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M/s Pooja Enterprises through ins sole Proprietor

Iﬂhwar Chand Garg, C/0 62&, Sector 12, Panipat.

..... Petitioner “ ~|, AR

Yersus

1. State of Haryana through the

Government, Haryana, Urban Estates

Haryana Civil Secretariat, Chandiqarh. o

2. The  cChlef Administrator, Haryana UrPﬁn"

Bevelopmnent Authbrity, C-3,Sector-6, Panchkula;

i |

3. The Estate Officer, Haryana Urban Development

Authority, Panipat.

Urban Estate, Panlpat and for the 1ssuanci

of any other appropriate writ, order or

direction which thls Hon"'ble Court may deem

: | EUDEECREE R
i -

i fit and proper inlthe facts and circumstancés ;T,& ‘Qﬁ

of the case. : ) . J
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N THETHGH COURT OF PUNJ AB AND HARYNA AT CI IANIDIGARI].

Clivil Writ Petition No. 18230 ol 2007

Date of decision: 4.11.2008
Vs Paoja Enterprises
....Petitioner, ®
Vérsus
State of Haryvana and others

Rcspondcnt;s.

CORAM:  HONBLDE MRUIUSTICLE UMA NATH SINGH. ;
FHTONBLE M RSJUSTICE DAYA CHAUDHARY.

Present: MirSachin Mittal, Advocale, l
for petitioner.

Mr.Raghujeet Madan, Advocate,
lor respondent Nos. 2 and 3.

[
o
L=

)

wya Chaudhary, J.

The present writ petition has been filed under Articles 226/227

ol the Constitution of Tndia for issuance of a direction 1o the respondents o

aliot an indusirial plot in Scctor 29, Part-11, Industrial Listate, Urban l-is.lglf_._,_

Panipe

Brictly the facts of the casc, as mentioned in the writ pclilion,

an: Development Authority { for short HTUDA" : ST

bivited applications for wliounent of industrial plots of dilferent sizes in

various urban estaies in Haryana.  Petitioner also submitted application.

along with o dralt ol Rs.3,15,000/~ supported by project report and olhtfr

documents, He also appearcd in interview before the Commitice consisting, :

I .
/ ’ -_'. 'KE' ,:l }.'
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ul Chiet Administator,

HUDA, Managing Director, 1SIDC

i

b

|
!
5

and Director,

custrios Department, e plot was not ullotted to the petitioner wheregs
owas allolied to a person who was not applicant even on the date of

L
mterview, [ e

The gricvance ol the petitioner is that no criteria for aHolmem ‘
ol industrial plot was ddop[ud by the C()lTllTllltC(. and plots were not

dllollqd
on tae basis o respective ¢ merits of the applicants.

Learned counsel for petitioner has argued that as per crileria
mentioned in the brochure for atlotment of plots, the applications received ..

1

in a particular month were to be treated as a block and the plots were.lo be . i

allotted on an ongoing first cum first served basis and pq!.ilin]C-l' was_~?

entitled [or allotment of plot

as his application was received on Septt,mbc '

+ bt M;

4 2004 The plots ha

ngns Lt

ve been allotted to the applicants w119§91‘:gpgj_ig§;wm

were siomitied later than the date of the application of the petitioner. -

Written statement has been filed by [TUDA which is on wu;nd ;

e

Mr.Raghujeet Madan, learnced counsel for HUDA, has 1.!|'gL__|cd‘""‘; _
~ . R

that petitioner appeared before. the interview commiugfc, \QUUU_UJF.H!S,

submitied by the petitioner were perused and after seeing all dQC_LU'ﬂCIl!S"

B
including the project report dnd experience, petitioner was not Io;.md

T
sullable and accordingly plot w"as not allotted 1o him. It has also been

arsued by Tearned counsel for respondents that petitioner was not having

experience of dyeing and his pastexperience was that of Timber (e il

e has recently started trading ol handloom.  Since petitioner was noll

having technical

knowledge ol the required trade, the

refore he was not
allotted plot.
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Ve have heard learned counsel for parties and have perused lhc
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pieadings.

l |
The petidoner has misinterpreted the principle of first come 1+ ol

fast served  whereas on going, first come, first serve means that the Y

spplicantin a single month shall be considered in a single block and was to -

be decided on merits qua the merits of viability and accepted success rates 1y

cie. ol the project to be started and i in single block the successful

candidates arc not found,  then next block of applicants were 1o be

considered and this process was (o go on unless and until all the plots were

| i -
' o

sotallotted. Ttis elear from the arguments as well as written statement l.hat B

pluts were o be given to those candidates who were-found successful in

“7 ', b
merits, financial capabilitics ete.

respeet of project report, individual

mere submission of application was not sulficient to entitle any apphcam |u

o atlotment of plot. The argument of learned counsel for pctmonc

enable as the principle of on going first come first serve

been interpreted, IUis not the case of the petitioner that being mmc

,A

meritorious on the basis of project report, experience and other douumcnls{

his claim was not considered and the claim of other applicants who wcre.

L

W

r

less meritorious vis-a-vig petitioner, for allotment of plots was con}sid‘prcd

'

Admitiedly, the petitioner has been in Timber trade and has recently:
trackine in handloom products und is now pPlanning to sct up his own

manulacturing unit with no past expericnce and no technical Knowledge,

The argument ol learned counsel for petitioner that plots have

been piven to those persons whose applications were receijved later than th

_.'! ce s

c
i
e
application of the petitioner, does not carry weight.  Morcover, thq‘
:
s

petitioner has not mentioned cven  a single example of those candidates |
who were less meritorious and have been allotted plots.

l
1
i
i




Civil Writ Petition No. 18230 of 2007 4] .

g

We have carelully examined the impugned order Annexure P10

and e arguments raised by Jearned counsel for the petitioner and the |~ 0

prinviple ol first come first served, which has been well explained in the

impugned order in detail, we do not find anything wrong in the procedure

adopted by the respondents in allotment ol plots.

ol any meritis hereby dismissed.
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