"Note: The above referred notification was announced by
the beat of drumin the village Dundahera on 6.7.1981, vide
Patwari’s Roznantha Report No. 519 dated 6.7.1981.™

Simlar notes, as extracted above, are there in_the
petitions of objections filed by the | and-owners of village
Mul ahera. In view of the facts stated above, the allegation
of the appellants that the substance of the notification
under section 4(1) of the Act was not published in the
localities of the two villages mentioned above, is wthout
any foundation whatsoever. The contention of the appellants
inthis regard is rejected.
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The next ground of attack to the acquisition comes from
M. Kalra, the | earned Counsel appearing on behalf of the
appel lants in Civil Appeals Nos. 572 & 573 of 1985. It is
urged by the |earned Counsel that the sole purpose of the
acquisition is for a profiteering venture of the Governnent
to acquire land of the helpless farmers at a nomnal price
of Rs. 10, Rs. 20 or Rs. 50 per square yard and then to
resale the sane at a high profit. It is submitted that a
wel fare State should work for the poor and the down-trodden
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of the society rather than to displace themfromtheir |and
for the sake of naking profit. Qur attention has been drawn
by the | earned Counsel to an application filed in this Court
by the Haryana State Industrial Devel opnent Corporation (for
short HSIDC) praying for inpleading it as a party-respondent
in these appeals. In this application it has been stated,
inter alia, by HSIDC that it plays an inportant role in the
industrialisation of the State by providing concessiona

finance and offering land at no profit no | oss basis along
with i nfra-structure facilities for setting up new
industrial wunits in the State. Further, it is stated that
the land in Udhyog Vihar, Phase-1V, (land which is the
subj ect-matter of these appeals), was acquired by HUDA and
later sold to HSIDC at the approximate price of Rs 55,000
per acre. |In paragraph 5 of .the application, it is stated
that on account of the price of the above |and of Phase-1V,
approximately Rs. 1.74 crores was paid by the the HSIDC to
HUDA. The said paynent was made out of the anobunts received
from the intended allottees/entrepreneurs and also out to
the funds/reserves of the HSIDC, and that a sumof Rs. 4.90
crores is estinated to be spent on the devel opnment of the
i ndustrial conplex in question

Rel yi ng upon the above statenents in t he sai d
application of HSI DC,” the |I|earned " Counsel for the
appel | ants, endeavours to substantiate his contention that
the inpugned acquisition is nothing ‘but a profiteering
venture of the Governnent. It is ~urged ‘that the said
statenments in the application prove that the Governnment has
made huge profit in the guise of devel opment and utilisation
of the land for industrial purpose at Gurgaon

In support of the contention, M. Kalra has placed
reliance upon an observation of Mhajan, J. (as he then was)
in the State of Bihar v. Mharajadhiraja Sir Kanmeshwar
Si ngh, [1952] 3 SCR 889, nanely, that it-is a well accepted
proposition of |aw that property of individuals cannot be
appropriated by the State under the power of compulsory
acquisition for the nere purpose of adding to the /'revenues
of the State. The | earned Counsel has also placed  reliance
on the observation in the mnority judgnent of Wanchoo, J.
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in Arnold Rodricks v. State of Mharashtra, AR 1966 SC
1788. In that case, the enquiries purported to be held under
section 5A and section 11 of the Act were challenged as
illegal, invalid and inoperative in law. In that connection
the validity of the definition of "Public purpose" in clause
(f) of section 3 of the Act, as anended by the Bonbay
Amendnent Act 35 of 1953, also canme to be considered. C ause
(2) of the anended definition in clause (f) reads as
fol | ows:

"(f). the expression "Public purpose" includes-

(d) e e

(2) the acquisition of land for purposes of t he
devel opnent of areas from public revenues or some fund
controlled or managed by a local authority and subsequent
di sposal thereof in whole or any part by |l ease, assignnent
or sale, will be object of securing further devel opnent."
Wanchoo, J. observed as foll ows:

"(33). The attack of the petitioners is on the second
part of the addition in 1953 which provides for "subsequent
di sposal thereof in whole or in part by |ease, assignnent,
or sale, with the object of securing further devel opnent."
It is wurged that all these words neans that after the
devel opnent envisaged in the first part of the addition the
State or the local authority would be free to di spose of the
land acquired in whole or in part by |ease, assignnent or
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sal e, apparently to private persons. This, it is said, neans
that the State or the local authority would acquire land in
the first instance and develop it in the nanner already
i ndicated and thereafter nake profit by |easing, assigning
or selling it to private individuals or bodies. It is also
said that the object of securing further devel opment which
is the reason for sale or lease etc. is a very vague
expression and there is nothing to show what this further
devel opnent conprises of.

(34). 1t is true that when this part speaks of
"subsequent disposal thereof in whole or in part by |Iease,
assignment or sale", it is not unlikely that this disposal]
will take place to private persons and thus in an indirect
way the State would be acquiring the land fromone set of
i ndi vi dual s and disposing it of to another set of
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i ndi vi dual s after sone developnent. If this were all, there
may be sone force in-the argunment that such acquisition is
not within the concept of "public purpose" as used in Art.
31(2). But this in our opinion is not all. W cannot ignore
the words "with the object of securing further devel opnent",
which appear in this provision. It wuld have been a
different matter if the provision had stopped at the words
"l ease, assignment or sale"; but the provision does not stop
there. It says that such | ease, assignnent or sale nust be
with the object of securing further devel opnment, and these
words nust be given some neaning. It is true-that the words
"further devel opnent" have not been defined, but that was
bound to be so, for further devel opnent would depend upon
the nature of the purpose for which the landis acquired. O
course, it is possible that further devel opnent can be made
by the State itself or by the |local authority which acquired
the land; but we see no reason why the State or the |oca
authority should not have the power to  see that | further
devel opnent takes place even through private agencies by
| ease, assignment or sale of such land. So long as the
object is developnment and the lland is nade fit /for the
purpose for which it is acquired there is no reason why the
State should not be pernmitted to see t hat further
devel opnent of the |land takes place in the direction for
which the land is acquired, even though that may be through
private agencies. W have no doubt that where the State or
the Il ocal authority decides that further devel opnment ~should
take place through private agencies by disposal of the land
so acquired by way of |ease, assignnent or sale, it will see
that further development which it has in mind does take
pl ace. W can see no reason why if the land so acquired is
| eased, assigned or sold, the State or the local authority
should not be able to inpose terns on such |essees,
assi gnees or vendees that will enable further devel opnent on
the lines desired to take place. W al so see no reason why
when inposing terms, the State or the local authority my
not provide that if the further devel opnment it desires the
| essee, assignee or vendee to nake is not made w thin  such
reasonable tine as the State or the local authority may fix,
the land will revert to the State or the local authority so
that it my again be used for the purpose of further
devel opnent which was the reason for the acquisition of the
 and. "
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W fail to understand how does the above observation
hel p the contention of the |earned Counsel for t he
appellants that the acquisition has been nade by the
CGovernment with a notive for profiteering in the guise of
devel opnent and industrialisation. The observation of
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Wanchoo, J relates to the definition of "Public purpose"
under section 3(f) of the Act as anmended by the Bonbay
Amendnent Act 35 of 1953. The anmended provision specifically
provides for the disposal of acquired land in whole or in
part by |ease, assignnent or sale, but there is no such
provision in the unanended section 3(f) of the Act wth
whi ch we are concerned. Wanchoo, J overruled the contention
as to profiteering by the State or local authority as the
amended provision made it very clear that such subsequent
di sposal of the acquired land will be for the purpose of
securing further devel opment. W do not think we are called
upon to express any opinion on the correctness or otherw se
of the above observation, and all that we say is that there
is no such provision like the anended definition in section
3(f) of the Act wth which we are concerned. In the
ci rcunst ances. the observation has no manner of application
in the instant case.

In the wit petitions, the point was taken as an
abstract /point of law. There was no attenpt on the part of
the appellants to substantiate the point by pl eadi ng
rel evant —facts and producing relevant evidence. It is
apparent that there was no material in the wit petitions in
support of the contention of the appellants that the
i mpugned acqui sition was nothing but a profiteering venture.
The contention was not al so advanced before the Hi gh Court
at the hearing of the wit petitions. The facts stated in he
said application  of the HSIDC do not, in our opinion,
support the contention of the appellants. It is true that,
as stated in the said application, HSIDC paid a sumof Rs.
1.74 crores to HUDA, but nothing turns out on that. The |and
was acquired by the Governnent for the purpose of
devel opnent and industrialisation. The Government can do it
itself or through other agencies. In'the instant case, the
land was acquired at the instance of HUDA and, thereafter,
HUDA had transferred the sane to HSIDC. It is not that the
land was transferred in the sanme condition as it was
acquired. But, we are told by the 'l earned Counsel appearing
on behalf of HUDA and HSIDC that before transferring, HUDA
had nade external devel opnents incurring considerable cost
and HSIDC in its turn has made various-internal devel opnments
and in this way the |land has been fully devel oped and nmnmade
fit for industrialisation. Qur attention has been drawn by
the learned Counsel for HUDA and HSIDC to the various
ext ernal devel opnents made by HUDA at a cost of Rs. 1, 66,200
per acre before it was transferred to HSIDC and the  cost
that was incurred for external devel opments was included in
the price. Thus, there was no notive for HUDA to  make any
profit.

PG NO / 1059

The "public purpose"” in question, already noticed, is
devel opnent and industrialisation of the acquired land. The
appel l ants have not chall enged the said "public purpose". In

the absence of any such challenge, it does not lie in the
nmout h of the appellants to contend that the acquisition was
nerely a profiteering venture by the State Governnent
through HUDA. The appellants will be awarded the narket
val ue of the land as conpensation by the Collector. If they
are dissatisfied with the award they may ask for references
to the District Judge under section 18 of the Act. If they
are still aggrieved, they can file appeals to the Hi gh Court
and, wultimately, may also cone to this Court regarding the
anount of conpensation. The appellants cannot claim
conpensation beyond the nmarket value of the land. |In such
circunstances, we fail to understand how does the question
of profiteering come in. Even assuming that HUDA has made
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sone profit, that will not in any way affect the public
purpose for which the land was acquired and the acquisition
will not be liable for any chall enge on that ground.

As has been already noticed, although the point as to
profiteering by the State was pleaded in the wit petitions
before the H gh Court as an abstract point of |law, there was
no reference to any material in support thereof nor was the
poi nt argued at the hearing of the wit petitions. Before us
also, no particulars and no facts have been given in the
special |eave petitions or in the wit petitions or in any
affidavit, but the point has been sought to be substantiated
at the tine of hearing by referring to certain facts stated
in the said application by HSIDC. In our opinion, whhen a
point which is ostensibly a point of lawis required to be
substantiated by facts, the party raising the point, if he
is the wit petitioner, nust plead and prove such facts by
evi dence which nust appear fromthe wit petition and if he
is the respondent, fromthe counter-affidavit. If the facts
are not pleaded or the evidence in support of such facts is
not annexed to the wit ~petition or to the counter,
affidavit, as the case may be, the court will not entertain
the point. In this context, it will not be out of place to
point out that in this regard there is a distinction between
a pleading under the Code of Civil Procedure and a wit
petition or a counter-affidavit. Wiile in.a pleading, that
is, a plaint or awitten statenent, the facts and not
evidence are required to be pleaded, in a wit petition or
in the counter-affidavit not only the facts but also the
evidence in proof of such facts have to be pleaded and
annexed to it. So, the point that has been raised before us
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by the appellants is not entertainable. But, in spite of
that, we have entertained it to showthat it is devoid of
any merit.

Equally wuntenable is the contention of the appellants
that the acquisition is for HSIDC which is a ‘conpany’
within the neaning of section 3(e) of the Act and,
accordingly, the acquisition is invalid for the non-
conpliance with the provisions of Part-I11 of the Act. In
the notification wunder section 4(1), it has been clearly
stated that the developnent and industrialisation of the
acquired I|and would be made under the Haryana Devel opnent
Authority Act, 1977 by HUDA. It is, therefore, nanifestly
clear that HUDA was the acquiring authority and not HSI'DC
It is for HUDA to develop the land fully either by itself or
by any other agency or agencies. HUDA has ‘transferred the
land to HSIDC for the purpose of devel opnent and- all ot ment
to various persons. It is too much to say that as HUDA has
transferred the acquired land to HSIDC, the latter is the
acquiring authority. W do not think that there is any
subst ance in the contention and it is, accordingly,
rej ected.

Now we may consi der the contention made on behal f  of the
petitioners in the wit petitions Nos. 11106 to 11127  of
1984. The first point that has been urged by M. Goburdhan
| ear ned Counsel appearing on behalf of the wit petitioners,
is simlar to that urged by M. Lalit in Cvil appeal No
1193 of 1984, namely, non-publication of the substance of
the notification wunder section 4(1) of the Act in the
locality. This contention need not detain us long, for in
the counter-affidavit filed by the Land Acqui sition
Col lector, it has been averred that the substance of the
notification was published and out of 22 petitioners 16
filed their objections pursuant to the publication of the
notification in the locality. A simlar note, as extracted
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above, appears in al | t hese obj ecti ons. In the
circunstances, there is no substance in the contention of
the petitioners that the substance of the notification under
section 4(1) of the Act was not published in the locality.
Next it is wurged on behalf of the petitioners that

bef ore starting the proceedings for acquisition, the
Government had not applied its mnd to its policy decision
as contained in the circular No. 2099-R-111-82/17113 dated

18.5.1982 wherein it has been stated that "in the matter of
State’'s need for land for its devel opment activities, utnost
restraint should be exercised in the acquisition of |and."

It is submtted that as the land is agricultural, it should
not have been acquired in view of the said policy decision
PG NO 1061

of the Government.We are unable to accept the contention. In
a welfare State, it is the duty of the Government to proceed
with the work of devel opnent and take steps for the growth
of industries which are necessary for the country’s progress
and prosperity and for solving the question of unenpl oyment.
It is truethat agricultural |land is necessary and should
not ordinarily be converted to non-agricultural use, but
keeping in view the progress and prosperity of the country,
the State has to strike a balance between the need for
devel opnent of i'ndustrialisation and the need for
agriculture. The /allegation that before initiating the
acqui sition proceedi ngs, the Governnent has not applied its
mnd to the need for agricultural land is a very vague
allegation w thout ‘any material in ~support thereof. The
contention is overrul ed.

Lastly, it is argued by M. Goburdhan for  the wit
petitioners that the petitioners have been-discrimn nated
i nasmuch as the | and of other persons in the village has not
been acquired. This contention is w thout any substance
what soever. The CGovernment will acquire only that amount of
 and which is necessary and suitable for the public | purpose
in question. The | and belonging to the petitioners have been
acquired obviously considering the sane as suitable for the
public purpose. The petitioners cannot conplain of any
di scrimnation because the |land of other persons has not
been acquired by the Government. The contention is devoid of
any nerit whatsoever.

Before parting with these cases, we may consi der a short
submi ssion on behalf of the appellants as also the wit
petitioners that as by the acquisition of their land they
have become | andl ess, they should be allotted |and by HSIDC
after devel opnent, so that they nmay start their businesses
and earn their livelihood. After giving our anxi ous
consideration to this submssion, we direct that if any of
the appellants or the petitioners, who has becone really
| andl ess by the acquisition of his |and, nakes an
application for the allotnent of land, the HSIDC shal
consider such application and give him priority 'in the
matter of allotment provided he fulfils the conditions for
such allotnment and plot is avail able.

Anot her short subm ssion has been made on behal f of the
appellants in Civil Appeal No 1193 of 1984. CQur attention
has been drawn to paragraphs 4 and 5 of the additiona
affidavit filed on behalf of the appellants, and affirned by
one Sat Prakash, son of Mathura Prashad, one of the
appel lants, that in Khasra No 21/6/2 and in Khasra No.
22/10/1, there are a tenple, a Piaou and a Dharanshala. It
is submitted that the land conprising the tenple, Piaou and
Dharanshala nay be exenpted fromacquisition. W do not
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http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A Page 10 of 10

The appellants, however, wll be at I|iberty to nake a
representation in that regard to the authority concerned. No
ot her point has been urged in these cases.

For the reasons aforesaid, subject to the directions
gi ven on the short subm ssions, all the appeals and the wit
petitions are dismssed. There will, however, be no order as
to costs in any of them
H S. K Appeal s and Petitions are dism ssed.




