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235 IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH
CWP-25652-2019
Date of Decision: 13.09.2023
RavinderKaur .. Petitioner

Versus
State of Punjab and others ... Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJESH BHARDWAJ

Present: Mr. Bikramjit Singh Randhawa, Advocate, for the petitioner.
Mr. Arun William, Assistant Advocate General, Punjab.
Mr. D.K. Singla, Advocate and
Mr. Rahul Garg, Advocate, for respondent No.4.

Rajesh Bhardwaj, J. (ORAL)

Prayer in the present petition is for quashing the impugned order
dated 12.11.2012 (Annexure P-4) passed by respondent No.4, whereby,
sanctioned map has been rejected and order dated 26.07.2017 (Annexure P-6)
passed by respondent No.3, whereby, the case of the petitioner was remanded

back for demarcation.

Learned counsel for the petitioner has submitted that the approval
regarding the construction of boundary wall on the land, for which the petitioner
is seeking approval for further construction, was already granted by respondent
No.4 on 10.08.2011 for constructing the boundary wall. He submits that now by
virtue of impugned order dated 12.11.2012, requisite sanction has been rejected,

which is totally illegal.

Learned counsel for respondent No.4 has submitted that the
petitioner filed application for granting approval, however, the same was
incomplete as there were requisite documents required for the consideration of
the same, which the petitioner did not file despite grating her opportunity. It is
submitted that if the petitioner files the requisite documents which are necessary

for the consideration of the approval, then the same would be considered in
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accordance with law. He has further submitted that notice was given to the
petitioner for the reason that she started construction without getting the

necessary approval from respondent No.4-Municipal Council, Nangal.

After hearing learned counsel for the parties and perusing the
record, it is apparent that respondent No.4-Municipal Council earlier had
granted approval to the petitioner for raising the boundary wall, however,
thereafter, for construction of the godown the necessary approval as prayed for
by the petitioner was to be granted in accordance with law for which the
petitioner did not submit the requisite documents. However, counsel for
respondent No.4 has fairly submitted that if the petitioner submits the
documents which are required for the approval, the same would be dealt with by
Municipal Council-Respondent No.4 in accordance with law. Besides this, it is
further stated that if the petitioner has raised any constructions, which is in
violation of the Punjab Municipal Act, 1911, respondent No.4-Municipal
Council would be at liberty to deal with the same in accordance with law.

Resultantly, the present petition is disposed of and the impugned
order dated 12.11.2012 is set aside. The petitioner is at liberty to file the
application alongwith the documents as required by respondent No.4 for
proceeding with the case for grant of necessary approval within two weeks from
today and respondent no.4 would deal with the same and decide it expeditiously

in accordance with law within a period of one month thereafter.

(RAJESH BHARDWAJ)
13.09.2023 JUDGE
sharmila Whether Speaking/Reasoned Yes/No

Whether Reportable : Yes/No
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