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% IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI ?'/

O judament Resarved On: 12° Auaust, 2011
' Judgment Defivered On; 23™ Avgust, 2011

+ LAAPP. 266/2008

|AISINGH . | .. Appellant

Through: Mr.5.Chaturvedi, Mr.Deepak Khosla,

' Mr.S. K. Yadav, Mr.M.C.Verma,
Mr.V.P.Rana, Mr.Ra] Singh,
Mr.Uday Ram, Mr.D.R.Tomar,
Mr.1.5.Dahiya, Mr.N.S. Palal,
Mr.5.M. Bhardwaj, Mr.B.P.Gupta,
Mr.S.K.Rout, Mr.5.5.Rana, Mr.Sunil
Balal, . Mr.D.5.Khatn .and
Mr.T.P.5.Kang, Advocates

s,

U0 & ANR. ... Respondents
Thraugh: [Mr.Saniay Poddar, Senior Advocate
: with r'u']r.Eanjay Kumar Pathak,
Mr.Sachin - Nawani, Mr.Siddharth
Panda and MSI{KEGFHUdI Kiran,
Advocates for Ft—l :

Ms.Anusuya Saiwan. Advocate, for
DSIDC. '

Mr.Ajay Yerma, Mr.Pawan Mathir,
Ms.Shobhna Takiar, Mr.Arun Birbal,
Mr.Bankey Biharl Sharma, Mr.Sumer
-Sethi  and | Ms.Beenashaw  Soni
Advpcates for DDA,

AND
(GRID-A)

e LAAPP. 258/2(018, LA.APP.- 264/Z2008, LA APP. 26572008,
LA APP. 2672008, LA.APP. 268{2008, LAAPP. 270/2008, LA.APP.
2712008, LAAPP. 272/200B, LAAPP. 273/2008, LAAPP.
2782008 & CM APPL. 533872UUS (Cross QUjections), TAAPRP,

- LAAPP NoZ06/ 2K & connected matiers ' T'E:,E 1af7

-



g e e = ®

279/2008, LAAPP. 2B0/2008 & CM APPL. 5261/2009 (Cross
Objections}), LA.APP. 281/2008, LAAPP. 2B4/2008, LAAFF

. 286/2008, LA.APP. 287/2008, LAAPP. 2B9/2008, 1A APP.

200/2008, LAAPP. 29172008, LAAPP. 292/2008, LAAPP.

2932008, LAAPP—94/2003- & CM APPL. 12518/2011 (Cross—

Objections), LAAPP. 295/2008, |LAAFP. 296/2008, LA.APP.

299/2008, . LA.APP. 30172008, LAAPP. 303/2668—HAAPP:

304/2008,  CARPPT 3172008, LAAPP. 337/2008, . LA.APP.
339/2008. LA.APP. 351/2008, LAAPP. 394/2008, LAAPP.
401/2008, - LAAPP. 413/2008, LA.APP. 443/2008, LA.APP.
472/2008; - LAAPP.  483/2008,  LAAPP 48412008, AARP: —
487/2008, LA.APR. 492/2008, LAAPP. 403/2008, LA.APP.
495/2008, LA APP. 406/2008, LA.APP. 526/2008, LA.APP.

(5272008, LAAPP. 53572008, LAAPP. 537/2008, LA.APP
54172008, LAAPP. 545{2008, - LAAPP. 546/2008, LAAPP.
54872008, LAAPP. 55472008, LAAPP. 563/2008, LAAPP,

566/2008, LAAPP. 621/2008, LAAPP. 623/2008, LA.APP.
6272008, LAAPP. 628/2008, LAAPP. 635/2008, LA APP.

6482008, LAAPP. 64972008, LAAPP. G662/2008, LA APP.

F24[2008 & CM APPL. 535372009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
736/2008, LAAPP., 846/2008, LAAPP. B47/2008, LA APP.

- BeLlf2008, LAAPP. B75/2008, LAAPP. 879/2008, LAAPP.

880/2008, LA.APP, 888/2008, LAAPP. BO04/2008, LAAPP.
89572008, ' LA.APP. 805/2008, LAAPP. 906/2008, LA.APP.
907/2008, LAAPP. 910/2008, LAAPP,  911/2008, LA.APP.
92572008, LAAPP. 826/2008, [LAAFPP. 927/2008, LA.APP.
93172008, LAAPP., 9322008, LA.APP. -933/2008, LA.APP.
934/2008, LAAPP. 8936/2008, LAAPP. 939/2008, LA APP.
94172008, LAAPP. 94272008, LAAPP. 044/2003, LA AFPP.

- 846/2008, LAAPP. 955/2008, - LAAPP, 958/2008, LA.APP.

909/2008 & CM APPL. 5360/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,

101472008, LAAPP. 1019/2008, LAAPP. 1023/2008, LA.AFP.

1026/2008; LAAPP. 1064/2008, LAAPP. 1071/2008, LA.APP.
124472008, LAAPP. 1245/2008, LAAPP. 1256/2008, LAAPP,
1268/2008, LAAPP. 127372008, CM AFPL. 2377/2009, (Cross
Objections) LAAPP. 86/2009, LA APP. 96/2009, LA APP. 97/2009,
LAAFR. BB/2009, LAAPF. 10172009, LAAPP, 110/2009, LA.APP,

25172008, LAAPP.. 252/2003, LAAPP. 265/2009, LA.APP,
2662009 & CM APPL. N0.5366/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,
2672009, LAAPP. 268/2009, -LAAPP. 26G8/2008, LA.APP,

(270720009, LAAPP. 271/2Q09,. LAAPP. 272/2009, LA.APF.

273/2009, LAAPP. 30072009, LAAPP. 306/2009, LA.APP.
454/2008, LAAPP. 455/2009, LAAPP. 52172009, LA.APP.
532/2009, LAAPP. 535/2009 & CM APPL. 12886/2011 (Cross

Objections), LA.APP. 536/2009 & CM APPL. 12917/2011 {Cross

OBfections); ~LA.APP, 5432009, LAAPP. 544728080, - EAAPPTT

LA AppNo260/2008 & conuccted matters . Pyge 2 of 78
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566/2009, LAAPP. 570/2000 & CM APPL.13873/2011, LAAPE,
5B9/2009, L[AAPP. 503/200D, LAAPP. 504/2000, LAAPP,

634/2008, LAAPP. 635/20008, LAAPP. 636/2000, LA.APP.

03772009, LAAPP.  63B/2009, LAAPP. 643/2009 & M
APPL.13B78/2611, LAAPP. 1/2010, LAAPP. 29/2010, LA APP
1042010, LAAPP, 105/2010, LAAPP, 107/2010, LAAPP.
108/2010, LAAPP. 109/2010, LAAPP. 1B8/2010, LA APP.
160/2010, LAAPP. 170/2010, LA.APP. 171/2010, ‘LAABP.
220/2010, LAAPP. 276/2010, LA APP. A426/2010, LA.APPE.

430/2010, CM APPL. 9994/2011 (Cross Objections}), LAAPFT

2202010 CM APPL,13968/2011, LAAPP. 521/2010, CM APPL.
89564/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 522/2010, LAAPP.
523/2010, LAAPP. 5242010 & CM APPL. 12914/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 325/2010 & CM APPL. 192/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 526/2010, LAAPP. 527/2010, LA.APP.
528/2010, LA.APP. 52972010, LAAPP. 530/2010 & CM APPL.
22972011 (Crass Objections), LA.APP. 531/2010, LA.AFP.
53272010 & CM APPL. 12B90/2011 (Crpss Objections), LAAPP,
53372010 & CM APPL. 12838/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,
J3H2010, LAAPP.- 5352010 & CM APPL, 12867/2011 {Cross -
Objections), LAAPP, 536/2010 & CM APPL. 12887/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP, LH37/2010, LAAPP, 538/2010 & CM APPL.
129722011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 539/2010 & CM APPL.
129002011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 54072010, LA.APE;
541/2010, LAAPP. 542/2010 & CM APPL. 19857/2010 (Cross
QObjections), LAAPP, 543/2010 & CM APPL. 1290372011 (Cross

- Objections), LAAPP. 544/2010, CM APPL. 12888/2011 (Crass

Objections), LA.APP. 545/2010,. LAAPP. 56B6/2010, LAAPP.-
581/2010, LAAPP, 592/2010 & CM APPL. 227/2011 (Cross’
Objections), LA.APP. 583/2010 & CM APPL. 12969/2011 (Cross

' Objections), LAAPP. 5942010, LA APP. 595/2010 & CM APPL,

226/2011 - (Cross  Objections), LAAPP. 596/2010, LA APP.
59772010 & CM APPL. 2282011 (Cross Oblections), LA.ARP:
oBE/2010 & CM APPL, 487/2011 (Cross QObjections), LA APP.
60072010 & CM APPL. 1289772011 [Cross Objections), LAAPP.
601/2010, LAAPP. 6022010, LA APP. 603/2010 & CM APPL.
12881/2011 (Cross OQbjections), LAAPP. 617/2010, LAAPP,
663/2010 & CM APPL. 12016/2011 {Cross Dhjectiﬂmf, LA AFE, .
6662010 & CM APPFL, 67482011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
675/2010 & CM APPL. 9988/2011 (Cross QObjéctions), LAAPP.
76172010, LAAPP. 792/2010 & CM APPL. 12B89/2011 {(Cross
Chjections), LAAPP, 793/2010 & CM APPL. 12899/2011 (Cross-

~ Objections), LAAPP, 794/2010, LA.APP. 795/2010, LAAFP.

A02011, LAAPP, 185/2011 & CM APPL. 12892/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 215/2011, LAAPP. 228/2011, LAAFPP.
22972011, LAAPP. 230/2011, LAAPP, 231/2011, LAAPP.
232/2011, LAAPP. 233/2011, LAAPP. 38972011,  LAAPP.

LA.App.MNo.266/2008 & connected matters Page 3 of 74 .



302/2011, LAAPP. 42072011, LAAPP. 4242011 - 1AARP. @ -
425/2011 | - | /

(Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 07.08.2000 & Award
No.19/2002-03, Vitlage-Pooth Khurd) '

AND
- {GRID-B)

+ LAAPP, 972/2008 & CM 2349/2009 (Cross Objections),

EACAPP, 1122/2008 & CM 2009/2009. {Cross Ohbjections), LAAPP. -
115072008 & CM 12216/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

11512008 & CM  2345/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

1152/2008 & CM 2102/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.

1153/2008 & CM 2338/2000 (Cross Objections), LAAFPP. .
1154/2008, LAAFP. 1187/2008, LAAPP. 1188/Z2008, LAAPP.

1189/2008, LAAPP. 1218/2008, LAAPP. 15/2009, LAAPP.

g82/2000, LA APP. 1002009, LA APP, 102/2009, LAAPF.

113/200%, LAAPP. 57172009, LAAPP. B622/2009, LAAFP.

21472011, : :

(Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 07.08.2000 & Award No.
11/2001-02, Village-Holambi Kalan) .

AND
{GRID-C)

+ LAAPP. 358/2007, LAAPP. 202f2007, LAAPP. 38272007,
LAAPP. 383/2007, LA APP, 269/2008, LAAPP. 811/2008, LA APP.
928/2008, LAAPP. 134/2009, LAAPP. 182/2009, LAAPP.
BR9/2010, ' :

(Relating to Motification ufs 4 dated 07.08. ?ﬂﬂﬂ & Award Ne.
087200102, Village-Bawana)

AND
, (GR!D-D}

+  LAAPP. 144/2011, LAAPP. 1452011 & CM 12811/2011
{Cross Objections), LA.APP. 146/2011. & CM 12957/2011 {Cross
Objections),

LA App.No 266/2008 & cannected matters y .. Pasze 4 af 74
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20/2002-03, Village-Khera Khurd)

AND A '
(GRID-E) : '

+  LAAPP. 586/2009, LAAPP, 620/2009, LAAPP. 621,/2009,
LA.APP. 646/2009, LA.APP. 01/2010, LAAPP. 93/2010, LA.APP,

- 9442010, LAAPP. 18072010, LAAPP. 181/2010 & CM No. -
2240242010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 19272010, LAAPP. -
193/2010, 1AAPP. 19472010, LAAPP. 1952010, LA.APF, !
196/2010, LAAFP. 197/2010, LAAPP. 29772010, LAAPP
299/2010, L1AAPP. 300/2010, LAAPP. 30872010, LAAPP.
308/2010, LAAPP. 3382010, LAAPP. 37044010 & CM Ne
3555/2011 (Cross Objections), LA&APP. 373/2010, LAAPP.
49372010, LaAPP, 494/2010, LAAPP. 495/2010, [AAPP.
4962010, LAAPP. 49742010 & CM No. 22728/2010 . (Cross
Objections), LAAPPE, 48872010, LAAPF. 489/2010, LAAPE. .
500/2010, LAAPP. 501/2010& CM- Mo. 23186/2010 {Cross !
Objections), LAAPP. 502/2010 & CM No. 10382/2011 (Cross
Cbjections), LAAPP. 50372010, LAAPP. 50442010, LAAPP.
50572010, LAAPP. 506/2010, LAAPP. 507/2010, LAAPP.
50872010, LAAPP. 50972010, LAAPP. 510/2010, LAAPP.
51172010, LAAPP. 51272010, LAAPP. 513/2010, LAAPP.
51472010, LAAPP. 5152010, LAAPP. 3516/2010, LA.APP.
51772010 & CM No. 7702/2011 (Cross Objections), LA AFP, :
518/2010, LAAPP. 5192010, LAAPP. 610/2010, LAAPP. . !
61172010, LAAPP. 612/2010, LAAPP. 613/2010, L[AAFP.
618/2010, LAAPP. 0£19/2010, LAAPP. 620/2010, LAAPP,
6212010, LAAPP. 622/2010, LAAPP. 623/2010, LAAPP,
628/2010, LAAPP. 647/2010 & CM MNo. 3847/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 650/2010, LAAPP. 85172010 & CM No.
3560/2011 [Cmsa Objections), LAAPP. 652/2010, LA.APP.
841/2010, LAAPP. B45/2010 & CM No. 356372011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 85372010, LAAPP. B54/2010 & CM No.
1037820 {Cross  Objections}, LAAPP—E55/2010, LA.APP.
856/2010 & .CM NMNo. 9610/2011 (Cross Oblections), LA.AFPP.
857/2010, LAAPP. 820/2010 & CM Mo, 3829/2011 (Cress
Objections), LAAPP. 1008/2010 & CM No.- 9966/2011 (Cross

Otjections), LAAFP. I021/2010, LAAPP. T78/2011, LAAPE.
79/2011, LAAPP. 8072011, LAAPP. 81/2011, LAAPP. B2/2011,.
EiARPT 83/2011, LAAPP. 842011, LAAPP. 85/2011, LAAPP.

BE/2011, LA.APP, B7/2011, LA APP. 300f2011, LA APP. 32.2/2011,

LA-APP. 324/2011 & CM APPL.15110/2011, LA APP. 385/2011.

LA App o 266/2008 & connected matters Page 5 of 74



{Relating to Notification ufs 4 cEated 02 DS EDGI& Award No.
24/2003-04, Village-Narela)

AND
(GRID-F)

+  LAAPP. 497/2008, LAAPP. 141/2009 & CM 5302/2010
{Cross Objections).

{Relating to Motification u/s 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award No.
18/2003-04, Village-Holambi Kalan)

AND
{GEID-G) .

+  LAAPP. 7712010 & CM APPL.3B08/2011, LAAPP. 778/2010
& CM 2686/2011 {Cross Objections), LA APP. 779/2010 & CM
12966/2002 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.. 21372011, LA.APP.
261/2011, LAAPP. 326/2011, LAAPP. 327/2011, LA.APP.
328/2011, LAAPP. 33072011, LA APP. 33172011, LA.AFP.
33272011, LAAPP. 33372011, LAAPP. 334/2011, LAAPP.
335/2011, LAAPP. 335/2011. LAAPP.- 340/2011, LA.APP.
341/2011, LAAPP. 34272011, LAAPP. 3432011, LA.APP.
3502011, LALAPP. 451/2011, LAAFP. 385/2011,
LAAPP.Z77/2011, LAAPP.3BB/201T. .

(Retating to MNotification uw/s 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award Mo,
33/2003-04, mllagp Holambi Kalan)

AND
{GRID-H}

+  LAAPP. 391/2011, LAAPP. 404/2D11, LA APP. 409/2011.

(Redating to Motification ufs 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award-No.
15/2003- Elal Vitlage-Ali Fur)

AND
(GRID-1) .

fs LA APP. 48172010

LA App Mo 266/2008 & connected malters Page i of 74,



(FEETNg o Notiflcetior 754 dated 2208200 1 & Award Nn\B ;
9/2003-04, Vlllage Holamil Khurd) /

AND
(GRID-])

+ LA APP, 780/2010 & CM No.2661/2011 (Cross Objections),
- LAAPP. B93/2010 & CM. No.3833/2011 (Cross Objections),
LAAPP, 300/2010 & CM No.3541/2011 (Cross -Objections),
LAAPP. 070/2010, LAAPP. 971/2010 & CM No.3805/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 972/2010 & CM No.2667/2011 (Cross
Dhjectiﬂns}. LAAPP. 97372010 & CM No.3703/2011 (Crbss
Objections), LAAPP.974/2010 & CM No0.14333/2011(Cross
Objections),” LAAPP. 976f2010 & CM No.9992/2011 (Cross
Chjections), LAAPP. 977/2010, LAAPP.  978/2010, LAAPF
979/2010 & CM N0.9990/2011, LAAPP. 9B0,/2010 & Ci
Ma.3551/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 981/2010, LA APP,
982/2010 & CM Ng.6742/2011 [Cross Objections), LA APPE.
983/2010 & CM No.6759/2011 (Cross Objections),: LA APP.
Q842010 & . CM No.6746/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
8985/2010 & CM No.9980/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPE.
A86/2010, LAAPP. 9BB/2010 & CM No.3836/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 989/2010, LA APP. 990/2010, LA APP,
991/2010 & CM No.9984/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
100042010, LAAPP. 1005/2010 & CM' MNo.Q970/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 1018/2010, LAAPP, 1020/2010 & CM .
Mo, 125389/2 {Cross Objections)011, LA APP. 102472010 & CM
MNo.6/71/2011 (Cross OQbjections;, LAAPP. 1/2011 & CM
MNo.12964/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 2/2011 & CM
MN0.6752/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 25/2011, LAAPP.
28/2011, LAAPP, 52/201F, LA APP. 53/2011 & CM No.6GT7E6/2011"
+Cross Onjections), LAAFP. 73/2011 & CM WNo.12822/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 75/2011 & CM No.6775/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP, 101/2011, LA APP. 102/2011, LA.APP,
11072011, LAAPP. 111/2013, LAAPP. 112/2011 & CM
M0.10050/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, 19172011, LA.APP.
23572011, LAAPP, 23972011, LAAPP. 252/2011

(Reiating to Notification u/s 4 dated 22082001 & hwarﬂ
M0o.20/2003-04, Village-Rajapur Kalan)

AND
(GHRID-K)

LA App No206/2008 & connecied matters . Pape Toi T4



+ LAAPP. 4BB/2008, LAAFPP. 490,/2008, LAABP. 491/2008,
LAAPP. 545/2008, - LAAPP, 755/2008, LA APP. BEEYZ2008 & CM
Mo 10383/2000 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. B96/2008 & CW
—Meb3642010-{Cross  Objections), LAAPP. 3972088, LAAPP,

1003/2008, LA.APP. 387/2008, LAAPP. 591/200%, LAAPP/
. 34/2010 & CM No.7072/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
488/2010, LAAPP. 605/2D010, LAAPP. B16/2010, LA.APP.

62/2011, LAAPP. 66/2011, LA APP. 68/2011, LﬂlﬂF‘F‘ EEE;’EDll,

LA APP. 4’-121,"1[]11
(Relating to Motification ufs 4 dated 07.12.2001 & Award
No.17/2003-04, Village-Sangth}
AND
{GEID-L)

+  LAAPP: 341/2008, LAAPP. 342/2008, LAAPP. 34472008,

. LALAPP. 352/2008, LAAPP, 364/2008, LA.APP. 385/2008, LA.APP.

IB7/2008, LAAPP. 445/2008, LAAPP. 45472008,
464720086 CM No.11333/2008 (Cross Ohjections),

LA.APP.
LA.AFP,

465/2008, LAAPP, 466/2008, LA.APP. 468/2008& CM
MNo.11334/2008 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 469/2008, LAAPP.
470/2008, LA.APP. 471/2008, LA.APP. 560/2008. LAAFP,
561/2008, LA.AFP. 611/2008, - LA.APP. 663/2008, LA.APP,
676/2008, LAAPP. 578/2008, LA.APP. 6709/2008, LA.APP,
6B1/2008, LA.APP. 682/2008, LAAPP. 683/2008, LAAPP.
722/2008, LAAPP, 731/2008, LA.APP. 754/2008, LA.APP,
786/2008, LAAPP. B25/2008, LAAPP. B26/2008, LA.APP,
B42/2008, LA.APP. B50/2008, LAAPP. BS3/2008, LAAPP.
883/2008, LAAPF. 903/2008, LA.APP. 004/2008, LA.APP,
924/2008, LAAPP. 935/2008, LAAPP. 937/2008, LA AFP.
038/2008, LA.APP. 940/2008, LAAPP. 943/2008. LA.APP.
945/2008, LAAPP. 956/2008, LAAPP. 057/2008, LAAPP.
098/2008, LAAPP. 100172008, LAAPP. 1004/2008, LAAFP.
1007/2008, LAAPPE. 1365/2008, LA.APP. 1077/2008, LA.APP.
1079/2008, LAAPP. 106/2009, LAAPP. 172/2009, LA.APP.
3089/2009, LA.APP. 374/2009, LAAPP. 464/2009, LAAPP,
465/2009, LA.APP.  468/2009, LAAPP. 539/2009, LA.APP.
546/2009, LA.APP, © 547/2009, LAAPP, 565/2008, LA.APP,
624/2009, LAAPP. 628/2008, LAAPP. 630/2000, LAAPP..
23/2010, LAAPP. 24/2010, LAAPP. 26/2010, LA.APP. 35/2010,

LA ARPP, 37/2010, LAAPP. 41/2010.
(Relating to Notification u/s 4 dated 16.05.2002 5.: Awiard Nu
?9;"21][]3 04, Village-Shahpur Garhi}

: Tuﬁ..ﬁ'-pp.ﬂ i 2082008 & connected matters Pape B of T4



AND ' %
{GRID-M) :
+  LAAPP. 338/2008, LA APP. 343/2008, LA.APP. 356/2008,
- LAVAPP. 366/2008, LA APP. 367/2008, LAAPP. 36B/2008, LA.APP,
3692008, LAAPP. 37072008, LAAPP. 3B3/2008, LA APP;
384/2008, - LAAPP. 3B6/2008, LAAPP. 38B/2008, LA.APP.
3892008, LAAPP. 434/2008, . LAAPP. 43572008, LA APP.
A436/2008, LAAPP.  444/2008, LAAPP., 456/2008& CM
Mo.11332/2008 (Cross Objecltions), LAAPP. 45B/2008, LA APP, T
46772008, LAAPP. 550/2008 & CM No. 16150/2008 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 553/2008, LAAPP. 562/2008, LAAFPP.
680/2008, LAAPP. 7152008, LAAPP. T716/2008, LAAFP.
F20/2008, . LAAPP,. 72372008, LAAPP. 7L7/2008, LAAPP.
60/2008, LAAPE, 7To7/2008, LaA.APP. 9372008, LAAPP. |
823/2008, LAAPP. B24/2008, LAAPP. 83772008, LA.APP.
908/2008, LAAPP. 8092008, LAAPP. 85272008, LA APP
1022/2008, LAAPP. 1024/2008, LAAFPP. 1025720038, LA APP.
10632008, LAAPP, 17372000, LA APP. 307/2009,. LAAPP,
3082009, LAAPP. 31172009, LAAPP. 38472009, LAAPP,
3852009, LAAPP, 46372009, LAAPP. 46772009, LAAPP.
540/2009, LAAPP, 542/2009, LAAPP. 548/2008, LAAPP
02772009, LAAPP. 621/20098, LAAPP. 22/2010, LAAPFE. 2042010,

{Relating to MNotification ufs & dated 23.052002 & Awarr]
Mo, EEIEGDE 04, Village-5hahpur Garhi)

AND
({GRID-N)

+  LAAPP. 4B5/2008, LA.APP, 408/2008 & CM 13228/2008
(Cross Objections), LA.APP. 1145/2008, LA.APP. 263/2009,
LA.APP. 304/2009 & CM 13916/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
12/2011 |

fRelating to Motification ufs 4 dated 23.05.2002 & ﬁ«ward B,
16/2003-04, Village-Holambi Kalan)

AMD
{GRID-0)
+  LAAPP.379/2008, LAAPP. 38172008, LA.APP. 290/2008,
LA APP. 494/2008, LAAPP. 49972008, LAAPP. 530/208, LA APP,
B83G/2008 & CM 530072010 {Cross Objactions), LAAPP, 310/2009
& CM 160272009 (Cross Obiections), LAAPP. 782/2010, LAAPP,

L App MNo. 2662008 & connzcied mattars -8 Page O of T4



———— —{Cross Objections), LAAPP. 58/2011-HAAPP.
14850/2011

289/2011 & CM

763/2010, LA ARP. B25/2010, LA.APP.9/2011 & CM 9960/2011 \:E:u/

{Cross

Chjections),

LA _APP,

290/2011

14852;2{311 {Cross Oblectlons), LAAPP. 38172011,

b CM

{Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 23.05.2002 -Er Award Hu
17/2004-05, Village- Ali Pur} :

AMD
{GRID-P)

+ . LAAPP. 654/2008 & CM to,2357/2009 (Cross Objections],
LA APP. 65572008, LA.APP. 674/2008 & CM No.7818/2009 {Cross
LAAPP, 705/2008, LAAPP.
706/2008, LA.APP. B07/2008, LAAPP. B808/2008 & CM No.
LA.APP.  B78/2008, -

Objections),

783772008
882/2008, -
898/2008
Gd2/2008,

LAAPP. 677/2D08,

(Cross
LAAPP,

Objections),
8B5/2008,

L A.AFP,

& CM MNo.2355/2009 (Cross

LAAPP.

022/2008,

LAAPP,

g92a9/2008 & CM No.2351/2009 (Cross
g30/2008 & CM No.7821/2009 (Cross

- 9602008,
Objections),
. Objgctions),
. No.2347/2002 {Cross Ohjections],
Mo.B39/2010 {Cross Objections),
8972008,

Objections),

LA.APP. 103/2009, LA APF. 104/2009, LA.APP. 107/2009, LA.APP.

115/2009 & CM {Cross Objections),

1222008 & CM No.14321/2008 (Cross Objections),

LA APP.

LA APE,

LAAFF.

ag0/2008

Q8.2/2008,

& CM

10022008, LAAPP.

891/2008,
Objections},

92372008,

Objections),
Objections),
Mo. 8552010
LAAPP. 981/2008 & CM No.1261/2009 (Cross
LAAPP, 0B3/2008 & Chi
LAAPP, 9842008 & CM
LAAPP. 985/2008, LAAPP,
100672008, LAAPP.
102772008, LA.APP. 107872008 & CM No.2247/2009 (Cross
LAAPP, 1123/2008, LAAFPP. 11272008 & CM
MN0.2211/2008 (Cross’ Objections), LAAPP, 1196/2008, LA.AFF.
1246/2008 & CM No.10387/2009 (Cross Oblections),
125742008, LAAPP. 1258/2008 & CM No: 7791/2008 {Cross
+ Objections),

LA APP.
LA APP,
LA APP,
LA APP.
L& APP.
La APP.

{Cross

L& APP,

LA.APP. 13/2009 & CM HNo.2151/2008 {Cross _.
Objections), LAAPP. 22/2000, LA.APP. 83/2009, LA APP, 99/2¢03,

Mo.6482/2010

La App o 266/2008 & connecled matters

123/2009 LA APP. 124/2008, LAAPP. 128720009,

174/2009, LAAPP, 250D/200%, LAAPP, 260/2009,

261/2000, EAAPP.  262/2009, TAAPP. ~264/2009,

203/7009, LAAPP. 200/2000, LAAPP. 301/2009,

302/2008, 1AAPP. 30372000, LAAPP. 365/2000,

= T 4337008, LAAFP. 445972000, LA APP. 461/2009,
471/2009, |AAPP. 487/2009, LAAPP. 501/2009,
CSTEFZ000, T LAAPP.  527/2009, LA APP. 530/2009,

531;11::09 LA APP, 533/200%9, LAAPP. B37/2009,
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538/2009, LAAPP. 54572000, LA.APP. 55442008, LAAPP,

225/2009,  LAAPP. 55B8/2009, LAAPP, 58%/2000, LAAPP
288/2008, L[AAPP. ©18/2009, LA APP, G25/2009, LA APP.
626/2008, 1AAPP.” 6292009, LAAPP, '649/2009, LA.APP:
38/2010, LA.APP. 43/2010, LA.APP. 131/2010, LA.ARF. 202/2010,

\

LA.APP. 203/2010, LAAPP. 204/2010, LA APP. 2252010, LA APP.

227/2010, LAAPP. 269/2010,. LAAPP. 303/2010, LAAPP.
372/2010, LA.APP. 410/2010, LAAPP. 418/2010,. LA.APP.
47942010, LAAPP. 4B80/2010,  LAAPP. 482/2010, LA APP.

48372010, LAAPP. 484/2010, LAAPP. 485/2010, LAAPP,

486/2010, LAAPP. 4B87/2010, LA.APP. 604/2010, LAAPP,
606/2010 & CM -No.19878/2010 {Cross Objections), LA.APP.
007/2010, LAAPP.  608/2010,. LA.APP... 609/2010, LA.APP.
614/2010, LAAPP 61572010, LAAPP. B71/201D, LA.APP,
695/2010, LAAPP. 705/2010, LA.APP. 734/2010, LA APP.
7852010 & CM Mo.12868/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,

- F86/2010 & CM No.128967/2011 (Cross Objectlons),: LAAPP.

787/2010, LAAPP. TBE/2010, LAAPP, 789/2010, LA APP.
79042010, LAAPP. H20/2010 & CM No.12880/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 821/2010, LA.APP. 015/2010, LAAPP.

916/2010 & CM No.5773/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

14/2011 & CM No.b6754/2011 (Cross Objections}, LA.APP,
26/2013 & CM No.6763/2011 (Cross Objections}, LAAPP.

T

53/2011 & CM No.12824/2011 .[Cross Objections), LA.APP. -

'50/2011, LAAPP. 63/2011. LA.APP, 69/2011, LA.AFP, 70/2011,

LAAPP. 72/2011 & CM No.6777/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
6/2011 & CM No.12974/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
114/2011 & CM Np.12869/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,

- 135/2011, LAAPP.© 136/2011 & CM No.12971/2  (Cross

Objections}011, LAAPP. 137/2011 & CM No.12902/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP, 14372011, LAAPP. 153/2011, LAAFPP.
203/2011 & CM Mo.12913/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
273/2011. & CM Mo, 13239!2[]11 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
338/2011

(Relating to Notification u/s 4 dated 27.01.2003 & Award
Mo.11/2004-05, \.ﬁllage-San:}th]I :

AND
(GRID-0})

+ LAAPP.  336/2010° & CM  APPL.14B45/2011, LA.APP.
62472010, LAAPP. 625/2010, LAAPP. 626/2010, LAAPP.

b627/2010 & . C.M. No. 3853/2011 (Cross QObjections), LAAPP.

629/2010, LAAPP. 630/2010, LAAPP. 642/2010, LAAPP.

643/2010, LAAPP. 644/2010, LAAPP. 6452010 & C.M.
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N0.3587/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. 646/2010, LA.APP. \&

664/2010, LAAPP, 665/2010, LAAPP. 667/2010, LAAPP.
668/2010, LAAPP. 669/2010 & CM. MNo.B769/2011 (Cross
Objections], LAAPP. B70/2Z010 & T M. MNa.3BIB/Z011 {(Cross

Objections), LAAPP. 672/2010, LAAPP. 673/2010 & C.M. .

N0.2814/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 687/2010, LA.APP.

JOL2010 & CM. N 38502011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. -
J02/2010, LAAPP. 703/2010 & C.M. N0.99241/2011 (Cross -

Objections), LAAPP, 721/2010, LAAPP. 733/2010 & C.M.
No.12878/2011 (Cross Oblections), LA.APP., 735/2010, LA APR,
726/2010, LAAPP. 737/2010, LAAPP. 738/2010, LAAPP,
- 738/2010 & C.M. N0.3569/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APF,

JH0/2010 & CM No.14322/2011 (Cross Objections), . LAAPP. . .

BOOML0L0 & C.M. No.3217/2011, LA.APP. B01/2010, LA APP,
- B02/2010, LAAPP; 803/2010, LAAPF. 808/2010, LA.APP.
B09/2010, LAAPP. B810/2010, LA.APP. 811/2010, LA.APPR,
B12/2010, LA.APP. B13/2010, LAAPP. B814/2010, LAAPP,

815/2010, LAAPF. B816/2010 & C.M. No.38A2/2011 (Cross

Objections), LAAPP. 817/2010, LAAPP. 838/2010, LA.APP.
838/2010 & C.M. No.,10335/2011 (Cross Objections); LA APP.
870/2010 & C.M. No.9946/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
917/2010, LAAPP. 922/2010, LAAPP. 923/2010, LA.APP,
024/2010, LAAPP. G925/2010, 1A APP. 9452010 b LML
Mo.3844/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 975/2010 & C.M.
M0, 266472011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP. 987/2010& C.M.
Mo.3547/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, 10062010, LA APP,
562011 & C.M. No.9939/2011 (Cross Objections) 1A AP
7472011, LAAPP. 96/2011. LAAPP. Q?Eﬂll,tm.APF. 05/201
LA.APP. 99/2011, LAAPP. 100/2011, LAAPP, 103/2011, LA APP,
10472011, LAAPP. 105/2011, LAAPP. 106/2011, LA.APP.
© 107/2011, LAAPH. 108/2011,  LAAPP, 108/2011, LA.APP.
113}"2311 LAAPP, 16572011, LAAPP.329/2011

iRelating to WNotification u/s 4 dated ?? 01. ?DDE &2 Award'. |

Mo.10/2004-05, Village-Rajapur Kalan)

CORAM:
HON'ELE MR. JUSTICE PRADEEP NANDRAJOG

1. ¥Whether the Reporters of local papers may be allowed
to see the judgment?
To be referred Lo Reporter or not?

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the
Digest?

. LA App Mo 2662008 & connecled maltorz _ Page 12 of T4~
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"~ PHADEEP NANDRA[OG, ]

B 10 vfllhges; namely, Pooth Khurd, Holambi Kalan,
Holambi- Khurd, Bawana, Khera Khurd, Narela, All Pur, Rajapﬁr
Kalan, Shahpur Garhi and Sanoth are comprised in the Revenue
District {Morth-West} and if we see the map of the city of Delhi
we would find that these villages lie in the North-Western part of
Delhi. They lie within an area between the 'V’ formed by Rohtak |
Road lLe. NH-10 and GT.Karnal Road ie. NH-1. The Delhi-
Ambala rai!u#ay line runs somewhat parallel to NH-1. Whereas -
villages Marela_e-lnd Shahpur Garhl are in between the railway
line and MH-1, the other villages are on the opposite side of the
railway line i.e. towards the west of the railway line. Narela and
Shahpur Garhi.are towards the east of the rallway line. The
urbanized city of Delhi where the colony Rohini exists has been
developed on the a;gricultural lands acguired post 1961 and is .
situated in the land within the aforesaid “v'. Bawana industriai
Estate came up on lands which were acquired post 1996 and
said Industrial Estate is also on the land within the aforesaid "V,
Historically, except for village Narela, all wllages have been
 treated as equivalent with respect to their location.
Z, The instant decision decldes the issue as to what should
" be the fair market value of agricultural lands in the said villages
as of the dates 7.8.2000, 11.8.2000, 2.5.2001,. EE:E-.ZUGL
7:12.2001, 16.5.2002, 23.5.2002 and 27.1.2003. Necdiess to
state, pursuant to notifications Issued, from time. to time, on
+ gforesdid—dates under Section 4 of the Land .Ar:ﬁuis.[tiun ACT-
- 1884, vast tracts of land in said 10 viliages were acquired and
_ save and except lands in the Revenue Estate of village N;rela
where the purpose of acquisition was partly residential and
partly industrial, in the other willages, acquisition was'far the
purpose of establishing an industrial estate or laying down @

A App No. 266 200K & connected matters Page 13 of 74




road or fre[ght cumple:u: The reason. wha.r such large trar.‘:ts nf '-'

lands were needed was to set up an industrfal estate pursuant
to a demamn taken to shift all industries operating in non-
conforming areas within Delhi to conforming areas. _
3. | must highlight thal arguments by Iearngd counsel for ~
the land pwners were the same In all ElFJIﬂEﬂlE-filEd."by them as
aiso cross-objections wherever flled, and similar is the position
with respect to the stand taken by the UnEnn- of India. Sawve and |
except 'pe_rtair]jng to . village Marela, where af_u adﬁ[tinna_l' _
ar_gument was advanced: being that, the tﬂwnﬁhiﬂ-lﬂf Narala ha;:l
existed since pre-partition days and thus lands in village Narela
had a better value and for which it was urged that way back in -
the yaar 1963 'when lands in the revenue astate of wllage Marela :
and adjeining villages Bhorgarh and Mamurpur were acquired,
lands In village Marela were given a price advantage of T2/ per

- sq.yd. vis-a-vls the price determined for lands in village i
Bhorgarh and Mamurpur. | must further highlight that learned
counsel conceded that village Narela and Mamurpur comprised
the same revenue éstate; with the market i.e. Mandi being in
village Narela and the village abadi being_in Mamurpur: '
4. The position of the awards made from time to time and
the relatable notification under Secticn 4 of the Land Acquisitiph
Act 1894 have been detailed by me while noting the various
Land Acquisition Appeals and the Cross Objections. as per the

index hereinabove and thus.| need not repeat the same.

N A perusal of all the awards announced from ime.to
—— fime would reveal that the learned Land Acquisition Collector
has determined compensation payabte with refarence to -

n'ut:ﬁ'catmnsfurders issued by the Government of NCT Delhi from
------ '~ — #me-e time notifying the minimum rates for agricultural lands -
in Delhi and whéreuer it was found that due to land owners
having excavated earth resulting in pits having depths between
LA App No 266/2008 & connecied matters I'age 14 of 74



4" to &7, the Tand value has been appropriately depressed and = -
this Is to be found In a few awards where lands have bean put in
2 or 3 categdries i.e. Category 'A’, Category ‘B" and Category
lEF. ! ] i

g, A perusal of the various deciéfnns prﬂnuunﬁecj by the
Reference Court in various Land Acguisition References madu;
wauld show that the learned Reference Court has 'determine.d
fair market value on different principles and for purposes of
c!'arityr | may note the basis on which the learned fanﬂ =
Acquisition Collector and the learncd Reference Court have
determined the compensation payable. Thé same -_wnulld be as
ander:- . o

A Pertaining to the notification dated 7.8.2000 issued
under -Seetien J1-of the Land' Acquisifion Act 1894 pursuvant
whereto 1372.00.10 bigha land was acquired in village Pooth
Khurd, for the purpose of shifting industrial units, as apgainst
¥13.82 lacs per acre for Category ‘Al lands and ¥12.26 lacs per
. acre for Category ‘B’ lands awarded by the learned Land
Acquisition Collector (by adopting the price as per the policy for
minimum rates as of 1.4,2000), the learned Reference Court has -
adopted the same rate i.e. T13.82 lacs per acre and has granted o
increment at the rate of 12% per annum for the period 1.4.2000°
till 7.8.2000 i.e. the date of the notification issued under Section

4 of the Land Acquisition Act 1894 and thus determined fair
market value of land in ﬁllége Pooth Khurd at 14,37,280/- per
acre and has ignored that there was Catagory ‘B’ land for which -
he had to make necessary adjustment. ' _

B. Pertaining to the same notification dated 7.8.2000
pursuant whereto -211.14 bigha land was acguired in vilage -
Holambi Kalan, the Land Acquisition Collector treated the land -
as of same character and determined fair market value with
reference to the policy for minimum rates in sum of T13.82 lacs

LA App No.266/2008 & connceted matters - _ FPags 1§ E.‘tf".f*l_



determined was ¥9,76,121/- per acre for. Cet‘eeery ‘A lands an_e
treating the said date and the said price as the base, giving 12%

per annum appreciation for a period of 3 years, 8 months and 23 B
days, to reach thé date 7,8.2000, fair market value has been

" determined.

Ce Pertaining to the same notification dated 7.8.2000 -
pursuant wherete-agricurturel lands in village Bawana were.
acquired, theLend Acquisition Collector determinad fair meri{et
value for Category A’ lands, with reference to the policy and
.ﬁ:-:ed the same at T13.82 lacs per acre for Category A’ lands and -
112,62 lacs per acre for Category ‘B' lands. The learned

Reference Court maintained the same.

D. Pertaining to the notification dated 11.9.2000

pursuant whereto agricultural Jands in village Khera Khurd were
acquired for shifting industrial units, the I_end_ Acquisition
Collector has, for Category 'A’ lands determined fair market
value, with reference to the policy effectlve from 1.4.2000 in

sum of T13.82 lacs per acre and for Cetegew ‘B lands has fixed -
the same at ¥12.62 lacs per acre. The learned Reference Court

has adopted the policy wherain minimum prlce fixed as of
1.4.2000 was ¥13.82 lacs per acre and for 128 days l.e the
‘number of days between 1.4.2000 tifl 11.9.2000, appreciating
the same by 12% has determined fair market value at
¥14,40,157/- and has un"lﬁermly awarded the same for all [ands. .
E. Pertaining to the notification dated 2.5.2001 pursuant
whereto 1140.5.8 bigha land was ecqu]red. in Marela for
degelepment of sectors 1 to 4, Phase |, Harele, with respect to
the policy of minimum price with effect from 1.4.2001 the

LA App.No.266/2008 & connected matters ' . Page 16 of T4
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Court to ¥14,12,995/- per acre by relying upon a decision of a . -
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leamed Land Acquisition Collector determined. fair market value f
in sum of ¥15.7 [acs per acre for Category ‘A’ lands i.e. the same
price notified as of 1.4.2001 and for Category ‘B’ lands

determined the same at ¥14 lacs per—acre: ~ The |earned
Reference .Court adopted the minimum . price notified by. the
_Gnuemmenf'as' of 1.4.2001 and gave appreciation for a period
_ of 1 month for the reason the notification under Section 4 of tha
- e o= g AogsitonT Act 194 is dated 2.5.2001 and _enhanced'th_e
Coma compensation to ¥15,85,700/- per. acre which has uniformly
awarded.” b e B

F. Pertalning to the notification dated 22.8.2001

whereunder 512.16 bigha land in village Holambi Kalan were
acquired for construction of a 100 meter wide road, the learned |
Land Acquisition Collector has rested his declsion on the
mi_raimum.pri;:e notified as of 1.4.2001 l.e. ¥15.7 lacs' per acre
which has been held to be the fair market value for Category A" .
lands and for Category ‘B’ lands the same has heen determined
at 714 lacs per acre. The learned Reference Court, with
reference to the minimum rates netified as of 1.4.2001 i.e. ¥15.7"
lacs per acre has appreciated the same by 12% p'ér annurﬁ‘fr::-r
143 days and the price so fixed is ¥16,43,811/- pef' acre which
“has been uniformly awarded. | .
G. Pertaining to same notification dated 22.8.2001
pursuant whergto 512.16 bigha land was acquired in village -

. Alipur,'_,n_q the s_anﬁié reasoning which has been adopted for
village Hqiallﬂhi'i{alan. for the two categories of land same
_ compensation as determined for village Holambi Katan has been
worked ouf by the learned Land Acquisition Collector as alse by
the fearned Reference Court who has done away with
categorizatton— - R o S " |
H. Pertaining to the same notification dated 22.8.2001

. pursuant whereto 182.15 higha of land was a::q_uire‘d in village
LA App.Na 266/2008 & connecled I_ZI'I.I:11.'[E_!‘9. Page 17 of 74



e e,

Reference Court and the price'q:et&rmine_d is the same as has

been determined for village Holambi Kalan save and except that;

in this vilfage even the LAC has treated all lands in the same

umfurm category. -

L -Pertaining to the same nntlﬂcatiun dated 22.8. Enﬂl
pursuant whereto agrlcultural lands in wtlag& Rajapur Kalan

were acquired the . reasoning and the fair market value _'

determined. by. the learned LAC anr:l the leamned Reférence Court
is the same as adopted for village Holambi Kalan, Holambl Khurd -

7 and A]lpur save and Ex:ept in this village the acquired land was :

of umfnr‘m categ ory.

" J° Pertaining to the notification dated 7.12.2001.
pursuant wheretc: 222,05 ‘bigha land was acquired In wllage _

Sanoth for laying a 80 meter appmach road to Narela township,
the learned Land Acquisition- Collector has _ as:-‘.-ESSE;r:i
' compensation uniformly in sum of ¥15.7 lacs per-acre which is

the same as per the policy for minimum price we.f 1.4.2001
and the learned Reference Court has adopted the same price.

and given appreciation for 250 days at the rate of 12% per
annum to reach the figure of T16,99,042/- per acre.

K Pertaining te the notification dated 16.5.2002 pursuant
whereto agricultural’ lands in village Shahpur Garhi were
~ aecquired, the learnad Land Acquisition Coilector has determined
‘compensation in sum of T15.7 laty per, acre which is the
minimum price notified by the Government as of 1.4.2001. The
learned Reference Court has simply held that the land owners
_ wﬂuEd he entitled to enhance cnmpensatmn at the rate of 11. 5%
per annum mmpﬂunded. | may highlight that the leamed

Reference Court has not worked out the compensation and has
left it to the Executing Court to do so, however | find that the -

enhanced cempensation . which would work out would be
LA AppNo.266/2008 & connected matters A ¥ P:{gelgﬂmf‘f{
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¥17,75,369.44 per acre for the reason treating the bas_e ::IatE. ﬁ@
T T TA2001 and the Base price at %15.7 lacs, for 1 year and 45 '
days to reach the date 16.5.2001, appreciation would be at the
'rate of 11.5% per annum compounded as per the learried

AddltlnnaF Sessions Judge,

. Pertalning to the notification dated 23.5.2002
pursuant wherete agricultural. lands in village Shahpur Garhl
were acquired the learned LAC and the learned Reference ﬁ_‘m’.rrt
have determined same compensation as per the reasoning
pertaining to the same village for the notification dated.
16.53.2002 and | find that since there is a gap of 7 gﬂa?s in the
two notifications, the compensation payable as per the decision -
of the Reference Court comes to ¥17,79,781.78 per acre.

ot : F’ertéirriﬁg—tﬁ—the—s&mu—mﬁﬁtathn dated 23.5.2002 -

pursuant whereto 445.81 bigha land in village"HnIémhl Kalan-
. Was acqulr&d . the leamed LAC has determined falr market value

in sum of $15. ? lacs per acre which is the SAMe as per mlmmum
P price w.ef. 1.4.2001. The learned Heference_{:c-urt has adopted
the same reasoning as was adopted while determining the fair :
market value of lands in village Holambi K..a'lan._-whir:h Wers
“acquired pursuant to the notification dated 7.8.2000 i.e. adopted
the price determined as of 15.11.199_«6' in the decision in Gafrais .
. case (supra) -and appréciating-thé same by 12%'cumpuunded
per annum the price determined-is ?22 14,239/- per EIEI'E
M. Pertaining to the same nnt’lﬂcatmn dated 23.5.2002
pursuant whereto 814.19 bigha agr‘icultural land in village Al‘pur"
wereé acquired the learned Land Acquisition Collector has
awarded compensation at the rate of T15.7 |acs per acre based
on the minimum price as of 1.4,2001, which price has heen

ar.lr:pted as the. base by the IEarne-::! Heference Court and aﬂ:er

granting appreciation at the rate of 12% per annum _w:e.f. '
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1.4.2001 till 23.5.2002, the price determined is T17,85,240/- per

dCre.
0. Pertaining to the notification dated 27.1:2003

pursuant whereto 3092.04 bigha land in village Sanoth- and

2188-63-bigha fend in village Rajapur Kalan-were acquired, the
learned Land Acquisition Collector, resting his reafsnning on the

B _minim'urn price notified as of 1.4.2001 fixed the same value as

the compensation payable for Category A’ iands in both villages. ..

i.e. ¥15.7 lacs per acre and for Category "B’ lands in sum of #14
lacs per acre and for Category 'C’ lands in sum of ¥12.3 lacs p'er
acre. The |earned Referente Court has aduptad different
reasoning some impugned decision and different in a few. In
some decisions the learned Reference Court has adopted the

minimum grice in sum of T15.7 lacs per acreas-of 42003 and

appreciating the same by 12% per annum far a ;jerind of 666
davys has fixed fair market value at ¥19,13, ?EE;’- per acre whu:h

. has been U!'HTCII'I'I'H‘H" EIW&FdEd and in some I'EfEr'E'.‘I"lCES pertaining

to the village Rajapur Kalan, the leamed Reference Court has
determined the fair market value with reference to a sale deed
'Ex.R-2' which is dated 20.5.2002 and whereunder 1 bigha and
13 biswa of agricultural land comprised in Khasra No.200 in the

revenue estate of village Rajapur Kalan was purchased for |

. ¥5,39,680/-.

7. Since the learned Land A:.:,qu'iﬁiti_nn Collector as also the
learned Reference -Court have relied upon the notifications
issued from time to time by the Government of NCT Delhi, fixing
mintmum price for agricultural lands in Pelhi, let me therefore

note the dates and tHE minimum rates notified frnrﬁ tima to timE_

. pertaining to agricultural lands in Delhi since the same would be
. relevant for the present decision, The same wnuld be as under:-
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Shhlo.-

14,1998

—-Date-of—| EffcctiveDate | Priee— 11 3
MNotification | of the price {in j ncrease |
| lakhs/acre) per
: . annum |
[T [35.1990 [27.3.1990 365 =)
2. |25.7.1987  1.4,1997 100 11.5
3. 24.8,1998 [1.4,1998 11.2 11.2
(4, ]21.11.2000|- 12.32
5.7 [9:82001 | 1.4.1599 1216 |11
| ' 1 1,4.2000 13.82 11
9.8.2001 | 1.4.2001 15.7 15
|T '30.8.2005 |30.8.2005  |17.584 2987
B *14 1.2008" [18.12.2007 53 89.51

8. From the tabulation hereinabn:wg noted it would be

apparent that after minimum price was -last fixed w.ef:

27.4.1990 in sum of T4.65 lakhsfacre it was increased after -

nearly 7 years to 710 lakhs/acre and the annual increase comes
to 11.5% per annum (simple). The next year l.e. w.e.f. 1.4.1998
the price was enhanced by 11.2% to reach the flgure of T11.2
lakhs/acre and thereafter wef 21.11.2000 the price was
to %12.32 “which notification
superseded, inasmuch as when the notification dated 9.8.2001

enhanced lakhs/acre, was
was issued the price was retrospectively enhanced w.e.f.
1.4.1983 to T12.16 lakhs/acre i.e. the price increased by 11%
_ per _annum with reference to the price determined as of
and notification” the
retrospectively enhanced w.e.f 1.4.2000 to %13.-5‘-2 lakhs/acre
i.e. increased by 11% per annum vis-4-vis the previous i.e.
- T12.16 lakhsfacre and w.e.f. 1.4.2001 the price rose by, 11.5%

per annum vis-a-vis the previous price of $13.82 lakhsfacre to

vide same price  was
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- reach - the figure of ¥15.7 lakhsfaore. __ThE _gnr;e WAS nNext

enhanced w.e.f. 30.8. 2005 to T17.584 lakhsfacre which gives us’
an increase of oniy: 2. 98% per annum and then the price rose to™*

53 lakhs/acre as of 18.12,2007 le. increased 89.51% per‘

annum with reference to the base figure of 17.584 lakhs/acre
and the date 30.8.2005. |
a, . Before noting the evidence relied upon by the land

owners and Unjon of India before the fearned Reference Court; i.t'_

would be beneficial for the reader of the present decision, as I

feel, that arguments advanced on either side may be noted. |
would highlight that from the side of the land Dwner_é. each
argument was in the alternative and it was urged that they
would be’ entitied to price determiration as p.e'r the first
argument, failing which as per the second argument, faili:?g'
which as per the third argument and so en. From the side of
Unien of India it was urged that the land price fixed b:.:r: the
Jdearmed. Reference Court pertaining to the notification dated

7.8.2000 for vilage Pooth Khurd; the notification dated

22.8.2001 for village Holambi Kalan: the notification dated - -

7.8.2000 for village Bawana; the notification dated 11.9.2000 for -

village Khera Khurd; the notification dated 2.5,2001 for viliage
Marela; and the notification dated 22,8.2001 for village Ali Pur;
and the notification dated 27.1.2003 for village Rajapur Kalan
and Sanoth treats as if alt lands were of uniform character and it
was urged that corrective action is required by doing 2 things.
Firstly, with reference ta the minimum price notified by the
Government from Eirﬁe to time, 11.5% increase per-annum and

2% per anmum - ncrease Was excessive with reference to the
.. dates of the notifications under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act 1894; requifing the same to be reduced to 10% per annum
In the Teast. Secondly, the learned Reference Court was not

JUStlfled in treating all lands as of the same character and thus-
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o requiring further correction by suitably depressing the price for _/"/

such lands which were put in Category ‘B’ and Category 'C" by
the Land Acquisition Collector’ and in respect of which
categorization it was urged that neither land owner had
challenged the same by leading evidence to the contrary i.e. to
show that such lands which were put in Category ‘B' anﬂ
Category 'C', on account of plts and depressions of various
depths, as per the awards pésse::i_ by the Land Acquisition
Collector was incorrect.

10. Learned counsel for the land owners firstly urged that
the leamed Reference.Court was not justified in ignoring the 2
sale deeds dated 25.3.2000, Ex.PW-1/3, in Land Acquisition -
Reference which. is subject 'matl:er of LAAPP.No.7B0/2010 as
also the sale deed dated 2542001, Ex.PW-1/2,-in the same
LA Appeal. Vide sale deed Ex.PW-1/3, 33 bigha and 12 biswa
agricultural land in village Mamurpur was sold @ 726.75
lakhs/acre and as per the sale deed Ex.PW-1/2, 2 bigha.and 14
biswa of land was saold in the revenue estate of village Khera
| Khurd for a sum of ¥32.4 lakhs and adding on the stamp duty
paid and corporation tax it was urged that pér.ar:re land price as '

of 25.3.2000 under Ex.PW-1/3 would be 728,89 lakhs/acre and
pertaining to the sale deed Ex.PW-1/2 the land price would be
63478 |lakhsfacre, It was thus urged that the said 2 sale deeds
wnulﬁ be good evidence to determine the fair market value of
agricuttural lands In the aforesaid iﬂ-villagez as of 7.8.2000,
- 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, EZ,E.Eﬁﬂl, T.lE.EDEIL. 16.53. 2002,
25.5.2002 and 27,1.2003 i.e. the 8 dates on which natifications.
were issued under Section 4 of the Land Acqguisition Act 1884. by
suitably increasing or decreasing the price. As an extended limb
of this argument, pertaining to village Narem'. it was urged that
the pr.icé needs to he suitably enhanced and for which learned
counsel submitted that the same should he at least 10% more
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and for which the argument was that when in the.past,.....
pertaining to a notification issued on 30.10.1963 under Section '
4 of the Land Acquisition Act 1894, the Reference Court had
given sald benefit to agricultural lands in village Mamurpur-

MNarela by glving a.price benefit of 2/ per squyd. This was
" Opheld by the Supreme Court in its decision dated 6.8.1987 in
C.A.N0.440571997 UOf vs. Dharambir & Ors. The said decision
would reveal that the price per bigha in 5um' of 6,650/~
determined by the Land Acquisiiiun Collectar was enhanced to
¥16,750/- per bigha by the Refarence Court which was enhanced
to ¥22,000/- per higha by this Court and the decision of this
- Court was reversed by the Supreme -Court and thé ane rendered
by the Reference Court was restored, i |

11. - lLearned counsel for the land owners secondly urged, in
the alternative to.the first, that the learned -Reference Court,
having accepted that due to Bawana Industrial Estate, Narela
Residential Scheme and Rohini Residential Scheme having
resulted in areas around the acquired lands being urbanized and.
developed into residential and industrial estates, had resulted in
the Subject ilands having acqu[red 2 building pthntiality,_
required fair market value to be determined with respect to the
price at which DSIDC and DDA J.e. the implementing agencies,
which actéd as thz::- Nodal Agencies for development of Rohini
Residential 5chame and Bawana Industrial Area, sold developed
land in the Rohini Residential Schemé and Bawana Industrial
Estate and for which learned counsel took me through the
evidence led and as noted by the learned Reference Court,
which | would be noting hereunder while dealing with the
submission urged. - _ -
12, Alternative to the second submission, being the third
submission, it was urged that as held by a Division Bench of this
Court in the judgment reported as 2001 (93) DLT 150 Bedi Ram
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vs. Union gf india, It was permissible to determme farr markef Q)

‘value of acqu:red lands with reference to the fair market value
determined by Courts at an earier point of time by giving -
suitable increase In the market value of the land by percentages .
ranging between 6% per annum to 12% per annum for different |
periods. Sh.l.5.Dahiva, learned counsel for some of .ﬂ'IE land

~ owners handed over a thart, worked upon by learned counsel,
with reference to the decision in BedV Ram’s case (supra) as per
which price increase per annum till 30.3.1965 had to be @ 6%
per annum with re_férence to the base price T16,750/- per bigha
as of 30.10.1963 i.e. the price affirmed by the Supreme Court in
Dharamibir’s case {supra) and thereafter @ 10% per annum til!
31.3.1973 and thereafter @ 12% per. annum till- the various - -

dates when the B notifications under Séction 4 of the Land
Acquisition Act 1894 were issued from time to Hme, and 1m’r-i'ch
—which | am_concerned.in the present appeals. So worked out,
learned counsel highlighted fhat as of 27.1.2003 the fair market
value would come to T56,88,759/- per acre and | rﬁay highlight
that learmed counsel had worked gut as aforesaid for the reason
he was appearing in such appeals where the price fixation has fo
be as of the notification dated 27.1.2003. Other learned counsel
urged that on the same principle market value should be
assessed for the preceding notifications dated 7.8.2000,
11.8.2000, 2.5.2001, EE 8.2001, 7.12. EDGl 16.5.2002 and
23.5.2002. . i

13. The fourth argument advanced was, and for which
reference was made by |earned-counsel for the parties in the
evidence led in LAC N0.99/2005, which is subject matter of 2
Cross appeals i.e. LAAPP.N0.268/2008 filed by the land owners

— and LA.APP.N0.292/2008 filed_hy Unian of India, that fair market -

value should have been assessed on yield basis by annualizing
“the yield for a period of 20 years and the evidence was the
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testimony of Ram Kishan to the effect that by selling agricultural
p‘rﬁduce from his lands he used to earn %1 lakh per bigha per
T annum i.e. the fair market value as of 7. B 2000 i.e. the date of
the nutlflr:atmn issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act 1804 was issued pursuant wheretg the land of Ram Kishan

-and others were acquired. It was thus urged that the fair

market value as of sald date should I::iE 120 lakhs per bigha. |
may highlight that the fourth argument was onfy projected by

5h.5.Chaturvedi, learned counsel who appeared for Ram Klshan

and others i.e. the appellants in LA.APP.No. EEEIEDDE and the
respondents i m LA.APP.NG,292,/2008.

14. The filth argument advanced was by Sh.T.P.5. Kang
Advocate who appeared in a few matters and urged that for
. each of the notification in question the fair market value ought
to have been determined with reference to the notification
Wthh Was CJ.'D_.EEE'I:_II'I point of time where under minimum land

value was f' ed by the Gwernment and the notifi cation date::! :

24.1.2008 where under ¥53. lakhs per acre Wwas the mmlmur'n :

price fixed as of 18,12.2007; the mean average prrnmpl‘e to he -

adopted was the precise argument.- i ;
15.  The last argument, which Was in the alternative to the

first 5, pertained tﬂ the notification dated 27.1.2003, d-_:—:alirig

with which, In some References the leamed Reference Court
had, with reference to a sale deed dated 20.5.2002, where
under 1 bigha and 13 biswa of land comprised in Khasra Np.200
t1-13) in the revenue estate of village Rajapur Kalan was sold for
15,39,690/-, determined the fair market value as per the said
sale deed in the following wards: /Refer para 17 of the decision

dated 7.1.2010 in LAC No.117A/2009) : “If we add stamp oty in '

the sale price 33,689,906/~ per bigha R5.39.690/ + ?ﬁ' 60 =

6,09.850 for 1 Blgha and 13 biswa) which comes $0%17,74.109/
per acre or ¥3.68.906/- per bigha. Further if we give 12%
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ncrease on sa.ﬁ:;-’ amount for mfemenmg peariod befween the
dzte when the sale deed was executed and the. date of
notiffcation /s 4 (20 .05. E{?Q.E' to 27.01.2003) ie. & mﬂnms_,ri‘

‘comes fo 319,716,037/ (round offT19,16,040/-)." The argument
was that if we look at the award relatable to the sald acquisition .

lLe. Award No. 10/DC{NW}/2004-05, it would reveal that the
award- pertained to 2188 bigha and 3 biswa land of which 19232

‘bigha and 18 biswa land was put in Category ‘A’, 45 bigha and 2

biswa in Category ‘B’ and the remainder 220 bigha and 3 biswa
in Category 'C’. The subject sale deed clearly referred to the

land being comprised in KIaSTa Wo.200 and that page No.56-57

T T T orthe aviard would evidence TtHat 187 "comprised. In Khasra .

MNo.200 ad—'measun'ng 1 bigha and 13 hiswa was pliaced in
Category. ‘'CY,  Whereas the Land Acquisitinon Collector had
determined fair market value as of the date of the nﬁtiﬁcatinﬂ
i.e, 27.1.2003 in sum of ¥15.7 lakhs per acre based upon the
notification dated 9.8.2001 where under said price héd been
fixed as the minimum price as of 1.4.2001, and thereafter Had
depressed the same by .?:1-? lakhs per:acre for Category ‘B’
lands, fair market value determined whereof was 714 lakhs per
acre and further depress tho same by another T1.7 lakhs p.Er

acre for Category ‘C" lands, fair market value determined

whereof was ¥12.3 lakhs per acre. ' It would be apparent what
the argument was. The argument precisely was that if the
market value had to be determined with respect to the sale
deed in question, the samé had to be for. Category *C' lands and
for Category ‘B' and Category ‘A’ lands the price hag to .pe
increased by 1.7 lakhs per acre for each c'ategm'w.

14, . | have already noted hereingbove the arghmenm which
were advanced by Sh.5anjay Poddar, learnad senior counsel who r
e;.ppeared for thle Union of India and the Eamé are reflected in
para 9 above and hence | need not repeat the same.
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17. In various sub-paras of para & herginabove, | have :’gjﬁ

capsuled the reasoning of the learned Land Acguisition Collector

and the learned Reference Court pertaining to the 8 notifications
issued under Sectlon 4 of the Land Acqulﬂitlﬁn Atk 1894 and
relatable to the 10 villages and thus [ commence hw journey to
deal with the arguments advanced Ee’epir_‘lg in view the facts
noted as also the reasoning of the learned Land Acquisition
Callector and the learned Reference Court as per various sub-
péras of para 6 above. _ '

18. But hefore dealing with the arguments | need to
 highlight various anomalies which strike the reader at the
outset, The same would be:- :

A, ‘Pertaining to the notificatlon dated 7.8.2000 wherein
lands were acquired in village Pooth Khurd, far Category B
lands, having depressions and pits, deduction effected vis-&-vis

the price for Category 'A' lands Is ¥1.56 lacs per dcre and

pertaining to the notification dated 11.9.2000 where price’ has
been determined for agricultural lands in village Khera Khurd,

said-price differential has been worked out at T1.2 |acs per acre |

and while determining fair market value for aqricultural tands_i'r':
village Narela which were acquired pursuant to the notification
dated 2.5.2001 the deduction effected is ¥1.7 lacs per acre,
which is the same figure adapted when fair market value of
agricultural land in-village Holambi Kalan was determined as of
the date 22.8.2001. Pertaining tp  the notification dated

27.1.2003 and relatable to vitlage Sanoth the price differential

on said count has again been taken at 1.7 lacs per acre to inter-

se differentiate the price between Category ‘A, Categery ‘B’ and

Category 'C’ lands. In.other words, the price differential has

varied between ¥1.2 lacs per acre, 1.56 lacs per acre and ¥1.7
lacs per acre.
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E: The learned Land Acquisition Collector has adoptod the

minimum price notified closest in point of time to the date when
Section 4 notification was issued without appreciétlng the land
price with reference to the date of the Section 4 notification j.e.
no benefit of price rise for the intervening period has been
given,
€&———TFhe-learned Reference Court has adupted the minimum
price notified apnd has given appreciation ranging between
11.5% per annum and 12% por annum and In some cases has
compounded the same and In some giveh said heﬁeﬁt at the
simple rate. - _ '
D Pertaining to village Holambi Kalan where acquisitions
were mado pursuant to the notifications dated 7.8.2000 and
23.5.2002 the learned Reference Court has adopted the price
determined by this Court In Gafa/s case (supra) as of
15.11.1396 and has given appréciation. at the rate of 12% |
simple per annum for the former notification and at the rate of
12% compounded per annum for the latter. '
E; Whereas for the notification dated 27.1.2003 the
learned Reference Court, in some references has determined
the fair market value with reference to the minimum prir:'e
notified as of 1.4.2001 and has given appreciation, in same
cases has determined the fair market value based on the sale
deed gated 20.5.2002.
. Wherever the learned Land Acguisition Collector has
classifled lands in Category ‘A", 'B" and "C’ reasons thereof have
~ “beEen given in the award but the tearned Reference Court, while
awarding unifgrm ciipensation, has given nd réasons as to why
— it was freating_alltands to be of same character and quality.
19. 5ince | am dealing with acquisitions in 10 villages and 8
notifications issued under Saction 4 of the Land Acquisition: Act
1894, | think it advisable to put in a tabular form the reievant
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- Tacts, which wauld he my data for furr-her anaiyms

tabular form the data would be as unﬂer -

Put in a

[illage Date  of | LAC compensation | AD] compensation |
section 4| {in lakhsfacre) with | {in lakhs/acre) with
Notification | reasons TEIsSONs :

Pooth 7.8.2000 [Cat.'A'T13.82 Cat. Uniform.

Khurd : - | Cat. 'B' ¥12.26 R14.3728.
Minimum- price as | Minimum price as
of 1.4.2000 of 1.4.2000 with

12% increase p.a.

Holambi '7.8.2000 |%13.82 714.12905. |

Kalan Minimum price as | Price as in Gafrals
of 1.4.2000 rase as of

15.11.1886  with
112% increase p.a.

Holambi | 22.8.2001 | Cat. 'A"215.7 Cat. Uniform.

Kalan Cat. 'B" 714 | ¥16.43811.,
Minimum price as| Minimum price as
of 1.4.2001 of 142001 with

| 12% increase p.a.

. Holambi | 23.5.2002 |¥15.7 ©22.14230,
| Katan g Minimum price as|Price as in &Gairals
of 1.4.2001 case as of
! 15.11.1896  with
i 129% Increase p.a.
{compounded)
Bawana |7.8.2000 |Cal ‘A T13.82 No enhancement |
_ Cat, 'B" ¥12.62 given.
| Minimum price as
' of 1.4.2000
| Khera 11.8.2000 |Cat. 'A'T13.82 Cat. Uniform.

Iihurdr Cat. '‘B"T12.62. <14.40157.

' Minimum- price as | Minimum price as
of 1.4.7000 of 1.42000 with

' 12% increase p.a.

Narela ~ 12.5.2001 |Cat 'A ¥15.7 Cat. Uniform. . |

L Cal. 'B'¥14 T15.857, ;
Minimum price as | Minimum price as |
of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with,
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“si 1.2% increase p.a. %

(&I Pur

22.8.2001

Cat. "A'¥15.7  [¥16.4381L.
' Cat. 'B"¥14 Minimum price as
Minimum price as|of 1.4.2001 with
of 1.4.2001 12% increase p.a..
[AliPur |235.2002 17157 ?17.8524
: Minimum price as | Minimum price as
of 1.4.2001 oof 142001 with
: 12% increase p.a.
Holambi [22.8.2001 [%15.7 ¥16.43811
Khurd Minimum price as|Minimum price as |
of 1.4.2001 Fof 1.4.2001 with |
12% increase p.a.
Rajapur |22.8.2001 |%15.7 ¥16.43811
Kalan Minimum price as|Minimum price as
| +af 1.4 2001 of 142001 with:
| 12% increase p.a.
Rajapur |27.1.2003 |Cat, 'A" ¥15.7 1. 219.13765 for,
Kalan Cat, '‘B' 14 Uniform category.
Cat. 'C"¥12.3 Minimum price as
Minimum price as|of 1.4.2001 with
of 1.4.2001 12% increase p.a.
| ; in some cases. .
| 2. T19.1604 far
; Unfform  category
-based non  sale
deed - dated
25.5.2002 with
| 12% increase p.a.
Sanoth  7.12.2001 |215.7 %16.09042.
Minimum price as | Minimum price as
of 1.4.2001 tof. 1.4.2001 with
' | 12% increase p.a.
Sanoth  27,1.2003 [Cat.'A’'#15.7 1T19.13765  for:
! Cat. 'B' T14 . !Unlfﬂrm category.
Cat. ‘C' $12.3 | Minimum price as |
Minimum price asiof 1.42001 with
of 1.4.2001 | 12% increase p.a.
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F17.75368 - . .| _":f-.'

Shahpur [15.5.2001 'Cat, 'A"T15.7
Garhi ' : Minimum price as | Minimum price as
_____ of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with
' | compound interest
@ 11.5% p.a. |
(Shahpur |23.5.2002 :Cat. ‘A’ ¥15.7 1%17.79781.
Garhi  Minimum price as | Minimum price as
' -of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with
i compound interest |
! @ 11.5% p.a. |
| %
20, | now propose to deal with the 6 submissions urged by

_i_qa_r_ne_-@i cuunéel for the land owners and the 2 submissions
urged Ey the Unit:m as nibted in paras lﬁ to 15 herelnabwe_
(pertaining to the land owners) and para 8 above {pertaining to
Unign of India).

21. The first argument is predicated on the 2 sale deeds,
Ex.F‘W—l..FE which is dated 25.3.2000, and the sale deed EX.PW-
1/2 which is dated 25.4.2001. As per the former, fair market
value for the former comes to ¥26.75 lakhs per acre and the
latter @ T63.478 lakhs per acre. The learmnmed Reference Court
has rejected the 2 sale deeds as reliable evidence to determine
fair market value of agricultural lands, for all the villages in
guestion on the reasoning that the sale deed Ex.PW-1/3 was
purchased by a religious trust by the name of ‘Radha Swami
Satsang’ and Suraj Bhan PW-6 who had tendered the sale deed
in evidence, while deposing in lfnurt in LAC Nﬂ.EBIEGDS had
stated that to his knowledge the land was purchased for
religious purpose and was being used for a religious purpose.
The sale deed Ex.PW-1/2 has llkewise been held not o he
reliable evidence to determine falr market value of agricuftural
lands on the reasoning it was purchased by a Non Government
Organization “Christian Organization” and as per the testimony
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3
of PW-7 Sister Annie, the secretary of the organization stated//

--——. —that the. :::rgamzatmn had-te-—pay-thepree-for the said piece of -
land as it was the only plot of the requlsite size suitable for the
Irequirement of the organization and is being used for destitute
women i.e. there was a special circumstance, personal to the
vendes, ;

22.  As held In the decisions reported as 1995 {1) SCC 717
tand Acguisition Officer Efuru & Ors. Vs. fstf Rohini & Anr. (Refer
para'6) and 2009 (14) SCC 369 Mohd_Raufuddin Vs land
Acguisition Officer (Refer para 13) sale transactions evidenced n

a sale deed which are tendered in evidence by virtue of Secticn
31A of the L.AACE 1894 have not to be ipse facto treated as an.
exemplar sale deed to determine the market value of land in an

area for the reason there may he special circumstances which
have led the buyer to pay & higher price. The true test is the
price which a well informed wlilling buyer would pay to an
equally well informed seller without being influenced by any
special circumstances or the fancy to buy a particular piece of
land. An informed buyer wauld be ane who has studied the
market and has apprised himsealf of all available {and in the area;
has understﬁmd the topology of the area. and the prevailihg
prices. If a buyer has a fancy for a particular piece of tand, he
may pay a much higher price and this would not be a good
index of fair market value of the lands in the area. | would be
failing If I do not highlight that the Unlen of Indla had relied upon
the sale deed dated 20.5.2002, which was accepted by the
learned Reference Court pertaining to the netification dated
" 2_?'.1':501::3 where-under agritultural land in village Rajapur Kalan
was sold by an agriculturist to an agriculturist for a much lesser
price i.e. ¥17,74,109/- peracre as against the price which comes
.tr.} 163,478 lakhs per acre for Ex,PW-1/2 and T28.89 |akhs per
acre for Ex.PW-1/3. The 2 sale deeds Ex.PW-1/2 and Ex.PW-1/3,
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themselves are having intrinsic evidence of the fanciful price k{’i'

and-ex-facie destoy eactrother:

23, Thus, apart_from the reasoning of ,thel learned

Reference Court, with which | concur, afore-noted reasans in
—._para 21 above would be additional reascns to hold that the D v

sale deeds would advisably not be good evidence wherefrom fair
market value of subject lands can be determined and more so
for the reason | find that under varlous awards nearly between -
7,000 to 8,000 bigha of land have been acquired and when the
acguisition is of such large an area, it would make all the more a
reason to be elrcumspect on sale deeds having intrinsic
evidence of the transaction being the result of a 'fanr:}r of the
buyer. | would be failing not to note an unreported decision
cited by learned counsel Sh.].S.ﬁahiya being the decision dated
19.12.2008 disposing of a batch of appeals, lead matter being
LAAPpR. N0, 19372006 Pratap Em:gh (since deceased) thru LRs Vs

POf & Ors. It was highlighted that the sale deed therein by
which L&T had purchased 8 bigha and 9 biswa of agricultural

~ land for expansion of its factory which had been ignored hy the
learned Reference Court on the ground that L&T had a fancy for
the said land and hence the price reflected thersin could not be
treated as a good evidence of value of land in the area, was
rejectad by the Court and the price in question, with suitable
deductlon on account of the parcel of land being Iargé, was
accepted by the Court and thus even in the instant cases the 2
sale deeds in question l.e. Ex.PW-1/2 and Ex.PW-1/3 should be
treated as the basis to determine fair market value. - The
argument ignores the reasaning in the decision of the Division
Bench in paras 37 to 38 wherein the Division Bench, did not
accept the value In the sale deed on its own logic as indicative
of the market value, but foumd that if the price therein was
reduced by 1/39 the price arrived at would be the same as
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_ ke
would be price arrived at with reféréhﬁé_ to the E{wérage rate of /
the sale deeds produced by the Unlon of India J.e. the sale deeds
produced by the Government were giving a price of T1,37,000/~
per bigha and the sale deed under which L&T had purchaﬁed the
[and gave. the. price ¥3,26,600/- per bigha and the average would

‘come ta T231,800/ which was near about the price of

¥2,15,160/- per bigha, if 1/3" would be deducted from the sum

of ¥3,26,600/-, It may further be highlighted that in the said

judgment the year of the sale was 1993 and the nutlf‘catu::n_

under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act was dated 24.7.19905

and 16.11.1985 and the Court determined fair market value as

of the said dates at the same sum arrived at as aforesaid [e. _
¥2,15,160/-. In other words, the reasoning of the DI*IIS]DI‘I Bench

is not to be read, pedantically but meaningfully. It is not that the

Court treated the sale deed tn question as the basis for If it was

s0, the appreciation for 2 years had requirad to be given. 1.
would highlight once again, that | ‘have hereinbefore already

noted the inherent contradiction in the value of the land price as

per the 2 sale deeds and this itself is intrinsic mutually

destructive evidence of the 2 sale deeds reﬂeu:tmg fair market

value, .

24, Thus, the first ar‘gurnen't as noted in para 10 above i
rejected and [ immediately highlight that the exterided limb of

_the argument that after accepting the said sale deeds as

indicative of the fair market value of the land, pértaining to

village—Narela, In view of the decision in Dharambirs case

(supra), land price sheuld be suitably enhanced would be dealt

with by me at the end when | determine the fair market value of

lands for the villages in queﬂidn: '

25 The second argument, contours whereoi are: to' be

found [n para 11 of my decision hereln above, | need to note the
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IatEEt pmnnu ncer‘nent af the Supreme Euurl: on the. issue 3s per

the decision reported as 2009 (15) SCC 762 Lal Chand vs. UO!.
26, But before that | must highlight that the t_ieciﬁimn in Laf
Chand’s case {supra) predicated a claim on a DDA broghure

- whereunder, gn |ease-hold basls, residential plots were allotted

for residential housing scheme and.the argument was being
considered for fixation of fair market value of agricultural lands
in village Rithala, where further lands were acquired for the

same residential scheme i.e. 'Rohini Residential Housing |
. Scheme’. | highlight that agricultural lands in village Rithala are
situated within the v formed by NH-1-and NH-10 i.e. G.T.Karnal _

Road and Rohtak Fl.nacl _

2 Pertaining to the price charged by DDA after_a:qwiring
agricultural lands, developing the same and- transferring
perpetual lease-hold rights, which observations would equally be

relevant to industrial layouts, in paras 11 to 27, the Supreme w

Court ﬂbSEWEd and held as under;- -

"Whether the DDA brochure is refevant evidﬂncé?
11. The DDA brachure (Ext. X-1) dated 9-2-1981 is an

invitation seeking applications from members of the .

public’ for alletment of plots on lease basis under the

Rohini Residential Housing Scheme, The brochure stated.

that the plots were in. a layout formedfto be formed in

Rithala and the surrounding villages. The brochure gives

the following provisional rates for allotment of plots an -
" leasehold basis: ;

5i. No.Plot size 'Categr:rry " "Rate (per Equare metre)

1. 26 sqm  Economically weaker ser:tmn5 ~ Rs 100
G (EWST . :
2. 32 584 m Low income group (LG} Rs 125
3. A8 sgm Llowincome groug (LIG) - Rs 150
" T 4. . BGsgm Middle income group I{MIG} Rs 200
5 90 sqm  Middle income group {MIG) Rs.200
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The appelants contend that Rs 150 per square metre .
which is the average of the said provisional rates, should
be taken as indicative of the ruling rmarket price,
12. — On careful consideration, we are of the view that
such allotment rates of plots adopted by development .
authorities like DDA cannot form the basis for award of
compensation for acquisition of .undeveloped lands for.
several. reasons. Firstly, market value has to be
- determined-with reference to large tracts of undeveloped
agricultural tands in a rural area, whereas the allotment
rates of development authorities are with reference to
small plots In a developed layout falling within urban area.
S5econdly, DDA and other statutory authorities adopt
different rates for plots in the same area with reference to
the economic capacity of the buyer, making it difficuilt to
ascertain the real market value, whereas market value
determination for acquisitions is uniform and does not
depend "upon the economic status of the land |oser,
Thirdly, we are concerned with rmarket value of -freehold
lemd- wivereas the allotment “rates” in the DDA brochure
refer to the initial premium payable on aflotment of plots
on leasehold basis. We may elaborate on these three
factors. ' '

First factor

.13,  The percentage of "deduction far development” to

be made to arrive at the market value of large tracts of .
undeveloped agricultural land (with potential- for

development), with reference to the zale price of small

developed plots, varies between 20% to 75% of the price
of such developed plats, the percentage depending upon

the nature of development of the layout in which the
exemplar plots are situated,

14, The “deductlon for development” consists of two

Components. The first is- with reference to the area
-required to be utillsed for developmental works and the

secend s the cost of the development works. For

example, if a residential layout is formed by DDA or

similar statutory authority, it may utilise around 40% of

the land area in the layout, for roads, drains, parks,

Maygrounds and civie amenities {community facilities),

etr.

i5. The development authority will alsa incur

considerable  expenditure  for  development - of
undeveloped land into a developed layout, which inclides

-the cost of levelling the land, cost of providing roads,
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underground drainage and sewage facilities, Taying water
_ lines, electricity lines and developing par}cs and civil

—__amenities—which-wetld-he-abent 35% of the-vatreof the

: developed plot. The two factors taken together would be
the “deduction-for development” and can account for as
much as 75% of the cost of the developed plot. S
16. - On the other hand, if the residential plot is in an
unauthorised private residential [ayout, the percentage of
vdeduction for development” may be far less. This is |
because in an unauthorised layout, usually no land wilt be
-set apart for parks playgruunds and community facilities.
Even if any land is set apart, It is likely to be minimal. The
roads and drains will alse be narrower, just adequate for
movement of vehicles. The amount spent on development
work would aiso be comparatively less and minimal. Thus.
the deduction on account of the two factors In respect of -
plots in ‘unauthorised layouts, would be only about 20%
plus 20% in all 4!)% as agalnst 75% in regard to DDA
plots.
17. The "deduction for development” Wlth reference to
prices of plots in authorised private residential layouts
may range between 50% to 65% dependlng Upon the
standards and quality of the layout.

18. The position with reference to industrial layouts wlll.
he d1ﬁerent As the Industrial plots will be large (say of

_ the size of one or two acres or more as contrasted with
the size of residential plots measuring 100 sq m ta 200 50
m); and as there will be very limited clvic amenities and
no playgrounds, the area to be set apart for development
{for roads, parks, playgrounds and clvic amenities) wiil be
far less; and the cost to be incurred for development will -
also be marginally less, with the result the deduction to
be made from the cost of an industrial plot may range
anly between 45% to 55% as contrasted from 65% ta 75%
for residential plots.
19, If the acquired land is in a semi-developed urban ’

~area, and not an undeveloped rural area, then the
u:leductmn for development may be as much less, that is,
as little as 25% to 40%, as some basic infrastructure. will

~ already be available. (Mote: The percentages mentioned
above are tentative standards and subject to proof to the
contrary.) .
20. Therefore the dﬁductmn for the “development’
‘factor” to be made with reference to the price of a small
plot In a developed layout, to arrive at the cost of
undeveloped land, will be far more than the deduction
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R ; \6_._, .

with . reference to the price of a small plot in an /
unauthorised private layout or an industrial layout, It is -
atso—well known that the development cost incurred by
statutory agencies is much higher than the cost incurred
by private developers, having regard-te higher overheads
and expenditure. , :
Z1. EBven among the layouts formed by DDA, the
percentage of land utilised for reads, civic amenities,
parks and playgrounds may vary with reference to the
nature of layout—whether it is resldential, residentiai-
cum-cemraercial or industrial; and even among residential
layouts, the percentage will differ having regard to the
: - size of the plots, width of the roads, extent of community
s -——factlities, parks and playgrounds provided. :
22, 5Some of the layouts formed by the statutory
gevetepment adthorities may have large areas earmarked
for water/sewage treatment plants, water tanks, electrical
substations, etc. in addition to the usual areas earmarked -
for roads, drains, parks, playgrounds and communityfcivic
amenities. The purpose of the aforesaid examples is only
to show that the “deduction for development” factor is a
variable percentage and the range of percentage itself
being very wide from 20% to 75%. -
Second factor

23. DDA and other statutory developrment: autharities
. adopt different rates for allotment of plots in the sama
layout, depending upon the economic status of the
allottees, classifying them as high income group, middle
income group, low income group, and economically
weaker sections, As a consequerice, in the same laygut,
plots may be earmarked for persons belonging to
economically weaker sections at a price/premium of Rs
100 =q m, whereas the pricefpremium charged may be Rs |
150 per square metre for members of low Income group.
- Rs 200 per sguare metre for persons belonging to middle
income group and Rs 250 per square metre for persons
beloAging to high intbme groups. '
24,  The ratio of sites in a layout reserved for HIG, MIG,
LiG and EWS may also wvary. All theseé varying factors
- reflect in the rates for allotment. It will be illogical to take
the average of the allotment rates, as the “market vaiye”
of those plots does not depend upon the cost incurred by
DDA statutory authority, but upon the paving capacity of
“the applicants for allotment.” o :
Third factor
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25. Some development authorities allot plots on W
freehold basis, that is, by way of absolute sale. Some :
-development authorities like DDA aliot plots on leasetold™
basis. Some have premium which is almost equal to sale '
price, with a neminal annual rent, whereas others have
lesser premlum, and more substantial annual rent.
26. There are standard methods for determining the
annual rental value ‘with reference. to the value of a
freehold property. There are also standard methods for
determining the value of freehold {ownership). rights with
reference to the annual rental income in regular leases. -
But it is very difficult to arrive at the market value of a
freehold property with reference to the premium for a
leasehold plot allotted by DDA. As the period of lease is
long, the rent is very npminal, sometimes there is a
* tendency among the public to equate the lease premium
rate {alotment price) charged by DDA, as hemg equal ta - -
the market value of the property, '
27. However, in view of the difficulties referred to - -
. gbove, it is not. safe or advisable to rely upon the
* allotment rates/auctlon rates in regard to the plots formed
by DDA in a developed layout, in determining the market
wvalue of the adjoining undeveloped freehold lands. The
DDA brochure price has therefore to be excluded as being .
net relevant.”

2B - The evidence on the subject has been discussed by the
learned Reference Court and | repraduce the same by extracting
from LAC Reference No.117A/2009. The argument ar::lx;ran_f.‘;ed__
before the learned Reference Court, being the SaMme as was
advanced béfu_re me, has been noted by the learned Reference
Court with reference to the evidence relied up:gun.' 1t reads:--

“Ld. Counsel for the_petitioners has: further submiltted-
that DDA & DSIDC allotted plots in Narela Residential
Area and Marela Industrial Area at much higher rate;
He has relied upon allotment letter dated 04.01.2000
issued by DDA of the piot no.52, Pkt. 03, Sector A5,
Narela which was allatted to Sh. Hem Chander at the -
pre-determined rate of ¥3028/- which he has proved as
- Ex. PW6/1, Allotment letter dated 26.06.2003 of plot
no.55 Pocket 03, Sector-05 area measuring 70 50
-metres in which rate was fixed as ¥3,989 per sq.
metres, which is Ex.PYW&/2 both this and allotment letter
dated 09.07.80 of industrial plot allotted by DEIDE e,
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Industrial Complex at the rate of 7650 sq. metres which

plot no.270, meaaﬁring 350 sg. vyards at  MNarela '\,‘@y

s Ex: PW3/1 and another allotment letter dated
25.04.2000 of industrial plot which is Ex. PW3/2, which
" was sold at T3000 per s, metres.

Further Ld. Counsel has submitted that from the
statement of PW9 Kanwal Singh & document Ex.
PW11f1i, which is detail of land acguired. It is apparent
‘that total land acguired is 7209 bigha. Thus total cost -

- of development per bigha would be 1794400000 =
T248211 whereas Ld. Counsel has submitted that DDA
by selling alternate plot in MNarela Residential Scheme @
3208 would be $2531408/- per bigha. '

And if 30% of the total area utilized for ruadE
park, drain etc. total area comes for sale is 70% so the
price of per bigha would come to (2531408 — 750422 =
17719866 per bigha). And after deducting
development charges from sale price of one bigha i.e.
T17/718860 -~ 248911 = 1523075 per bigha, where as
_Eetftmner has been given rate on!y ¥3,27, UBE;’— per

" bigha

Similarly he has tried to demonstrate the profits
earned by DSIDC. He has relied upon testimony of PW7
R.D. Sharma, Asstt, Manaaer, DSIDC who has preduced
documents Ex. PW7/A (Colly). Ld. Counse| has argued
that total .expenditure incurred on development of
Marela Project by DSIDC was 720526901 till 2061 and
total area of plots with DSIDC was 11247 hectare i.e.
1361250 sq. yard. Therefore, total earning of DSIDC is
2142917 per-bigha, r::a‘lculat‘lr:m Is as under:

[ Total area under plots [=[112.47 hec l.e. 1361250 sq. |
yards.
TIM00/- per =q, yardﬁ

I

Price per sq. metre in :.
the vyear 2000 at;

which DSIDC sold p!Dt o

Total earning = ?4083?5&0{]!}

Total expenditure = |£720526801 . 2
| Total profit = |¥3263223009

‘I.e. Profit comes kg 32470 per sq. yard or ¥2470000 per
bigha (i.e. 3363223099 divided by 1361250 s5q. yards)
and the LAC has pald compensation @ ¥327083 per bigha
only, meaning thereby that D5IDC has earned a profit of
2142817 per higha. . =

Ld. Counsel for the pehtmnem has further argued
that LAC has awarded compensation @ T327083 per
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higha for the land in question if 200% appreciation of the | \)9]
__ said price is considersed on account of fand, the figure /
comes to ¥654166. If the amount is deducted from sale
price_per bhigha i.e 324700000, the figure comes to
21815834 per bigha & petitioner is entitled for the same.”

— 29, —Now—we-do not—have evldence as to what was the
extent of plotted land sold by DSIDC or DDA with reference to
the Bawana Industrial Estate deve]nped by D3IDC and Nareia
HESEdEﬁt’Ial Scheme develaped I::1_.,.r DDA. Whether it was 20% ar
75%, we do not know. The inchoate evidence has resulted in
the same factors, being 3 in number which were foted by the
Supreme Court in Laf Chand's case {supra), which render this
evidence as most u.nreliahie.tﬂ determine the value of land in -
the subject cases. |

30. It t& no doubt true, as held even by the learped-
Reference Court, that with the development of Bawana
Industrial Area, Rohini Residental Scheme and Narela__"

Residential EEHE!TIE!J the 5utuect lands had acquired a buﬂdmg
pmtennalzt}r, but the gquestion would be what would be the value
to which the bullding potentiality would translate itself. .
31. | hold that the learned Reference Court, keeping in view
the observation and the findings'u'f the Supreme Court in L3/ |
Chand's case (supra)} has ﬁghtly rejected sald evidence as

" reliable. On the issue of potentiality relating Itself to the value, i
pm.mise the reader of the decision, to deal with the same while |
shall be discussing as to what should be'the fair market value of
the lands. .
32, The third submission in the alternative was based upan
the observations of a Division Bench of this Court in Bedf Rams
case (supraj, and the subrission is as noted In para 12 herefn
above. The land owners require the price determined in
Dharambirs case (supra} relating to the notification dated
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2101963 in sum. of #IE.TED.L_pELbigha_ﬁur_viHagé Marﬁurpun/
to be treated as the basis and progressively Increased, firstly by
6% per annurn, then by 10% per.annur and [astly by 12% per
annum for different periods and thereby determine the fair
market vaiue for the 8 notifications in question. ' |
33. It be highlighted that in Segi Ranr's case (supra), with
reference to the base date as of the year 1959, for the year
1976 i.e. a perfod spanning 17 years the Division Bench of this
Court applied the progressive increase methad by firstly
enhancing the price per annum by 6% Hl the year 1965 and
then by 10% per annum tili the year 1873 and finally by 12% for
the remaining 3 years.

34. However, in ig/ Chand's case (supra), the Supreme

Court categorically opined as under:-

“Whether the award relating to acguisition on 24-10-
- 10l is relevant?

47. The appellants contend that some lands in
Rithala were acquiréd under Section 4(1) Notification
dated 24-10-1961 for the planned development of Delhi
and compensation was awarded at the rate of Rs 7000
per bigha. Thelr contention is that as the present
acquisition is in the year 1981, the market value of the-
acquired land should he determined with reference to
the market value determined for the 1961 acquisition
by providing an appropriate  increase at the .
cumulative/compounded rate of 12% per annum. This
Court had occasion to examine this issue recently. In

ONGC Ltd. v. Rameshbhai fivanbhai PatellD this Court
held: (SCC p. 751, para 15] _
"15. Normally, recourse is taken to the mode of
determining the market wvalue by providing
“appropriateescalation overthe proved market
value of nearby lands In. previous vyears (as

evidenced—by—sale transactions—er—eaequisitions),

_where there is. no  evidence of any
contemporanaous sale transactions or
acgquisitions  of comparable flands in  the
neighbourhood. The said method is reasgnably
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T T where thea - - —relled-an =aie

transactiens/acgulsitions precede the subject
acquisition by only a few years, that is, up to four
to five years. Bayond that it may be unsafe, even
if it refates to 3 neighbouring land. What may be
a refiable standard if the gap Is of only 3 few
years, may Dbecome unssfe and unrefiable .
standard where the gap /s farger. For example,.
for determining the market value of a land
acquired In 1992, adopting the annual increase.
method with reference to a sale or acquisltion in
1970 or 1980 may have many pitfalls. This is
because, over the cCourse of years, the ‘rate’ of
annual increase may itself undergo - drastic
change apart from the Ifkelihood of occurrence of
varying periods of stagnation in prices or sudden
spurts in. prices affecting the very standard of
Increase.”

{emphasis supplied)

43.  Ewven if the relied upon transaction is enly two to
three years prior to the acquisition, the court should,
before adopting a standard escalation, satisfy itself that
there were no adverse circumstances. For example, if
the acquisttion is of this year 2009, it may not bae
possible to determine the markat value, based an the
2007 or 2008 prices, by providing an increase of 129% or
15% per year, as the newspaper reports disclose that
the price of immovable properties in most areas of the
country came down by more than 40% to 50%.:from the
- 2007 rates. Caution is therefore necessary hefore
Increasing the price with reference to the old
transactions. Be that as it may. It Is clear that the award
made in regard to a 1961 acguisition will not be of any
use for determining the market value for a 1981
acguisition.”

35. It is apparent that the ratio of law lald down by the
Division Bench in Sgdi Ram'scase—{supra) runs in the teeth of
the law declared by the Supreme Court in fal Chands case
{SUpFa— which decision fallows—sr—eadier decision of the
Supreme Court reported as 2008 (14} SCC 745 ONGC Ltd, Vs,
ﬁg__megmhar' Fvanbhad Batal | '
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36— T reason not ;tog%

fallow the law laid duwn in Bedf Rants case fsupra} for the
reason [ find that a-Co-ordinate Dlvision Bench of this Court, in
the decision repnrted as 88 {2000} DLT 650 (DB) Sargswati Eew
& Ann Vs LOf 5 Ors., pertaining to agrlcultural lands in village
Mamurpur -~ Marela, did not apply the progressive percentage
increase with reference to the price determined in Sharambir's
case (supra} as of the year 1963, which would have resulted in

the [and price being determined In village Mamurpur - Narelg as
of 14.3.1980 @ 2010/ per annum per bigha and gave the
increase @ T1000/- per bigha, f Bedi Ram’s principle was
applle'd the price would have come to approximately ¥50,000/-
per bigha but the learned Division Bench' determined the same
at ¥33,000/- per bigha. |

37. That apart, as would be noted herein after by me, while
discussing on the issue of the fair market value of subject lands,
in the unreported decision of a Division Bench of this Court In
LA.APP.No.866/2005 decided on 11.5.2006, Mahender Sinah vs.
L0 & Ors. and connected Land Acquisition Appeals pertaining to
agricultural lands in village Elawéna', and | highlight that one
' villége with which 1 am dealing is village Bawana, pertaining fc &
notification dated 15.11,1996 issued under Section 4 of the Land
Acquisition Act where-under 3604 bigha _ar'u:l 18 biswa- of

agricultural land in village Bawana was acquired for an industrial -
estate L.e. Bawana Industrial Estate, the fair market value as of
15.11.1996 ‘was determined @ ¥1,99,904.68 bigha which equals
to ¥9,59,542.46 per acre and relevant would it be for me fo
highlight that if the natification dated 25.7.1897 by which price
for agricultural land being the minimum price determined by the
Government was T10 lakhs per acre as of 1.4.13997, the price
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determined by the Division Bench would E'E[L:IEIl thE: mimmum

price netified by the Government.

38—+ were—to—take—the—price—as—of—15.11.1696 @
?9,59,542.46 per acre, pertaining to the notifications with which
| am concerned, the price would be approximately the same as |
determined by the learned Reference Court If | give benefit of -
progressive increase by 10% per annum. But, | leave it at tha't
for the moment for the reason, as assured by me herein above, |
would be holistically discussing the subject while opining upon
the fair market value of the subject lands as on date of the 8
netifications in question.

a5, The fourth argument, which was advanced oniy by
sh.5.Chaturvedi, leamed counsel who appeared for Ram Klshan'
and GthEr’s the appellants in LA APP.Mc.268/2008 and who are -
the respondents in the Cross Appeal filed by Union of India i.e..
LA.APP No.292/2008, is as noted in para 13 above i.e. the
testimony of Ram Kishan that from the subject {ands belonging
to the family they were earning ¥1 lakh per bigha by sale of
agricultural produce.,

m

40. The learned Reference Court has not accepted the
testimony of Ram Kishan because he gave no proof in guppnrt'af
his oral testimony. i '

41.  The reasoning of the Court that there was no crop
standing on the land when its possesslon was taken over on -
4.10.2000 would require an inference to be drawn that the
acquired lands belnngi'ng to the family were not being put to
agricuttural use and growing 3 to 4 crops per year, is fallacious
no doubt, far the reason it is matter of common knowledge that
by the 3™ week of September rice is harvested in Delhi and if
vegetables are grown, even they are har’vesteq and the land is
left fallow for some Lime, to be readied to grow wheat which is
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- sown around the first woek or the second week of November

2ach year.

42, But the other reasoning of thare being no evidence led
in the form of documents is relevant. Now, as per the testimony
of Ram Kishan he.was working as an Administrative Officer in
the Municipal Corporation of Delhi till 31.3.1996 i.e. was not a

tiller himself till said period and thereafter earned a.pension. K

the family, as Claimed by hlm,"waﬁ eaming T11akh per bigha, far
the lands belonging to the family, which admeasure 18 bigha
and 18 biswa, the annualirceme—wewld be 719 [akhs and one.

-finds it strange that not-z penny -was invested in a bank or a

security wherefrom interest or dividend could be =arned.
Besides, there is no proof of such h'rgh' volume of sales being
effected in the local Manﬂi or otherwise. The trader to whom
the produce was sold has not been e:%amined.- No proof of
number of workers employed, diesel-purchased to run the tube-
well, if any, to irrigate the fields or electricity bills paid if the
pump was elactrically driven has been furnished and if the fields
were irrfgated by canal water, ne proof of any payment made Lo
the irrigation department has been furnished. Thus, th_é leamed
Trial Judge is fully justified in not adepting the yield basis, by

. capitalizing the same, to determine the fair market value of

lands. There is na reliable evidence on the issue of the yield
and the self serving deposition of Ram Kishan has been rightly

“rejected.

43. If there is reliable evidence of an independerit expert or
there is otherwise rellable evidence, as was found in the
decision of the Supreme Court reported as IT 18997 (1) SC 444
State of Guigral & Ors. Vs, Rama Rana & Ors,, pertaining to the
yield from agricultural land, only then it would be safe to

determine Tfair market value by appiying the principle of
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capitalizing on the yield basis and that too, the capitalizing

‘being 10 times the annual yield and not 20 times as was sﬂughf
to he projected. _

&4, The fifth argument which was advanced, as noted
herein above in para 14, by Sh.T.P.5.Kang, Advocate was that
the mean average principle be adopted with refé-rence to the
notification dated 24.1.2008,

45, In para 7 above, 1 have put in a tabular form, the
minimum prices notified for agricultural land in Delhi from time
. to time. | highlight that the notifications with which | am

concerned are dated 7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 22.8,2001,
7.12.2001, 16.5.2002, 25.5.2002 and 27.1.2003 i.e. the years
“are 2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003. From the table In para 7
above, we find that minimum prices have been notified as of
1.4.2000, 1.4.2001 and 30.8.2005. Thus, there would be no
need to factor in the minimum price notified under the

notification dated 24.1,2008 which is w.e.f. 8.12.2007 i.e. is 4.

years away Tram the last year with which | am concerned ;... the

year 2003, | highlight that reckoned w.e.f. the year 2000 i.e. the

first year with which | am concerned, the notification would be 7
years away. The law of statistics which governs mean average
as one of the recognized modes to determine a value, in
between 2 given wvalues, requires the 2 end points to be the

ones which would be clasesttothe—peint fer which the mean

averade has to be determined,

a6, P am left to deal with the last submission, as noted in
“para 15 herein above, and for which | highlight that the learned
Reference Court has, pertaining to the notification dated
27.1.2003 determined the fair market valus in some References
with respect to. a sale deed dat.ed 20.5.2002 where under 1
bigha and 13 biswa of [and was sald in village Rajapur Katan and
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b

has determined that based therson the price as of said date

== -—Warks out te 31774109 - per acre and-increasing-tire-same for 8

months by 12% per annum, for the date 27.1. 2'ﬂ03 tha price

would be ¥19,16,037/- per acre mundpd off to ¥18,16,0404- per .

acre.

47, With reference to the Award No.10/DCINW)/2004-05 it
is apparent that land comprised in Khasra No.200 admeasuring
1 bigha and 13 biswa was a Categery ‘'C' land. The safe deed in
questmn pertains to the same land and indeed there is legic that
if said sale deed had to be accepted, it would reflect fair market
value of Category 'C’ land. As per the learned Land Acquisition
Collector 1.7 lakhs per acre would be required to fill up the
depressions for land-in Category ‘B’ and further sum of %1.7

. —lakhs per acre would_he reguired tﬂ-ﬁu—uap—the—déprﬂesaanﬁ in

Category ‘C' land, meaning thereby depressions in Category 'B’
land were less vis-3-vis Categnry 'C’ land. In other words, with

~ reference to Category ‘A’ tand, the price of Category 'C’ land °
would have to be reduced and vice-versa, vis-a-vis Categary 'C’
land, the price for Category 'B' land and for Categﬂry A iand
would be reguired to be increased suitably.

48, | now enter the final stage of my discussion. In view of

the evidence hereln above noted- and reflecting upon the
reasoning adopted by the leamed Land Acquisition Collector and

- the learned Reference Court, | pose the question: What should

be the fair market value of the subject lands ac of 7.8.2000,
11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 2282001, 7.,12.2001, 16.5.2002,
25.5.2002 and 27.1.2003 ie. the dates on which the
nﬂtJfIEEtIDHE were issued under Section 4 of the Land Acqmsltmn
Act 1894,

49, I have in para.37 abwe noted d decision of a Dlulamn
Bench of this Court in LAAPP.No.366/2005 decided 0l
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11.5.2006, Mahender Singh vs. UOI & Ors, wherein pertaining to

villege Bawana—tairmarket-vaiue determined as of 15.11.1996
15 71,99,904.68 per bigha which equals to ¥9,59,542.46 per acre,

The said deciston would be relevant on the issue of potentlality,

an Issue which | have promised to discuss. The decision notes
that the subject lands i.e. the lands with which the Division

Bench was concerned, had acquired a potentiality inasmuch as,
as dE5cu§5Ed in paras 25 to 28 of the decision, rural areas in the
Linion Territory of Delhi was attracting migrants, Based on
pnpuiatlnn growth, 5 villages in rural Delhi were identified for
providing major health facitities, schools, markets and rural
industry, ong of which was x.’riilage Bawana. |t was noted that
G.T.Karnal Road and Rohtak Road were providing good access to
village Bawana and that the Master Plan for Delhl notified in the
year 1990 had indicated the land use in the area to be changed

in -the future to industrial and commercial, but had also

— ubserved that notwithstanding this, for thie reasen no zonal plan
-was- notified as contemplated by Section 11A of the Delhi
Development Act 1057, the lands continued to be used for
agricultural purposes and there was no evidence that till the
year 1996, any land use had been actually changed and put to
the use contemplated by the Master Plan. As in the instant
case, where all subject lands were continucusly put to
agricultural use, same was the case noted In the 'saic-l decision.
To put it pithily, the potentlal use of the lands giving l::iri:h tc @
potential land value with reference to the area being known to
all as being required in the future for building purposes, was
found not resulting in the potential being valued with reference
to the potentiality i.e. the lands being, in the near future capable.
of being built upon. To put it differently, the declslon, though
not so expressly stating, would be a prop@sItion that there is &
difference between the undeveloped land having building
LA App.NoZ206/ 28 & connected matters : Page S0 of 74
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pﬂtent{allfy: in presenti vis-d-vis @ land having a buflding

“potentiaiity, in futuro. As already noted by me in para 36 above,

as of the date 15.11.1996, fafr market value determined was
19,59,542.46 per acre and which | highlight once again is the-
same as would be determined with reference to the notification
being closest in point of time j.e, the hntlﬂcatiun dated
25-..-?.,1:9!9.1_whete_—under for agricultural lands in Delhi minimurn
price flxed by the Government as of 1.4.1997 was 710 lakhs per
acre. Intemﬁtingiy. the same Division Bénch had pronounced
another judgment reported as 2006 IV AD (Delhi) 13 Gajra/

- Singh vs, (10f & Anr. whErE'pe'rtaining to agricultural lands in

vitlage Halambi.Kalan where 940 bigha and 6 biswa fand wés'
acquired pursuant to the same notification dated 15.11,1996,
fair market value determined for Category ‘A’ lands was

9,76,121/- per acre and for Category 'B’ lands was 29,51,121/-

par acre i 8, near appr{mimate to the fair market. value of lands
in wllage Bawana: It needs to ha highlighted that while
determining the fair market value 3'5 of 15.12.19586 in village

' Holambi Kalan, evidenced from th'e abservations of the Court in

para 19 and 20 of the decision, location and potentiality with
reference to development work carried out in the surrounding
lands was cnnsider&ﬁ. ] would htghlighf that another Division *
Berich df this Court, in another ad]m'ﬁing village in the same "'
i.e. between G.T.Karmal Road a'_nd Rohtak Road, i.e. village
Singhola determined falr market value as of 19.3.1593 @
%1,30,523/- per bigha I.e. ¥6,26,510.40 per acre. The deciston Is

reported as 2004 (4) AD{Delhi) 20 Ram Chander vs, 3 and the

same Division_Bench, as per the decision-reported-as-111 (2004)

DLT 95 Hukum Singh vs. U0 pertaining to a notification dated

14.1.1994 for village Singhola determined falr market value @
21.40.230/- per bigha i.e. fﬁ,?a,lﬂd:’— DEer acre. . P
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paragrapuhs as also the various notifications |55ued from time to
time by the Government of NCT Delhi nc:ttf:.rmg mmimum pnce'
for agricultural lands in Delhi as tabulated by me in, para 7
above bring out two very Important facts relevant t{-‘g determine
the growth/rise in the prices of agricultural land in D.Elhi aver the
years commencing from the year 1920, . As of 27.4.1000
minimum price was ¥4.65 lakhs per acre which rose to T10 lakhs
per acre as of 1,4.1997 l.e. the increase is ¥5.35 lakhs sprea'ct
aver 7 years which gives us a 115,054% increase in 7 years and
the average price increase would be 16.436%. The price rise
over the next 1 year Is by 11.2% and thereafter by 11% for the
next 2 years and 11.5% for the next year i.e. as.of 1.4.2001,
shows that due to urbanization, between the year 1920 and
1997 prices grows fairly 511arp|y' and good corroborative
evidence for this would be the decision of the Division Bench of
this Court in Gajfrals case (supra), which 1 have discussed in
para 49 above.
51. i need to elaborate a little- more with respect to the
decision in Gajfrafs case. Discussing the evidence pertaining ic
fair market value of agricultural land in village Holambi Kalan as
of 1511.1996, In paras 9 to 17 the Court discussed the
valuation on the basis of agricultural yield and found that the
gmés return per acre per annum was ¥05, 000/~ for multiple
_cropped land and having good irrigation facilities and H‘ILIS

capitalized the land price at ¥9.5 lakhs per acre. Discussing the
second method of land. prices of comparable lands in the

surroundimyareas including potentiatity,#n para 19 onwards the
Court discussed the mattor with reference to land. prices in

adjoining village Bhorgarh whare FC! Godowns had come up and
basedon sale instances found that based on the said sale
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instances and givingbenefit of-industriatizationr—te—tand price
would come to 210,03,364/- per acre (Refer para 31). The Court
then considered the prices-notified by the Government as per
policy dated 1.4.1997 and thus worked out the mean 'average'
figure of ¥9,76,121/- per acre for Catégury ‘A" lands and
' ¥9,51,121f per acre for Category 'B’ lands. The decision
highlights that the potentiality had been well-factored in when
the Government issued the minimum price notification welf. _
1.4.1597, evidenced by the fact that even with respect to sale
transactions the Court found that as against the minimum price
notified as af.l.d.l??? at ¥10 lakhs per acre, sale instances weare
highlighling that the price was 710,03,364/- per acre.

92, The decision In Mahender Sing/fs case, pertaining to
village Bawana, referred to by me In para 49 above, highlights
with reference to para 28 to 31 of the decision that the Master
Plan for Delhi 1890 had been taken into account by the Court
which was prﬂjecting residential, commercial and industrial
future exploitation of agricultural land in Drelhl and on the [ssue
of potentiality had noted that notwithstanding the Master Plan
so prejecting and the lands thearetically acquiring a potentiality,
the same had not transiated into a ré:aﬁty evidenced by the fact
that till the year 1996 i.e. the date of the notification with which
the Division Bench was concerned, virtually no development had
taken place in village Bawana and Holambi Kalan and nobody
had explgited the pnt'entlal.- A5 | have already highlighted in
para 49 above there is a gap between what would be expected
- 1o be the market growth and what the market actuaily grows.
The decisions in Gafrafs case and Mahender Singh's case
highilaht that potentiality translated itself into a reality between
1990 and 1997 when prices rose by about 16.5% per annum and
thereafter the extended potentiality did nat translate with the
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requisite momentum and the acceleration fell to between 1.0% )/ i
per annum to 11% per annum. One reason could be that :
pursuant te Master Plan for Delhi 1990 a fairly large area came-
to be developed, both residential, commerclal and industrial and
probakly there was enough availability of develupéd land and
the hunger of the market got saturated,

53. The empirical evidence jn the instant case, apart from
the 2 sale deeds relied upon by the land owners, in rezpev:t
whereof the léarned Reference Court has given good reasons
not to rely upon and for which | have given further reasons in
paras 21 and 22 hereinabove for not relying upon, being fanciful
sale deeds, to determine fair market value, we have with us the
sale deed relied upon by the |earned Lana Acqui'sitiun Collector .
pursuankt whereto in some reﬁ:rence&. in village Raja::-ur Kalan
the learned Reference Court has held that as per the said sale
deed £x.R-2 as of the date of the sale i.e. 20.5.2002 the fair
market value of agricultural lands would be ¥19,16,040/- per
acre as of 27.1.2003 on the reasoning that 1 bigha and 13 biswa
of Jand which was sold for ¥5,39,690/- and ¥70,160/- was paid as
stamp duty would mean that 6.09.850/ (%5,39,690/ +
¥70,180/-) were spent would yield the pri-:e' T17.74,109/- per
acre as of the date of the sale i.e. 20.5,2002.

54. * Thus, the best which could be said as the most
favourable situation for the land owners would be that with
reference to the sale deed dated 20.5.2002 for Category 'C
lands the price i.e. fair market value of lands In the area would
be ¥17,74,109/- per acre. For Category ‘B’ and Category ‘A’ land
the price would 'have to be sultably enhanced and here we find
another area of dispute for the reason, as noted by me
hereinabove in sub-para {(a) of para 1B the learned Land
Acquisition {Collector in different awards has deducted
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sometimes 1.2 lakhs per acre, sametimes ZT1.56 lakhs per acre -
and sometimes 21.7 lakhs per acre from the price of Category
‘A’ lands fG determine the price for Category ‘B lands and
wherever lands were in Category ‘C’ as weil the pnce has been
deducted further by ¥1.7 lakhs per acre.

55, Mow, neither side has brought any evidence on record
as to what would be the money required to be spent to level the

- —lands-and | note that categorization is based-enty on the basis of

certain lands having pits and depressions of various depths

: _—---requlrmg f:he same to e leveled and this would requlre money

to he spent.  But on what basis has the Land Acquisition
Cnlle:tnr held in some awards that 1.2 |E1{}'E.L_- per acre would be-
spent and in some that ¥1.56 lakhs per acre would be spent and
in some that T1.7 lakhs per acre would be spent? There is just
no clue. |

5. N Gajral Singfs case (supra), the price differential

worked out was ¥25,000/- per acre. | have noted hereinabove
that the acquisition in Gajraf Singh's case pertained to the date
15.11.1896. In &ajraf Singh's case the price for Category 'A’ _
land determined was 9,76,121/- per acre and for Category ‘B’
land the price determined was ¥9,51,121/- per acre and the
price differential cnmes.tn about 2.5% with refersnce to the

price of Category ‘A’ land.

57. | thus hold that Gajrg/ Singh's case should be my

guiding star for price differential in the instant cases as well and

thus | hold that -whereuer Category ‘A’ Category 'B' and

Category ‘C' have to be differentiated on price, the differential

should be 2.5%. _ _

58, Thus, if T17,74.109/-, rounded off to ¥17.75 lakhs per
- acre wouldiyethe price for Ei"EﬁtEgmnr "Cramdrrvillaoe Héjapur

Kalan as of 20.5.2002 and highlighting that the sale deed Ex.R-2
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dadmittedly pertains to a Category 'C’ land, the price  for /

Category ‘B' land would be ¥18.20 lakhs per acre and for
Category ‘_A' [and would be ¥18.655 lakhs per acre.

59. Taking the quir;a] reasoning a little further. it assumes
importance that as. per the minimum price' notified by the
Gavernment as of 1.4.2000 the per acre price was T13.82 lakhs
and as of 1.4,2001 the same was ¥15.7 lakhs per acre ie. the
perr:ehtage iﬁcr’ease between the yéar was 11.5% per annum. I
| treal Categaory ‘A" [and price at ¥18.655 lakhs as of 20.5.2002
based on the sale deed Ex R- 2, deducting the price by 11% per

- annum, the price as of 1.4.2001 would come to approximately '

716.40 lakhs per acre and this would highlight that when
| contrasted with the minimum price notified l}f.-".th-E Government
at ¥15.7 lakhs per acre as of 1.4.2001, the price differentlal is
€70,000/- per acre i.e. 4.46%. Since exactness can never be
achieved while determining fair market value of a large chunk of
land with reference to a few sale deeds where small parcels of
land ‘are sold for the reason even within a colony, the size, the
Iﬁtéfluh, the 'frc:ntage etc. of a piece of land would vary the price
by plus or minus 5%. What | wish to highlight is that even the

sale deed in question yields to us a fair index as per which the

minimum price notified by the Government has an element of
rationality and- acceptability. It needs to be highlighted that
though under normal circumstances a sale on a particular date

is normally not held good &vidence to wark out a land price on a

date prior thereto but may be used as evidence to detarmine

land price on subsequent dates, for the reason a price on a
particular date is the result of various market forces/conditions

having already impacted the land price and it would be difficult

to fathom the existence of market forcesfconditions walking
backwards. But, in the instant case, with reference to the 5
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notifications dated 782000, -11.92000, 2.5.2001, -22.8.2001 g
and 7.12.2001, the differential period is small Ingsmuch as the '
sale deed in question is dated 25.5.2002 and thus in the peculiar

facts of the instant case, the sale deed in question, which itself

has been projected by the Union of Indla as an evidence of
market value of land as on said date, would be a relevant piece

of evidence to be taken into account while determining the
market value of-land as on the dates ¥.8.2000, 11.9.2000,
2.5.2001,22.8.2001 and 7.12.2001.

60. The argument that village Narela had always been
treated jocatienally advantageous for the reason the township of
Marela was In existence since long and this was recognized
when, pursuant to a notification issued in the year 1963, vis--
vis the adjoining villages T2 per square yard price advantage
was given to [ands in village Narela ih Dharambir's case, lopses
sight of the fact that the price differential due to locational
advantage was keeping in view fhe'realities in the year 1263,
Over the period of time, as urbanlzation took place in Delhi and
mare and more areas came under plotted develapment which
included areas in North-West of Delhi i.e. the area with which |
am concerned today, the price differential faded and by the year -
2000 and onward, it has become n'unfxisten‘t. '
.81 I thus hold that pertaining to the notlfications dated
7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2,5_.2[]0'1. 22.8.2001 and 7.12.2001 the-
land prices would have to be determined on the basis of the
minimum price notified by the Gavernment as also with
r_e_fgreﬁce ta the sale deed dated 25.5.2002 for the reason | find
" no other cogent evidence wherefram land price as on said dates

-conid be delermined. Pertaining to the nonfications dated
16.5.2002, 23.5.2002 and EI?.'lLE{]DE,_the land price needs Lo be
determined with respect to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002

LA AppMNa. 2662008 & connecled multers Pape 57 of 74




- hecause with Teference te-the-said sale price it-is apparentthat

land price as of said date comes to more than if determined with
respect to the notification dated 2.8.2001 whergin minimurn
land price notified was ¥T15.7 lakhs per acre with effect from
1.4.2001. | |

62. With respect to the price differential for Category 'A°
and Category ‘B’ lands, noting that pertaining to the said
notificatlans categorization has been done only pertaining to the
land acguired in village Pooth Khurd and Holambi Kalan
(pertaining to the notification dated 22.8.2001 only), Village
Bawana, Khera Khurd, Narela and Alipur (pertaining to the
notification dated 22.8.2001) | hold that wvis-a-vis the said
notifications, after increasing the price for theé date differential,
fixing the same for Category 'A’ lands, deduction has to be
effected by decreasing the same by 2.5% to determine the price
for Category ‘B’ land. ' ' ' '

63. Before | work out the compensation and since it would

be evidenced that pertaining to Category ‘A" lands, the land -

prices  would rr'uzlr'-uc;|in-:~1]|1!.-r increase in a few cases and
substantially in the other, a striking note of diatnr::ia_nt would
emerge with respect to the land price determined pertaining to
the notification dated 23.5.2002 pertaining to village Holambi
Kalan wherein the learned Reference Court has determined the
fair market value at ?22;14,23.9%!— her acre gs of 23.5.2002,

- ~~ootb need torigtitght that-pertaitiing to the same netification

dated 23.5.2002 in relation to village Allpur the learned
Reference Court has determined-the fair market value at

¥17.85.240/- per acre and | find that pertaining to village
RajapurKalan and Sanoth, pertaining to the notification dated
27.1.2003 the fair market value assessed for Category ‘A’ [ands
s 719,16,040/- in some cases and ¥19,13,760/ in a few,
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- meaning ther'el::f that much lesser compensation has E';n"'””_
worked out in the year 2003 vis-3-vis the compensation worked
out for Holambi _Eélé'h"_j:iéi;i':ﬁinin'g ta the notification dated
23.5.2002 and the reason for the abrasion s that in said

notification the land price determined in {Fafrars case (supra) as
of 15.11.1996 has been taken and increased at the rate of 12%
per annum compoaunded.

Village Pooth Khurd Notification dated 7.8.2000 |
a4, With reference to the notification dated 9.8:2001 | _
wherein with effect from 1.4.2000 minimum price notified per =
acre is T13.82 lakhs and requiring said price to be slitably
updated to reach the date of the notification i.e. 7.8.2000 and
with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002 wherein for

Category 'C’ lands, land price per acre comes to ¥17,74,109/-,
rounded off to ¥17,75,000/- per acre, and for Catedory ‘B’ lands
increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes to ¥18.2 lakhs per
acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices comes o _
¥18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ lands; and decreasing the
said prices by 11% to reflect the price with reference to the sale

" deed for the date .7.8.2000; the mean average price for
Category "A’ lands in village Pooth Khurd comes to ¥14.75 lakhs
per 'acr'e and decreasing the same by 2.5%, it comes to
T14,38,125/- per acre for Category ‘B’ lands. Noting that the
learned Reference Court has, without any reasons, done away
with Category 'B' lands and uniform price awarded is
¥14,37,280/- per acre, the price differential worked out by me
comes to a m‘eégér ¥1,000/- per acre and thus qua Category ‘B
lands [ malntain the amount awarded by the learned Reference
Court. : | | o
65, All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the Union of India
and cross objections wherever filed by Unlon of india in the

LA App No.266/2008 & conncoted matters Page 59 of 74



appeals filed by land owners In respect whereof grid has been:
prepared and [abeled as 'GRID-A' hereinabove are dismissed.

66.  All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the land ownars
-and cross-objections filed by the land owners in appeals filed by
Union of India are allowed by decreeihg compensation paj.réble
for Category "A’ lands in u|llage Poath Khurd pertaining to the
notificatian dated 1.4.2000 in sum of F14.75 lakhs per acre and
for Category ‘B’ lands the compensation awarded at
¥14,37,280/- per acre is maintained and thus such ‘appeals or
cross references which pertain to Category ‘B’ Iands are
dismissed. _
o7, PEffaTRing -to such appeal where the compensation
stands enhanced statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition
ACt 1884 as explained in the judgment reported as Sunder Vs,
U0/ 2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period
where there is a delay in fillng the appeal or cross objection, for
which perlod of delay no interest on the enhanced compensation
shall be paid. These appellarts or cress objectors would be
entitled to pmpurtmnate Cost, '

Village Holambi Kalan Ngi_]flcatign dated 7.8.2000

68, For the reasoning given In paras 64 to 67 hereinahove
pertaining to the notification (same) dated 7.8.2000 relating to
» village Holambi Kalan, all appeals as per ‘GRID-B’ hereinabove
and cross objactions stand disposed of ‘enhantcing  the
compensation to ¥14.75 [akhs per acre and | hlghlig_ht that as
per the award.and even as per the reference all subject lands
were of uniform category. MNeediess to state appeals filed by the
Union of India and cross objections wherever filed are dismissed. _
Appeals and ¢ross ohjections filed by land owners are allowed by -
enha ncing the compensation to T14.75 fakhs per acre together
with statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act 1894 gs
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; | o LBY .
E:ﬂ:pfﬂlﬂ&d’ in the }udgment repnrted as Sunger I-"5 L2000 {9/ :
_ ' DLT 569, except for the period where there is a delay in filing ]
e appea‘r OF Cross objection, for ‘which period of delay no
interest on the enhanced compensation shall be pau:l These .
appellants or cross objectors woufd be entitled to prupﬂrtmnate
cost, : '

_ "u'iligge Bawania Nntlﬁca];iuh dated ?.E.g' Qoo
£9. Pertaining to village Bawana_relating to the same
y, nntrﬁratmn dated 7.8. Em}ﬂ where the learned Referenm Euurﬁ: .
has, m:-t enhanced thE cumpensatmn for parity of reasoning, fa:r
market value for Category ‘A’ fands is fixed at ¥14.75 lakhs per
‘acre and for Category ‘B' lands at ¥14,38,125/- per acre and
_ noting t’rj'a_t Uninn of Indié has. ﬁe]therfi[ed any appeal Qr Cross
abjection, appeals as per ‘GRID-C’ hereinabove are allowed by -
fixing the compensation- as hereinbefore mentioned and
needless to state on the enhanced compensation the appéllah'ts
| shall be entitled to. statutory benefits as per the Land Acqmsntmn .
Act 1894 as explamed in the judgment reported as unggg Vs, |
_g@zanl {93) DLT 569, except for the perlod where there is a
delay in filing the appeal, for which perlod of delay no interest.

on the enhanced Lumpensatmn shalil be paid. These appellants
" would be entitled to prﬂpﬂrtmnate cost. '

~ Yillage Khera Khura Nuhﬂcatmn dated 11.8,2000
70, With reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001
wherein with effect from 1.4.2000 minimum price notified per
acre is 113 82 !akhS per acre and requiring said price to hf,-
_ suitably - updated to reach the date of the notification |.e.
11.2.2000 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
_ wh_érein for Category 'C' lands, land price per acre- comes to
.-._.ﬂ?,?4.;&§f—, t'Di_rhd_&d..n’Ff tu.ﬂ.}_’.?ﬁ,.{}[iﬂf.w per acre, and for
Category "B’ lands Increasing the same by 2.5% the pri_ce comes -
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to T18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices
comes to ¥18,65500/- per acre for' Category 'A lands, and

decreasing the said prices Ey 11% to reflect the price with
referance to the sale deed for the date 11.9.2000; the mean
average price for Category '.fl-‘h‘ lands in village Khera Khurd
comes ta ¥14,83,500/- per acre and decreasing the same b;,-,f
.”—:.5.%, it comes to Th4,46,413/- per acre for Cateqory ‘B' lands.

21. Al Land Acquisition Appeals as per 'GRID-D filed by the

land owners and cross-objections filed hy the land owners in
appeals filed by Union of India are allowed by decreeing

" compensatian payable for Category 'A’ lands in village Khera,

Khurd pertamlng to the notification dated 11 . 2000 in sum of
14,83,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ lands and ¥14,46,413/-

per acre for Category 'B' lands. | note that pertamlng to this

notification and the village, the union of India has not filed ang,r
appeal. On vhe enhanced -compensation statutory benefits &s
_per the Land Acquisition Act 1894 as explained (n the judgment
repr:srred as Sunder Vs U0/ 2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted,

except for the period where there is a delay in filing the appeal. -

for which period of delay no interest on the enhanced
compensation shall be paid, These appellants would be entitled
to pmpﬂrtlnnate Cost.

Village Narela M th ication dated 2.5,7001

Tl With rpferenr:e tﬂ the nntlﬁcatmn dated 0.8.2001

acre is ¥15.7 lakhs per acre and requiring said prlce to be
syitably updated to reach the date of the notification e

z._5.2u|::1'anr_t with reference to the sale deed dated 75.5.2002 .

wherein for Category 'C' lands. land price pér acre comes 1o
217,74,109/-. rounded off to %17,75,000/- per acre, and for
~ Category ‘B’ lands increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes
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to ?_18.:2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the pri es
—comes to-¥18:65:5008/per—acre—for-Category "A‘tands: and
-decreasing t-he said - prices by 11% to reflect. the price with
reference to the sale deed for the date 2.5.2007: the mean
average, price for Eategﬁw ‘A’ Ié_nds'in village Marela comes to
- ¥16,16,500/- per acre and decreasing the same’ by'E.S%: it
comes to ¥15.76,087- per acre for Category ‘B’ lands. Nating
that the learned Reference Court has, without any reasons, done
| away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform pr.id:é- awarded. Is
- %15,85,570/- per acre and since for Category ‘B’ lands the price
worked out by me is less by 0 DDG,L per.acre which is a meager '
amount, | hold that for Category B’ lands the price’ determined
would be as per the reference but for Category ‘A" lands the
_EH_EE_EIandS enhau;ed_tn_ﬂﬁ,lﬁ,i&u,r_per acre
73, - All Land Acquisition Appeals as per GFtII}E‘ ﬁled by the
land owners and EFDSE—{]b}EEtiDHE frled by the Iand owners in

appeals filed hy Unlnn of India are. allnwed by decrﬂemg
l:c:-mpenﬁatmn payab!e for Categcnry 'A* lands in w[lage Marela
pertaining to the notification dated 2.5.2001 in sum aof
- ¥16,18,500/- per acre and as per the reference'_urdér'_ for
Category ‘B’ lands. Thus, ajpﬁeals flled by the Union of india as
' also cross abjections flled by Union of India as also such appéals
which relate to Categnry ‘B’ lands flled by land owners are
dismisséd and the ones i.e. the appeals and r:rﬂss Db_IE:CthIE ;
filed by the Iand owners pertaining to Eategnry ‘A" lands are
allowed as ElfﬂI!'EEHId and needless to state on -the enhanced
cumpensatmn statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as explained in the ]udgmer_{t repnrte& _;':-1-5 Sunder Vs. UQ/
2001 {93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period where

there |5 a delay in ﬂling the appaal for which permd of delay no

T e e o e o ey s
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Inl:-erest on the enhanced compensation shall be [ﬁaid. These

~—— —appellanis would be entitied to proportionate cost.
— .. — .- Village HolambiKalan Netification dated 22.8.2001,
74. With reference to the notification dated 9.B.2001

wheret—with effectfrom 1.472001 minimum price notifled per
acre is ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring said price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notification |.e.
22.8.2001 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for {ategory 'C Iéndﬁ land. price pér acre comes to
T17,74,109/-, rounded off ta ¥17, TS 000/ per acre, and fﬂr
Category ‘B’ lands increasing the same b‘,r 2.5% the price comes
ko 18,2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices
comes to ¥18.65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ |lands; and

decreasing the said prices by 11% to refteet—the price with
" reference to the sale deed for the date 22.8.2001; the mean

cnmes o TlE,M,SDDI— per acre and decreaslng the same by
" 2.5%, It comes to T16,32,637.50 per acre for Category ‘B’ lands.
Noting that the learned Reference Court has, without any

reasons, done away with Category 'B’ lands and uniform price
awarded is T16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential warked
out by me comes to a meager ¥9,000/- per acre and thus gua
Category ‘B’ lands | ma1ntain' the amount awarded by the
learned Reference Court. :
5 All Land Acquisition hppeals filed by the Union of India
. and cross objections wherever filed by Unian of India in the
' appeals filed by land owners in respect whereof grid has been
prepared and labeled as 'GRID-F' & 'GHID-G' hereinabove are’
dismissed.
76. All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the land owners
and cross-oblections filed by the land owners in appeals filed by
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Union of India are allowed by decreseing compensation payable
for Category ‘A’ lands in village Holambi Kalan pertaining to the

notification dated 22.8.2001 In sum of ¥16,74,500/- per acre and
for Category 'B' lands the compensation awarded at

© %16,43,811/- per acre is maintained and thus such appeals or

cross references which pertain to Category ‘B’ lands are
dismissed. | : : - s
T, Pertammg to such appeal where the compensation

sta m:ls enhanced statutory beneﬁts as per the Land Acquisition

Act 1894 as explalned in the judgment reported as Synder 145,

LOf 2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period

where there is a delay in filing the appeal or cross objection, for

which period of dolay no interest on the enhanced campenﬁt'fnn'

shall be paid. These appellants or cross objectors wnuld_ be
entitled to proportionate cost. |

Village Ali Pyr Notification dated 22.8.2001

78.  With reference to the notlfication dated 9.8.2001
wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified par

acre Is T15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring said price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notiflcation i.e.
22.8.2001 and with reference to the sale dood dated 25.5.2002
‘wherein for Category ‘C' lands, land price per acre comes tﬂ
T17,74,109/-, rounded off tn. T17.75,000/~ nper acre, anr:!_ﬁ:r
‘Category ‘B’ lands increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes
to ¥18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices-——
comes to T18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘4" lands; and
decreasing the said prices hg.f 11% to reflect th-= price with
reference to the sale deed for the date 22.8.2001: the mean
average price for Categong “Allands in village All Pur comes to
T16,74,500/- per acre and decreasing the same by 2.5%, it
comes to ¥16,32,6237.50 per acre for Category ‘B’ lands. r[\iﬁting
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~ that the learned Fﬁference Court has, witheut any reasons, done /

away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform price awarded is
T16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential worked out by me
comes to a meager 19,000/~ per acre and thus qua Category ‘B’
lands | maintain the amount awarded by the learned Reference
Court.

79. Al Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the Union of India
in respect whereof grid has been prepared and labeled as ‘GRID-
H" hereinabove are dismissed. | note that land ownears have not
filed any appeal challenging the decision of the HeferEnce Court.

80. There shall be no order as to costs.
‘u’iﬂage Holambi Khurd Notification dated 22.8.2001
g1, wWith reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price riotified per |
acre fs ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and reguiring said price to be
'suitahly' updated to reach the date of the netification lLe
.22.8.2001 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for Category 'C Ia'nds, land price per acre comes to
¥17,74,108/-, ‘rounded off to ¥17,75,000/- per acre, and for
Category "B’ lands increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes
to ¥18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices
comes to ¥18,65,500( per acre for Category 'A’ lands; and
decreasing the said prices by 11% to reflect the price with
reference to the sale deed for the date 22.8.2001; the mean

average price for Category ‘A’ lands-in village—Helambiidhy s
comes to T16,74,500/- per acre and decreasing the same by
2.9%, it cames to ﬂﬁﬁ2,53_?,5:[!__par_a::r_a_mr Categary 'B’ lands.

NoUfg that the Tearned Referemce Court has, without any

reasons, done awsay with Cetegory ‘B’ lands-ard uniform price’
awarded is ¥16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential worked
out by me comes to a meager 39,000/ per acre and thus qua
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- Category ‘B’ lands | maintain the- émﬂuni—awa;ded by - the
learned Reference Court, i

82. The appeal filed by the Lhion of India in respect,
whereof grfd' has - been prepared ~and labeled as. ‘GRID-1"
hereinabove is dismissed. | note that land owners have not filed
any appeal challenging the decision af the Ft.EFerence Court.

83. There shall be no order as to CDStE
Village Rajapur Kalan Notification dated 22.8.2001
a4. With reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified pear
acre js ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring sald price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notification i.e.
22.8.2001 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for Categnry ‘LY lands, land price per acre comes to
¥17,74,109/-, rounded off to ¥17,75, 000/ per acre, and for
Category ‘B’ lands increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes
to ¥18.2 lakhs per acre and further Increamng by 2.5% the prices
comes to ¥18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ lands: and
clecreaﬂnﬁ the said prices by 11% to reflect the price with |
reference to the sale deed for the date 22.8.2001; the mean
average price for Category ‘A’ lands in village Rajapur Kalan
comes to ¥16,74,500/- per acre and decreasing the same by
' 2.5%, it comes to ¥16,32,637.50 per acre for Category ‘B’ lands.
Moting that the learned Reference Court has, without any
reasons, done away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform price
awarded is 71§, dE B11/- per acre, the price dlffarentlal warked
. Qut by me comes to a meager ¥9,000/- per acre and thus _gua
Category ‘B’ lands | maintain the amount awarded b‘p’ the

learned Reference Court.

85. All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the Union of India
and cross objections wherevier filed by Union of India-in the
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.appeals-filed tn_.r l5nd Dwirrs fIrrespect wheraof grid has-been

prepared and labeled as ‘GRID-)’ hereinabove are r:flgrmssed.

86, All Land Acquisition Appeals Fleﬂ by the land nwners

and cross- objections filed by the land owners in appEals filed by
Unhion of India are allowed h:.r decreeing compensation payabfe

for Category ‘A’ lands in village Rajapur Kalan pertaining to the =

notification dated 22.8.2001 in sum of £16,74.500/- per acre and
for Category 'B' lands the E:ﬂmpensati_nn awarded - at

%16,43,811/- per acre'is maintained and thus such. appeals or.

cross references which pertain to Categury “B' lands are
dismissed. '

a7, Fertaining to 5uch appeal where the mmpen5amn

stands enhanced statutory heneﬂts as per the Land Acquisition

Act 1894 35 explained in the ;udgment reported ‘as Sunder Vs,
@znul (93} DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period
where there is a delay In filing the appeal or cross objection, for
which periad of delay no interest on the enhanced com pensati.ﬂn

- shall-be paid. These appellahts or cross objectors wuu[d be

entitied to proportionate cost.

_ Vlllage Sanoth Notificatipn dated 7.12.2001

. ga. _ With reference 1:::1 the notification dated 9.8:2001
wherein with effect frum 1.4.2001 minimum price notified per

acre is ¥15.70 Iakhs per acre and requiring said ‘price tn e
suitably updated to reach th_e date of the notification i.e.
7.12.2001 and with reference to me'_sale deed dated 25.5.2002

- wherein for Category ‘C’ lands, land price per- -acre comes to

T17.74,109/, rounded. off-fo 717 75000/~ per acre and for

Category ‘B’ lands mr:reasmg the same hy 2.5% the price comes

=] S

 to T18.2 lakhs per acre and further i mcreaﬂmg by 2.5% the prices

comes- to ¥18 EE 200/~ per acre for Category ‘A’ lands: and
decreasing the said prices by 11% to reflect the price with
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refenﬂnce ko the sale deed for the date 7.12. 2001; the mean ;
~average price for Category ‘A" lands in village Saneth comes to —
¥17,29,500/- per acre. Moting that all lands in village Sanoth as "
per the award and as per the Reference Court are of same value
| hold that for acquired lands in vilage Sanoth for the
notification dated 7.12.2001 the land owners would be entitled
to the enhanced compensation in sum of ¥17,29,500/-. |
a9, All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the Union of India
and cross objections wherever filed by Union of India in the
appeals filed by land owners in respect whereof gf:id has been
prepared and labeled as 'GRID-K' hereinabove are dismissed.

a0. All Land Acquisition Appeal's filed by the land owners

. and cross-objections filed by the land owners in appeals filed by
Union of India are allowed by granting compensation in sum of
¥17.29,500/- and needless to state on the enhanced
compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act_
1894 as e:{p:italneq in the judgment '.repmted as ,Egnp_’g' r Vs, L0f
2001 (93} DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period where
there is a delay in filing the appeal or cross objection, for whilc:h.
period of delay no interest on the enhanced ﬁnmpensatiun shall

be paid. These appellants or cross 'Dbjeﬁtﬁrs would be entitled

to proportionate cost.

Yillage Shahpur Garhi Notification dated 16.5.2002
91, Pertaining to village "S_hahpur Garhi, as held by me
herelnabove the land price. would have to be determined with
" reference to.the sale deed dated 20.5.2002 and for which land
price for Category ‘A’ lands has bheen determined by me at
T18,65,500/- per acre and since there is just a difference: of 4
days 'betw'een. the date of sale and the notification | maintain
that for the notification In question dated 16.5.2002 thé land
OwWners are entitled to compensation at the rate of T18,65,500/-
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_peracre and | hightight that as per the award and thé Teférence
all lands are in the same category. Appeals and cross objections

filed by the land owners as per the ‘GRID-L" are allowed and

neadless _tD state on the enhanced compensation the land:

 owners would be entitled to all statutory benefits as per the
Land Acquisition Act 1B84-as interpreted in the judgment
reported as Sunder Vs, Lol 2001 (93] DLT 568 except that in

such appeals or cross objections filed by land owners where

there is delay, no interest would be paid for the perod of delay.
Proportionate costs ‘stand awarded, Appeals and cross
objections filed by Unlon of India are dismissed.

Village Shahpur Garh! Notiflcation dated 23,5.2002
92, Pertaining to the notification dated 23.5.2002
pertaining o village Shahpur Garhi, r_mtim_j that the date of the
sale deed and the notification has a differential of only 3 days |

hold that pertaining to this notification, since land is of same
category, the land owners would be entitled to compensatien at
the rate of ¥18,65,500/- with statutory benefits as per the Land
Acquisition Act 1894 as intérpreted in the decis.iﬁn reported-as
Sunder Vs, UO! 2001 {93) DLT 569 except in such appeals or
cross objections filed by land owners where there s a delay, nao

interest would be. paid for the period of delay. Proportionate
cﬁSts_ stand awarded. All such appeals and cross abjections by
land owners as per 'GRID-M‘ stand allowed as aforesaid and all

appeals and cross objections flled by Union of mdia.are _

dismissed.

Village Holambi Kalan Motification dated 23.5.2002
93, As noted by me pertaining to the notification dated
23.5.2002 relating to vilage Holambi Kalan all lands have been
treated in the same category by thr;_* leamed Land Acguisition
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Collector and the learned Reference Court. The learnec

Reference Court has awarded compensation -in sum.._of
?22,1-1;,239!— per acre which | have found to be excessive
“inasmuch as for the date 23.5.2002 [ have held that fair market
value would be TlE,EE,EEIUf—.pér acre and thus all appeals and
Cross nbjéctlﬂns flled by thé land owners as per '‘GRID-N' are
dismissed and appeals and cross objectlons filed by Union of
India are allowed by modifying the impugned decree passed by
the leamned Reference Court and redgucing the cnmpeh.ﬁaf:itin
payable to ¥18 65,500/ per an:ré on which, needless to state,
with reference to the enhanced price with reference to the
award the statutory benefits already granted stand maintained.
Mo costs. . : '

Village Ali Pur Ngtiﬁmggtinn dated 23.5.2002

4.  Pertaining to the nutiﬁtatiﬂn'dated 23.5.2002 relating
to village Al Pur, for parity of reasons qua the sald notification

relating to village Holambi Kalan a_nd_Shahpur Garhi | determine

fair market value payable at ¥18,65,500/- per acre and thus all

appeals and cross . objections filed by Union of india as per

'GRID-O" are dismissed and all appeals and cross objections. filed

by land owners as per said Grid are allowed by enhancing the

c_:jmpensatlnn payable to %18,65,500/- per acre 'qn' which
statutory benefits as per Land Acquisition Act as interpreted in

the judament reported as Sunder Vs, JOY 2001 (93) DLT.569

shall be - paid save and except in such ap[ﬁeals Or cross

pbjections where there is a delay, interest would not be paid for
the p_eric;d of delay. Proportionate costs as well. '

Village Sanoth naotification dated 27.1.2003
a5. Pertaining to the appeals and cross obfactions by the

land owners and Union of India as per ‘GRID-P' pertaining to the
hotification dated 27.12003 relating to village Sanath, ] note
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that the learned Land Acquisition Coltector has pIacPﬁ the lands
in 3 categnrlea and | find that the learned Reference Court has
without any dfswsslun held the lands as of umfnrm category
while awarding tDmpEHEEtmn e

96. On the mean average basis which | have been following
by Increasing the price as of 1.4.2001 with reference to the
notification issued by the Govarnment as also by increasing the

——-'--—ﬂafne—w'rtfrrpferente—tn tho sale deed dated 20.5.2002 and -

taking the mean average, for Categcary ‘A" lands the price comes -

to 219,43,500/- per acre and for Category E land the price
cames to ¥18,84,912.50 per acre and for Category 'C’ lands the
price comes to ¥18,47.539.68 per acre. | find that the [earned
Referance Court has uniformly determined fair market value at

¥19,13,765/- and thus such appeals or cross objections which
have been filed by land owners the same have to be dismissed
in so far they pertain to Category "B’ and Categery *C' lands and
similar would be the fate of appeals and cross objections filed by
Urion of India pertaining to Category ‘A’ lands. The -EBid-EIDF'EEE |
and cross objectians as per '"GRID-P' are dismissed, Appeals and
cross objections filed by land owners pertaining to Category 'A'
lands are allowed by decreeing compensation payable in sum of
¥19,43,500/- per acre and needless to state on the enhanced
- compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as interpreted in the judgment reported as Sunder Vs UG/
2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be paid save ‘and except in such
appeats and EI;{]SS obiections where there is a delay, intarest
would not be paid for the period of delay. Propaortionate costs as
well.  The appeals and cross objections filed by Union of Indis

' pertaining to Category 'B' and Category 'C’ [ands are allawed by
medifying—the—-relatable- deeree—in the Refsrence Order by
reducing the compensation for Category 'B" land to
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T18,94.912.50 per acre _and_ __1_’{:-r Category 'C" land 1.-:5:

¥18,47,539.68 per acre.
village Rajapur Kalan Notification dated 27.1.2003
a7. _For parity of reasoning as per para 96 above pertaining -

Lo village Sanoth, similar corrective action is to be required
pertaining to lands acquired pursuant to notification dated

- 27.1.2003 relating to viilage Rajapur Kalan and where | find that

the learned Reference Court has In some cases awarded
compensation in sum of ¥T19,13,765/ per acre and in some
cases at ¥19,16,040/- per acre by treating all lands of ﬁnifnrm-
category. On the mean average basis which [ 'hqve biean
folldwing by increasing the price as of 1.4.2001 with reference
to the notification issued by the Government as also by

increasing the same with reference to the sale deed dated
20.5.2002 and taking the mean average, for Category A lands

--—the price—comes-te—TEe;:43,500/ per acre—and for Calegory ‘B’

land the price comes to ¥18,94,912.50 per acre and for Category
'C' lands the price comes to fl&,#?,EBEI.EE per acre. Thus such
appeals or cross ﬂbfectiﬂns_which have been filed by land
owners the same have to be dismissed in s far they pertain to
Category ‘B' and Category ‘'C' lands and similar would be the
fate of appeals and cross objections filed by Union of Ihdia
pertaining to Category 'A' lands. The said appeals and cross
objections as per ‘GRID-Q’ are dismissed. Appeals and cross
objections filed by land owners pertaining to Categqrgr A’ lands
are allowed by decreelng compensation payable In sum of
¥19,43,500/- per acre and heedless to state on the enhanced
compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acguisition Act
1864 as interpreted in the judament reported as Sunder Vs, L0/
2001 (53)-DLT-569—shall -be paid save and except in- such
appeals and cross objections where there is a delay, interest
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- would not be paid for the peried of delay. Propertionate cosfs as
well.  The appeals and cross objections filed by Unien of india
pertaining to Category 'B° and Category ‘C’ lands are allowed by
modifying the relatable decree In the Reference  Order by

—reducing— mipensation  for—Category- B’ land to
718,94,912,50 per acre and for Category ‘€ land to
¥18,47,539.68 per acre, '

(PRADEEP NANDRAJOG)
JUDGE

mm/di

, AUGUST 23, 2011
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