WRIT PETITION’NO, Qa oF 2000
ﬁ/¢,
BETWEEN

Veerbhan Jindal Son of late Shri Moltan Chand Jindal N
aged about 50 years, resident of Plot No.12, Indra
Vyavsal(Commercial) Rnd residential Centre sTransport
Nagar Korba Chhattisgarh. :

: PETITIONER

o .y L ) - ‘ .

s AND v
; &: L ]

3 1o The State &f Chhattisgarh,

; ' Through the Director,

: Negariya Prashasan and vVikas , ’
; RAIPUR ( CHHATTISGARH)

§ 2q The Commissioner, -

$ Municipal Corporation ,Korbae
/! 3. Batate Officer (sampada Adhikari)

Nagar Palika Nigam, Korba . (SADA KORBA)

o

. 7 .
4/;9 Chief Executive Officer,
,))L .~ Magar Palika , Korba .
\Qy\ | RESPONDENTS

o

RIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLES 226/227 OF THE CONSTITUTION

:Qg(//

(?STOF INDIA : |
A

IN THE HIGH COURT ©F JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR (CHHATTISHARY .
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©14/12/2000. .

shri A.:Tfipathi,

~dent no. 1 on advance cq
Heardb .
The grievance of ﬁ

- that a plot of land wh:

»,at Rs.200/= per equare i

under the c;l.rcumstanced

L

[

‘ment and w1thout tak;nc
j'(Asrmem;u:*e—P,/6) in lt; t
.noso 2 to 4 have cance1
r-to the petltloner, he ]
at the orlginal rate oj
at m.lOO/-‘Qer squareef

-énﬁexureuP/4 on wh

LY

»placed by the petitiond

Shri Ranveer Slngm,

to. hlm @%050/- per squa

and w;lllng to purchase

the orlginal plotted aﬁeao-

learned counsel for petiticner.
learned counsel for respon-

pYe

he petitloner appears to be
ch should have been allotted
re foot was offered to-hlm :
oot and when the petitloner
and condltlons was ready |

t he was den;ed the allot~
rthe petltioner s letter
rue.spirlt, the respondents
led the allotment. Acco:ding
s.entltled to the plot either
m;so/é_or'in‘tee altexnetivé
— -
bich stroﬁg relience has_been
ar réelates to the allotment oOf
| » an'

Under AnnexureQA/S

ire foot. The pau.tloner

‘lang @ m.zoo/— per Squs
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offer was made to the Retltloner for certaln addltlonal
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" depositéd a sum cf'E.SO 000/— HOWéVér, he raised

a'plaa that éfec;propo ed to hlm at Rs. 200/- per

;square foot Be now allo ted at k. 100/~ perf quare
Lfoot or hls.money be re unded back to hlm.v'Thi
respondents acceptlng the Eerms of the letccr cg;—
:c!celled the allotment an  refunded the maney. By.no;{'
- -stretch of imaglnatlon, it can be sald that the res--:
pondents tried to Oppre$s the petltloner or took
'cundua advantage of the'$1tuation. When offer was
: made @!E 200/- per squhre foot and the petltioner
"7was not agreable to the same, no concluded contract
‘ ever came into existencée If 1n absence cf a concluded
fc _contract even a decree For specific performanc4 cannotc'
.be granted by a ClVll uourt, 1t would not be
'for the ngh Court/to 1nterfere under Artlcle 225 ofr
}.; | :; '.if . ,vuthe Constltution of India;v
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