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o [N THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

+ T AAPP. 478/2011
UMNTCM OF INDEA L Appellants.
Through: Mr. Sanjay Pathak, Adv.
VErsus
AMUPLURNA BHATT & ANR ..... Respondents

Through:  Mr. Pecyoosh Kalra, Adv. far R-1,
Mr. MK, Singh, Adv. for R-2/0DA.

CORAM:
HON'BLE MS. JUSTICE HIMA KOHLI
ORDER
i, 01.09.2011

T The Eppellﬁnt is aggrieved by the judamecnt dated [}1-{]3.2{!11
passed by the Refercnce Court in respect of land situated in Village
Holamhi Kalan covered uonder Award No.33/2003-04 made an
(03.03.2004 pursuant to notification issued under Section 4 of the Land
Acquisition Act, 1894 { for short "the Act’) on 22.08.2001.

2. Counsel for the parbes jointly state that the present appeal is
squarely covered by the judgment dated 23.08.2011 of a co-ordinate
Bench (Pradesp Mandrajog, J.) passed in a batch of matters, |ead

matber being LAA Mo. 2662008 entitled "Jai Singh ws. Union of India

B Anr.’ Learned counsel particulariy craws the attention of this Court
ta Lthe vperative paras 74-77 of the aforesald judgment, relevant

portions of which arc reproduced horein bzlow:-
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"Willage Holambi Kalan Notification dated 22.8.2001

4. With reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001
wherein with effect from 142001 minimum price notified
per acre is ¥15_f0 lakhs per acre ang reqguiring sald price to
be suitably updated to reach the date of the notification
e 22 82001 and with reference to the sale deed dated
2552002 wherein for Category ‘C' lands, land price per
atre comes Lo € 17 .74,109/, rounded off 1o § 17,75, 000/
per acre, and lor Category ‘B lands increasing the same by
2.5% the price comes to F18.2 lakhs per acre and further
increasing by 2.5% the prices comes ta 18 65,500/ per
acre for Category ‘A’ lands; and decreasing the said prices
by 11% tn reflect the price with reference to the sale deed
for the date 22.8B.2001; the mean average price for
Cafteqgory 'A' lands in wvillage Helambi Kalan comes fo
716,774,500/~ 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 'earmmed Reference Court has, without any
reasons, done away with Category 'B° lands and unifarm
price  awarded is T16,43,811/ per acre, the oprice
differcntial worked out by me comes to a meager ¥9,000/-
per acre and thus qua Cotegory ‘B lands | maintain the
amaunt awarded by the leamed Reference Court.

75, All Land Acquisition Appeals fled by the Union af India
and cross objections wherever filed by Union of India in the
appeals filed by land owners in respect whereof grid has
aeen prepared and labcled as 'GRID-F &  "GRID-G'
hereinabove are dismissed.

76, All Lland Acquisition Appeals filed by the land owners
and cross-objections filed by the land owners in appeals
filed by Union of India are allowed by decreeing
compensation payable for Category ‘A’ lands in wvilage
Homambi  Kalan pertaining to the notification  dated
2282001 in sum of ¥16,74,500/- per acre and for Category
‘3 lands the compensation awarded at F16,43 811/ per
acre is maintained and thus such appeals or cross
references which pertain to Calbegory ‘BY lands are
dismissed.
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F¥. Pertaining to such appeal where the compensation
stands enhanced statutory benefits as per the Land
Acquisition Act 1894 as explained in the judgment reported
as Sunder Vs, UOl 2001 (93) DET 569 shall be granted,
except for the perlod where there is a delay in filing the
appeal or cross objection, for which period of delay no
interest on the enhanced compensation shall be paid.
These appellants or cross objectors would be entitled to
proportionate cost”

\“”n

3. Accardingly, following the aferesaid decision dated 23.08.2011 in
the case of lal Singh (supra), the present zppeal fled by Urnicn of
India is disposed of along with the pending application, on the same

B ' lines as set out in the aforesaid judgment.

HIMA KQHLLJ

SEPTEMBER 01, 2011
‘anh’
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*  INTHE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELH]

% judgment Reserved On: 13% Aygust 2011
' judgment Deliverad On: 23" August, 2011

e LA.APP. 26672008

141 SINGH _ .. Appellant

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

' Mr.5.K Yaday, Mr.M.C Varma,

Mr.V.P.Rana, Mr.Raj Singh,
- Mr.Uday Ram, Mr.D.R Tomar,

Mr.l.S.Dahiya, Mr.N.5.Dalal,
Mr.5.M.Bhardwaj, Mr.B.P. Gupta,
Mr.5.K.Rout, Mr.S5.5.Rana, Mr.Sunil
Dalal, . Mr.D .5 Khatri and
Mr.T.P.5.Kang, Advocates

Vs,

LQl & ANR. ...  Respondents
Through:  Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senior Advocate
R with  Mr.Sanjay = Kumar Pathak,
Mr.Sachin - Nawani., Mr.Siddharth
Panda and MsKKaomudi Kiran,
Advocates for R-1.

Ms. Anusuya Salwan, Advocate for
DS|IDC.

Mr.Ajay Verma, Mr.Pawan Mathur,
Ms.Shobhra Takiar, Mr.Arun Birbal,
Mr.Bankey Bihari Sharma, Mr.Sumer
Sethi  and | Ms.Beenashaw  Soni
Advocatas for DDA,

ANP
(GRID-A}

2 LAAPP. 259/2008, LA.APP. 264/2008, LAAPP. 265/2008,.
LA.APP. 26772008, LAAPP. 268/2008, LA.AFPP. 270/2008, LA.APP.
2712008, LAAPP. 272/2008, LAAPP. 273/2008, LA AFPP.
278/2008 & CM"AFFL, 5338/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

LA.App.No.266/2008 & connecled marcers - PageloF 74



2732008, LAAPP. 28072008 & CM APPL. 526172009 (Cross

Objections), LAAPP. 28172008, LAAPP. 284/2008, LAAPP,
286/2008, LAAPF. 287/2008, LAAPP. 2892008, CA.APP.
290/2008, LAAPP. 29L/2008, LAAPP, 292/2008, LA.APF,
AD312008, LAAPP— 2942008 & CM APPL. 1281872611 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 295/2008, LAAPP. 296/2008, LA.APP.
299/2008, LAAPP. 301/2808, LAAPP 2032888 —1APP,
3042008, CAAPP 3142008, LAAPP. 337/2008, [|A.APP.
239/2008, LAAFP. 357/2008, LAAPP. 394/2008, LA.APP.
401/2008, LAAPP. 41372008, LAAPP. 44372008, LAAPP,
A72/2008, - LAAPP.  483f2008, - LAAPP 4842008, 1A APP:
48772008, LAAPP. 492/2008, LAAPP. 493/2008, LAAPP,
Q5/2008, LAAPP. 49G/2008, LAAPP. 526/2008, LAAPP,
5272008, LAAPP. 535f2008, LAAPP. 5372008, LA.APP.
24112008, LAAPP. 545/2008, LAAPP. 54672008, LA.APP,

5482008, LAAPP. 5542008, LAAPP. 5632008, LA APPR

662008, LAAPP. 62172008, LAAPP, G623/2008, LA.APP,
8627720086, LAAPP. 62872008, LAAFP, 635/2008, LA APP.
6437008, LAAPP. 6492008, LAAPP. 6622008, LA APP.
724/2008 & CM APPL. 5353/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
7562008, LAAPP. B46/2008, LAAPP. B47/2008, LA APP.

86142008, LAAPP. BTS5/2008, LAAPP. B79/2008, LAAPPR,

880/2008, LAAPP. B88/2008, LAAPP, 80472008, LAAPP
895/2008, LAAPP. G05/2008, LAAPP, 906/2008. LA.APP.
907/2008, LAAPP. OLl0/2008, LAAPP. 91172008, LAAPP.
925/2008, LAAPP, 026/2008, LAAPP. 92772008, LA.APP.
8312008, LAAPP. D32/2008, LAAPP. 9353/2008 Lo APP.
Q34/2008, LAAPP. 036/2008, LAAPP. 93972008, L&.APP.
9412008, LAAPP. 94272008, LAAPP. 94472008, LAAPP,
946/2008, LAAPP, D55/2008, LAAPP. 958f2008, LA.APP.
Q002008 & CM APPL. 5360/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,
101472008, LA APP. 101972008, LAAFPP. 102372008, LAAPP.
1026/2008; LAAPP. 106472008, LAAPP. 1071/2008, LAAPP.

1244/2008, LAAPP. -1245/2008, LAAPP. 1256/2008, LAAPP,

1268/2008, LAAPP. 1273/2008, CM APPL. 2377/2009, (Cross
Objections) LAAPP. B6/2009, LAAPP. 96/2009, LA.APP. 97/2009,
LAARP. 98/2009, LAAPP. 101/2000, LAAPP. 11072008, LAAPP,

11172009, LAAPP. 114/2009, LAAPP. 120/2009, LAAPP,

25172009, LAAPP. 252/2009, LAAPP. Z265/2009, LAAPP.
266/2008 & CM APPL. No.5366/2010 {Cross Objections), LAAPF,
267/2009, LAAPP. 268/2008, -LAAPP. 2659/2009, LAAPPR,

. 270/2009, LAAPP. 271/2008, LAAPP. 272/2009, LAAPP.

273/2000, LAAPP. 300/2009, LA.APP. 306/2009, LA.APP.
454/2008, 'LA.APP. 45572008, LAAPP. 521/2009, LAAPP.
532/2009, LAAPP. 535/2000 & CM APPL. 12886/2011 (Cross
Objections), LA.APP. 536/2000 & CM APPL. 12817/2011 (Cross

OBjections); -LAAPP- 543/2000, —LAAPP. - 544/7009, TAAPF.
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588/2009, LA.APP, 393/2000, LAAPP, 59472009, LA APP.
034/2008, LAAPP, 635/20009, LAAPP. B36/2000, LAAPP,
037/2008, LAAPP. 638/2009, LA.APP, 643/2009 & M
APPL.13878/2011,- LALAPP. 1/2010, LAAPP, 29/2010, LAAPP.
10472010, LA APP. 105/2010, LA APP. 107/2010, LA.APRP,
108/2010, LAAPP. 1092010, LA APE. 168/2010, [AAPP,
168/2010, LAAPP. 170/2010, LA.APE. 17172010, 1LAAPP.
220/2010, LAAPP. 276/2010, LA.APP. 426/2010, LA APP.
AIN2010, CM APPL. 900472011 (Cross Objections), LAAFP.”
5202010 CM APPL.13068/2011, LAAPP, 521/2010, CM APPL.
0564/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. 522/2010, LAAPP.
323/2010, LAAPP. 524/2010 & CM APPL. 1291472011 (Cross
Objections}, LAAPP, 525/2010 & CM APPL. 192/2011 (Cross -
Objections), LAAPP. 526/2010, LA.APP, 52772010, LA APP,
028/2010, LAAPP. 529/2010, LAAPP. 530/2010 & CM APPL,
229/2011 (Cress Objections), - LAAPP, 531/2010, LA.APP.
532/2010 & CM APPL. 12890/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
533/2010 & CM APPL. 128898/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
5342010, -LAPP, 535/2010 & CM APPL. 12867/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 536/2010 & CM APPL. 12887/2011 {Cross
Objections}, LAAPP. 537/2010, LA.APP. 538/2010 & M APPL.
129722011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 539/2010 & CM APPL.
12800/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP, 540/2010, LA.APP.
54172010, LAAPP. 542/20010 & CM APPL. 19857/2010 (Cross
Objections), LA APP. 543/2010 & CM APPL. 12903/2011 (Cross
- Objections), LAAPP. 5442010, CM APPL. 12B8B/2011 fCross
Objections), LA.AFPR, 545/2010,. LAAPP. 5662010, LAAPP.
581/2010, LAAPP. 592/2010 & CM APPL. 227/201% (Cross
Objections}, LAAPP. 59372010 & CM APPL. 12969/2011 (Cross
Objections), LA.APP. 584/2010, LAAPP, 595/2010 & CM APPL.
226/2011 . (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 596/2010, LA.AFP.
29772010 & CM APPL. -228/2011 {Cross Objections}, LA.APP,
288/2010 & CM APPL, 487/2011 {(Cross Objections), LA.APP,
600/2010 & CM APPL. 12897/2011 (Cross Objections), LA APP,
6012010, LAAPR. 602/2010, LAAPP. 603/2010 & CM APPL.
1288172011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 617/2010, LA.APP.
BB3/2010 & CM APPL. 12916/2011 (Cross Dbiectiunsj, LAAPP,
666/2010 & CM APPL. 6748/2011 {Cross Objections], LA APP.
B75/2010°& CM APPL, 998B/2011 (Cross Objections}, LA APP,
F81/2010, LAAPP. 792/2010 & CM APPL. 12880/2011 [Cross
Objectlons}, LAAPP. 793/2010 & CM APPL. 12899/2011 (Cross

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

A0/2011, LAAPP. 19542011 & CM APPL. 12892/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP, 215/2011, LAAPP. 228/2011, LA.APP.
229/2011, LAAPP, 23072011, LAAPP. -231/2011, LA.APP.
232{2011, LA.APP. 233/2011, LA.APP. 389/2011, . LAAFP,
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C392/2011, LAAPP. 420/2011, LAAPP. 424/2011.. LAAPP. Q 3
4252011 ' . '

{Heiatirtg to Nﬂtlﬂcatlnn u/s 4 dated 07.08. Eﬂﬂﬂ' & Award
MNo.19/2002-03, Village-Pooth Khurd) :

AND
(GRID-B)

+  LA.APP. B72/2008 & CM 2348/2009 (Cross Objectigns),

LAAPP. 112272008 & CM 2099/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP,

115052008 & CM 1221672011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.

1151/2008 & CM 23452009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

115272008 & CM 2102/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

115372008 . & CM 233872003 (Cross Objections), |AAPP. |
11542008, LAAPP, 118772008, LAAPP. 1188/2008, LA.APP.
118972008, LA APP. 1218/2008, LAAPP. 15/2009, LA.APP,

B272009, LAAPP. 1002000, [LAPP. 102/2009, [AAPP.

115/2009, LAAPP. 5712009, LA APP. BZ22/2009, LA.APP.

214/2011.

(Relating to Motification u/s 4 dated 07.08.2000 & Award No.
11/72001-02, Village-Holambi Kalan) '

AMD
{GRID-C)

+  LAAPP. 359/2007, LA.APP. 202/2007, LA.APP. 282/2D07,
LAAPP. 383/2007, LAAPP. 265/2008, LA.APP. B11/2008, LA.APP.
928/2008, LA.APP. 134/2009, LAAPP. 1B2/2009, LAAPP,
DES/2010, -

{Relating to Nﬂtlf:catlnn Ufs 4 ::iamr:i 07. GB EGDU & Award No.
083/2001-02, wtlage -Bawana)
AND
(GRIG-D)
+ LAAFP. 14472011, LAAPP. 145/2011 & CM 12911/2011

(Cross Objections}, LA.APP. 146/2011 & CM 12957/2011 (Cross
Objections), |

LA, App No266/2008 & tornscied mittess. - .. Pagedofr4



— ——fRelatingto Notiflcatiorufe 4 dated
20/2002-03, Village-Khera Kh urd}

110820005 Avard—Ne.

AND
(GRID-E)

+ LA.APP. 586/2008, LAAPP. 620/2008, LA.APP. 621/2000,
LA APP. 646/2009, LAAPP. 91/2010, LA.APP. 93/2010, LAAPP.
94/2010, LA.APP. 190/2010, LAAPP. 191/2010 & CM MNo.
22402/2010 (Cross Objections), LA.APP, 102/2010, LAAPP.
193/2010, LAAPP. 194/2010, LAAPP. 195/2010. LA APP.
196/2010, LAAPP. 197/2010, LAAPP. 297/2010 LA APP.
299/2010, LAAPP. 300/2010, LAAPP., 308/2010. LAAPP.
309/2010, [AAPP. 338/2010, LAAPP. 370/2010 & CM No.
3555/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. 37372010, LAAFP.
493/2010, LA.APP, 494/2010, LAAPP. 495/2010, LAAPF.
496/2010, LA.APF. 497/2010 & CM No. 22728/2010 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 498/2010, LAAPP. 499/2010. LA APP.

50072010, LAAPP. 501720108 CM: No. 23186/2010 (Cross -

Objections), LA.APP, 502/2010 & CM No. 10382/2011 {Cruss
Objections}), LAAPP. 503/2010, LAAPP,  504/2010, LAAFPP,
5(15/2010, LAAPP. 506/2010, LA.APP, 2072010, LAAPP,

508/2010, LA.APP.. 509/2010, ' IAAPP. 510/2010, LAAPP

2112010, LAAPP. 512/2010, LA APP. 51372010, LA APP,
31472010, LAAPP. 515/2010, LA.APP. - 5162010, LA.APP.
517/2010 & CM Ne. 7702/2011 {(Cross Objections}, LAAPP,
018/2010, LAAPP. 519/2010, LAAPP. 610/2010, LAAPP.
61172010, L[AAPP. B12/2010, LAAPP, 613/2010, LAAPP.
618/2010, L1AAPP. 619/2010, LA.APP, 02072010, LAAPP.
62172010, LA.APP. 622/2010, LA.APP. 62372010, LA APE

6282010, LA.APP. 647/2010 & CM No. 3847/2011 {Crass

Objections), LAAPP., 650/2010, LAAPP. 651/2010 & CM Mo,
3560/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 65272010 LAAPP,
841/2010, LAAPP. B45/2010 & M No. 35683/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 853/2010, LAAPP. 8542010 & CM No.
- — 103782011 —Cross Objectioms), TAAPP: B55/2010, LAARP.
856/2010 & CM No. 9610/2011 {Cross Objections), LA APP.
B537/2000, LAAPP. 920/2010. & CM MNo. 3329/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 1088/2010--&—EM Mo. 9986/2011 {Cross
T TTOtectionsy,  LASPPT 10212010, LA.APP. TuR2011, LAAPP.

/972011, LAAPP, B0/2011, LAAPP. B1/2011, LA.APP. 82/2011, -

—  —HAAPP 837201 LAAPP—B4/2011—AAPP. B5/2011, LAAFPP.
86/2011, LALAPP. B7/2011, LA.APP. 300/2011, LA.APP. 322/2011,
" LAGAPP. 324/2011 & CM APPL.15110/2011, LAAPP. 385/2011.
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{Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated DE IDS 2!}1]1-& Award No,
24/2003-04, Village-Marela)

+  LAAPP. 497/2008, LAAPP.

(Cross Objections).

AND

(GRID-F)

141/2009 & CM 5302/2010

(Relating to Nﬂtlflcatlnl‘l u,n’s d dated 22.08.2001 & Award Mo
18/2003-04, Village-Holambi Kalan]

AND

(GRID-G)

+ LAAPP. 7772010 & CM APPL.3808/2011, LA APP. 778/2010
& CM 2686/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP. 779/2010 & CM
LAAPP. 21372011,

12966/2000 (Cross Objections),
261/2011,
328/2011,
33242011,
335/2011,
341/2011,
35042011,

LAAPE. 226/2011, LA.APP.
LAAPP. 3302011, LA.APP.
LAAPP. 33372011, LA APP
LAAPP. 339/2011, LAAPPR
LAAPP. 34212011, LAAPP.
LALAPP. 351/2011,

LAAFP.377/2011, LA APP.388/2011.

LA.APP. .
32772011, LAAPP.
3312011, LAAPE. .
33472011, La APP,
340/2011, LA APP.
343/2011, LAAPP,
| AAPP, 365/2011,

(Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award No,
33/2003-04, Ulllage-HDIamm Kalan)

AMD

{GRID-H}

4 LAAPP. 30172011, LA.APP. 404/2011, LA APP, 409!2'311.

{Relating to MNotification w/s 4 dated 22.08 2001 & Award Na.
15,2003-04, Uulage -Ali Pur}

AND

AGRID-1)

+ LAaAPP. 481/2010

L App Ho 206/ 2008 & conmected matters
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ot | : i
\RERTMY o Notilication Ufs 4 daten22. 082001 & Award Nu.\
9/2003-04, village-Holambi Khurd) '

-~

-

AND
(GRID-])

+ LAAPP, 780/2010 & CM MNo.2661/2011 (Cross Objections),
- LAAPP. B899/2010 & CM No.3833/2011 {Cross Objections),
LAAPE. 900/2010 & M No.3541/2011 (Cross -Ohjections),
LAAPP. 970/2010, LALAPP, 97172010 & CM No.3865/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 972/2010 & CM No2667/2011 {Cross
Objections), LA.APP, 973/2010 & M N6.3703/2011 (Crbss
Objections), LAAPP.O74/2010 & CM No.14333/2011(Cross
Opjections), LAAPP. 876/2010 & CM N0.9992/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 977/2010, LAAPP. 078/2010, LAAPP,
37972010 & CM No9R290/2011, LAAPR. 8980/2010 & CM
Ne.3551/2011 (Cross Objections), LA APP. 88172010, LA.APP,
082/2010 & CM No.6742/2011 (Cross Objecticns), LAAPP,
983/2010 & CM No6759/2011 (Cross Ohjections),” LA APP,
- 9B37ZUI0 & CM No.6746/2011 (Cross Qbjections), LAAPP.
985/2010 & CM No0.9980/2011 (Cross Objeckions), LA.APF,
986/2010, LAAPP. 988/2010 & CM No.3836/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. - 9B9/2010, LAAPP, 0990/2010. LA.APP.
991/2010 & CM No.B9B4/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
1000/2010, LAAPP. 1005/2010 & CM Mo.8970/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 1018/201¢, LAAPP. 1020/2010 & "CM .
No.12938/2 . (Cross Objections)011, LAAPP. 1024/2010 & CM
Mo.R771/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 1/2011 & CM
MN0.12964/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP. /2011 & CM
Mo.6752/2011 {Cross Objections), LA.APP. 252011, LAAPP.
282011, LAAPP. 52/2011, LA.APP. 53/2011 & CM Nc.6766/2011
(Cross Objections), LA APP, 73/2011 & CM N, 12322/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 75/2011 & CM Ne.6775/2011 [Cross
Objections}, LAAPP. 101/2011, LAAPP. 102/2011, LAAPP
110/2011, LAAPP. 11172011, LAAPP. 112/2011 &  CM
Ne. 1003072011 {Cross Objections), LA.APP. 181/2011, LAAPP,
23572011, LA.APP. 239/2011, LA.APP. 252/2011

(Relating to Motification u/s -4 dated 22.08.2001 & f}ward
Na.20/2003-04, Village-Rajapur Kalan)

AND
(GRID-K)
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+  LAAPP. 488/2008, LA.APP. 400/2008, LAAPE, 4a1/72008,

Me.10395/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. 896/2008 & CM

LA.APP. 549/2008, LA.APP. 755/2008, LA.APP. 868/7008 & CM L//

—Me-5364/2810{Cross—Objectons). —LA_APP 872688, |LAAPP,
10032008, LAAPP. 587/2009, LA.APP, 59172009, LA AFP,
.34!2[11{] & CM No.7072/2010 ({Cross Objections), LA.APP. -
468/2010, LAAPP. 605/2010, LAAPP. 616/2010, LA.APP.
62/2011, LA APP. 66/2011, LA.APP. 68/2011, Lﬂﬂ.F’F‘ 236!2&11
LAAPP, 421/2011

{'Relatjng'tm Notification u/s 4 dated 07.12.2001 & Award
MNo0.17/2003-04, Village-Sangth)

AND
{GRID-L)

+  LAAPP. 341/7008, LA.APPE. 34:-‘!2&(38 LAAPP. 34472008,

- LAAPP. 352/2008, LA APP. 364/2008, LA.APP, 385/2008, LA.APP,
387/2008, LAAPP. 445/2008, LAAPP. 454/2008, LA APP.
464720088 CM  No, 11333!2[]03 {Cross. Objections), LA APP,
465/2008, LAAPP, 466/2008, LAAPP. 46B/2008& M
MN0.11334/2008 (Cross Dbjectrnnsjl LAAPP., A69/2008, LAAPP.
47042008, LAAPP. 47172008, LAAPP. 580/2008, LAAPP
561/2008, LA.APP. Elwr_‘ms, - LAAPP,  663/2008, LA.APP.
676/2008, LA APP. 678/2008, LAAPP. 679/2008, La.APP.
681/2008, LA APP. 682/2008, LAAPP. ©683/2008, LA.APP.
72272008, LAAPP. 731/2008, LA.APPR. - 754/2008, LAAPR,
78672008, LAAPP. 825/2008, LA.APP. B26/2008, LA.APP.
842/2008, LA.APP. B850/2008, LA.APP. 853/2008, LA.APP.
583/2008, LAAPP. 903/2008, LAAPP. 904/2008 LAAPP.
924/2008, LAAPP, DB35/2008, LA.APP. D37/2008, LA.APP,
938/2008, LAAPP. 040/2008, LAAPP. 943/2008, LA.APP.
045/2008, LA.APP,- 956/2008, LAAPP. 0O57/2008, LAAPP,
298/2008, LAAPP. 1001/2008, LAAPP. 1004/2008, LAAPP,
1007/2008, LAAPP. 1065/2008, LA.APP. 1077/20D8, LAAFE.
1079/2008, LA.APR, 106/2000. LA.APP, 17212009, ' LAAPP,
J09/2009, LA APP. 374/2009, LAAFP. 46472009, LA AP,
463/2009, LAAFP. 46B8/2009, LAAPP. 539/2000, LAAPE.
240/2002, LAAFP. 547/2009, LAAPP. 565/200B, LA APE.
b24/20089, LA APP. 628/2000, LAAPP. 630/2000, LAAPP.
23/2010, LAAPP. 242010, LA.APP. 26/2010, LAAF‘P 35720140,
LAAPP, 37/2010, LAAPP, 41/2010,

(Relating to.Notification ws 4 dated 16.05.2002 & Award No.
28/2002-04, Village-Shahpur Garhil

LA App No266:2008 & connected magters Page 3 0f 74



o | -
. AND y
) . {GRID-M) _ B

+ LAAPP, 33B/2008, LAAPP. 34372008, LAAPE, 356/2008,
- LA.APP, 366/2008, LAAPP. 367/2003, LA.APP. 368/2008, LA.APP,
369/2008, LAAPP. 370/2008, LAAPP. 38372008, LA.APP
38472008, LAAPP. 386/2003, LAAPE. 38B/2008, LAAPP
SB9/2008, LAAPP. 43472008, LAAPPR. A35/2008, Lo APP,
436/2008, LAAPP. 4442008, LA APP. 456/2008& CM
Mo.11332/2008 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 458/2008, LA.APP,
4672008, LAAPP. 550/2008 & CM Mo. 18150/2008 (Cross
Objections). LAAPP. B5R3/2008, LA.APP. S62/2008. LA.APP.
660/2008, LAAPP, 715/2008, LA APP. 716/7008. LA.APP.
F20/2008, . LAAPP. 72372008, LAAPP. 757/2008, LA.APP.
Fo0/2008, LAAPP. 7o7/2008, LAAPP. 7O03/2008, LAAPP,
82372008, LAAPP. 82452008, [AAPP. 83772008, LAAPP.
90872008, LAAPP. 909/2003, LA.APP. 452/2008, LA APP.
1022/2008, LAAPP. 1024/2008, LAAPP. 10252008, LA APP.
106372008, LAAPP. 173/2000, LAAPP, 3072009, LA APP.
30872008, LAAPP. 311/2009, LAAPP. 38472008, LA.AFPP.
_ 38502000, LAAPP. 463/2009, LAAPP. 467/2009, LAAPP
540/2008, LA.APP. S42/200%, LAAPP. S48/2008, LAAPP
627/2008, LAAPP. 63172000, LAAPE, 22/2010, LAAPP. 30/2010.

(Relating to MNotification u/s 4 dated 23.05.2002 & ﬁ.ward
e, 22!2{103 04, Ulitag&Shahpur Garhi)

AND
{GRID-N)

+,. LAAPP, 485/2008, LAAPP, 408/2008 & CM 13228/2008
(Cross Objections), LAAPP, 1145/2008, LAAPP. 263/2C09,
LAAPP. 304/2000 & CM 13016/2000 [Emss Dbjectl{ms} LA.APP,
1272017 .

[Relating to Motification ufs 4 dated 23.05.2002 & Award No.
C1ef2003-04, FillagE—H_ﬂJambi Kalan)

AND
(GRID-D}
+ LA.,AF'P.ETEHE{]DE,"LAAFP. 38172008, LAAPP. 39072008,
LAAPP. 494/2008, LA AFP. 499/2008, LAAPP, 530,208, LAAPP.

£36/2008 & CM 330072010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 3102009
_15: CM 1602772009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 782/2010, Lﬁ'l..AF'P.
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.__maﬂz&m LAAPP. 825/2010, LAAPP. 0/201] & CM 9950;3011(?_
{Cross Objections), LAAPP, S8/20FE LA APP. 289/2011 & CM
. 14850/2011 ({(Cross ijectmnsd, LAAFP.  280/2011 Eu I
14852/2011 (Cross Ohjections), LA. APP, 3B81/2011.

(Relating to Motification u/s 4 dated 23.05.2007 & Award Nﬂ,
17/2004-05, Vllage- Ali Pur) ; !

AND | B
(GRID-P} - -

+ . LAAPP 65472008 & €M Mo, EEJ?.-"E'DGQ (Cross Dbjectmnsi
LA APP. 655/2008, LA.APP, 674/2008 & CM No.7818/2009 {Cross
Chjections), LAAPP. B77/2008, |A.APP. JO5/2008, LAAPP,
F06/2008, LAAPP. BOT7/2008, LAAPP EEI'EJ'E{]IDE & CM Rha,
- 7837/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. B7E/2008. . LAAPP.
88272008, LAAPP.  835/2008, LA APP. 201/2008, LA APP,
B98/2008 & €M No.2355/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAFP.
902/2008, LAAPP. 022/2008, LAAPP. 82372008, LAAPP.
- 920/2008 & CM No.2351/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.AFPP.
930/2008 & CM No.7821/2009 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
9b0/2008, LAAPP. 980/2008 & CM No.B55/2010 (Cross
Objections], LAAPP. 9B1/2008 & CM MNo.1261/2009 (Cross
Dhiections), |AAPP. 952/2008, LA.APP. GB3/2008 & Ci
N0.2347/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, 08472008 & CM
No.B38/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 98572008, LA APP
(99772008, LAAPP. 1002/2008, LA.APP. 1006/2008, LA.APP.
102772008, LAAPP, 1078/2008 & CM MNo.2247r2009 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 1123/2008, LAAPP. 1127/2008 & CM
MNo.2111/2009 (Crass Objections), LAAPP. 1196/2008, LA APP,
1246/2008 & CM No.10387/2009 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
-1257/2008, LAAPP. 1258/2008 & CM No.7791/2009 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 12/2009 & CM No.2151/2009 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP, 22/2009, LAAPP. 83/2009, LA.APP. 99,2009,
LAAFP, 103/2009, LA.APP. 104/2009, LAAPP. 107/2000, LA APP,
1152009 & CM No.6482/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
12272009 & CM No.14321/2009 {Cross Dbjections), LAAPP.
123/2000, LA APP, 1242000, LA APP. 12B8/2009, LAAPP, _
17472009, |AAPP.  250/2006, LAAPP. 280/2009, LA ARP.
201/2009, LAAPP. 267272009, IZEAPF. —764/2008, LA.APP.

293/2009, LA APP. 2908,2000, LAAPF. 301/2000, LAAPP,
3022009, LS APP. 303/2000, LAAPP. 365/2009, LA.APP,

433/2009, LAAPP. 44972009, [AAPP. 461/2009, LA.APP,
471/2008, LAAPP. A487/2009, LAAPP. 501/20090, LAAPP,
518/2008, 7 LALAPP.  527/2009, LAAPP. 530/2009, LAAPP.
53142009, LAAPP. 5332008, LAAPP. 537/2009, -LAAPP,

LA AppNo 266/ 2008 & connecred matiers ' Pape 10 of 74



538/2009, LA.APP. 545/2000, .LAAPP. 554/2000 LA APP,

- 555/2009, LA.APP, 558/2009, LAAPP, 385/2008, LAAPP,

588/2009, LAAFP, 619/2009, LA APP. 6253/2009, LA APP.

626/20098, LAAPP.” 620/2000, LA.APF. 649/2009, LA APF.

38/2010, LA.APP. 4372010, LA.APP: 131/2010, LA.AFP. 202/2010,.
LA.APP, 203/2010, LA.APP. 204/2010, LAAPP. 225/2010, LAAPP -
227/2010, LA.APP. 269/2010, LAAPP. 303/2010, LAAPP.
372/2010, LAAPP. 410/2010, LAAPP. 418/2010, LA APP.

47942010, LAAPP. 480/2010, LAAPP, AB2/2010, LAAPE,

[/

483/2010, LA.APP. 484/2010, LAAPP. 485/2010, LAAPP,

486/2010, LA.APP. 487/2010, LAAPP. 604/2010, LA.AFP.
606/2010 & CM -No.1987B/2010 (Cross Objections), La.APP.
607/2010, LAAPP. 608/2010, LA.APP. . 609/2010, LA.APP.
614/2010, LAAPP. 615/2010, LA APP, 67172010, LAAPP.
695/2010, LAAPP. 705/2010, LA.APP. 734/2010, LAAFP
785/2010 & CM Mo.1296B/2011 {Cross Objections), L& APP.
786/2010 & CM No,12367/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPE.
812010, LAAPP. 7BBf2010, LA.APP. 789/2010, LA.APP,
F90/2010, LAAPP. B20/2010 & CM No.12B80/2011 (Cross

Oblections), LAAPP. 821/2010, LAAPP, 915/2010, LA.APP; °

916/2010 & CM No.6773/2011 (Cress Objections), LA APP,
1472011 "& CM No.6754/2011 (Cross OChjections), La-APP,
26{2011 & CM No.6763/2011 (Cross Objections}, LA.APP;

LA.APP. 72/2011 & CM No.6777/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
76/2011 & -CM No.12974/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
11472011 & CM No.12869/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.
135/2011, LAAPP. 136/2011 & CM Ne.12971/2  (Cross

© 55/2011 & CM No.12894/2011 (Cross Objections}, . LAAPP, - -
-25/2011, LA APP. 63/2011, LA.APP. 6%/2011, LA.APP. 70/2011,

Obijections)011, LA.APP. 137/2011 & CM N@.12902/2011 (Cross

- Objections), LAAPP. 143/2011, LA APP, 153/2011, LAAPP.

203/2011 & CM No0.12813/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP, ..
273/2011. & CM No.13289/2011 (Cross Objections). LAAPP,

338/2011 - o
(Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 27.01.2003 & Award
No.11/2004-05, Village-Sanoth) 1
AND
(GRID-Q)

+ LA.APP. 336/2010 & CM APPL.14845/2011, LAAPP.
62472010, LAAPP. 625/2010, LA.APP. 626/2010, LA.APP.

02772010 & CM. Npo.3853/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP. |

629/2010, LAAFP. B630/2010, - LAAPP. 642/2010, LA.APP.
643/2010, LAAPP. 6442010, LAAPP. 645/2010 & CM.
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Mo,3587/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP. 646/2010, LA.APP. .

B64/2010, LA APP. 665/2010, LAAPP. 667/2010, L[A&APP.

668/2010," LAAPP. B660/2010 & C.M. No.B6Y63/2011 (Cross'

Objections), TAAPFR. 6707Z0ITT & C.M. No3B18/20UTL (Cross

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

No.3812/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. BB7/2010, LA APP.
f01/2010 & CM. No.38B50/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
702/2010; LAAPP. 703/2010 & CM. No.924317/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 721/2010, LAAPP, 73372010 & C.M.
No.12B7B/2011 (Cross Objections), L&4.APP. 735/2010, LA.APP.
J36/2010, LAAPP, ¥37/2010, LAAPP. 738/2010, [AAPP.
739/2010 & C.M. No.3568/2011 . {Cross Objections), . LA.APP,

740/2010 & CM No.14322/2011 (Cross Objections), . LAAPP. .

8002010 & CM. No.3217/2011, LA.APP. B01/2010, LA.APP,
B802/2010C, " LA.APP. 8032010, LAAPP. BROB/2010, LAAPP.
805/2010, LAAPP, 81072010, LaAPP. 811/2010, LA.APP.
812/2010, LA.APP. 81372010, LAAPP. 814/2010, LA.APP,

815/2010, LAAPP. B16/2010 & C.M. No.3862/2011 (Crbss

Onjections), LAAPP, B817/2010, LAAPP. B38/2010, LAAPER,
839/2010 & C.M. No.10335/2011 (Cross Oblections), LA.APP,
870/2010 & C.M. No.9248/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
91772010, [AAPP. 9222010, LAAPP. 0923/2010, LA.APP,
924/2010, LAAPP. 925/2010, LAAPP. 945/2010 & C.M.
M0o.3844/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 875/2010 & C.M.

Mo.2664/2011 (Cross Obijections), LA APP. 087/2010& C.M.

MNo.3547/2011 (Cross Objections), LA APR. 1006/2010, LAAPP,
26/2011 & C.M. Nu.9939/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP.
74/2011, LAAPP. 96/2011, LAAPP. 97/2011, LA APP, 98/2011,
LA.APP. 89/2011, LAAPP. 100/2011, LA.APP. 103/2011, LA.APP,
104/2011," LAAPP. 105/2011, LA.APP, 106/2011, LA APP,
10772011, LAAPP. 1D8/2011, LA APP. .109/2011, LA.APP
113/2011, LA.APP, 165/2011, |A.APP, 329/2011

v

[Relating to Notification u/s 4 dated 27.01. EDDH & ﬂward |

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

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE PRADEEP NANGRAJOG

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

3. Whpther the judgment should be reported In the
Digest?
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2 10 'uifiagES'. namely, Pooth Khurd, Holambi k:alan
Hnlamtn Khurd, Bawana, Khera Khurd, Narela, Ali Pur, Hauapur
Kalan, Shahpur Garhi and Sanoth are comprised in the Revenue
District {Morth-West} and if we see the map of the'tity of Delhi
we would find that these villages lie in the Nurth~WEStem part of
Delhi. Tthy' lie within an_a'rea between the 'V formed by Rohtak .
Road ie. NH-10 and G.T.Karnal Road ie. NH-1. The Delkii-
Ambala railway fine runs somewhat paraflel to NH-1. Whereas
_villages Narela and Shahpur Garhi are in between the rallway
line and NH-1, the other villa'ges 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 railway liie. The
urbanized t_it:,.r-nf Delhl-where the colony Rohini exists has been
‘developed -on the agricultural lands acquired post 1961 and is .
S lated in the land within the aforesaid ‘v, Bawana Industrial
Estate came up an lands which were acquired post 19986 and
said Industrial Estate is also on the land within the aforesaid V',
Historically, except for village Narsia, all villages haué- been

- treated as equivafeht with respect to their lacation.
2. The instant decision decides the issue as to what should

| be the falr market value of agricultural lands in the said villages

as of the dates 7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2{][31_. 22.8.2001,
_?_].}'..Eﬂﬂl,_15_.5.2:‘}'{]2, 23.5.2002 and 27.1.2003.. Needless to
sta'te. pursuant td notifications issued, from time to timE; bn

'~ aforesaiddates under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition _ﬂ_ct'

1894, vast tracts of land in sald 10 villages were acquired arid

. save and except lands In the Revenue Estate of village Narela
where the purpose of a:quisltir:-n was partly residential and.-_
partly industrial, in the other villages, acquisition was'for the _
purpose of establishing an industrial ‘estate or laying dowri a R
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rc:ad Br frmght r:umple:-r. The reason whj,,r such Earge l:raLE of
lands were needed was to set up an industrial EEEItE pursuant
te a decision taken to shift all industries operating in non-
conforming areas within Delhi to conforming areas.

3. | must highlight that arguments by learned counsel far
the land owners were the same [n all appeals filed by them as
also cross-objections wherever filed, and simllar is the position
with respect to the stand taken by the Union of India. Save and

except 'peﬁ:a'rning to village Narela, where an additional .

argument was advanced; being that, the township. of Narela had
existed since pre-partition days and thus |and5 in village N.;.rela
had a better value and for which it was urged that way back in

the 1A,fear 1963 when lands in the revenue Estate of v|1lage Narela _

and adjoining viilages Bhorgarh and Mamurpur were acqmred

lands in village Narela were given a price advantage of ¥2/- per

sgyd. vis-3-vis the price determined for lands in village 7

Bhorgarh and Mamurpur. | must further highlight that learned
counsel conceded that village Nareia and Mamurpur comprised

the same revenue estate: with the market Le. Mandi belng in

village Narela and the village abadi being in Mamurpur;
A, The position of the awards made from time to time and
‘the relatable notification under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition
Act 1894 have been detalled by me while noting the various
Lang Acgulsition Appeals and the Cross ﬂbjﬂttlﬂ-ﬂﬁ as per the
index hercinabove and thus I neeu net repeat the same.

5 A perusal of all the awards announced from time to

rime would reveal that the learned Land Acquisition Coltector
has determined compensation payable with reference 1o
hotifications/orders issued by the Government of NCT Dethi from

time-+e time notifying the minimum rates fnr.agricﬂltufal'lands :

'n Delhi and wherever it was found that due ta land oWHErS

having excavated earth resulting in pits having depths between.
LA App.No,266/2008 & connected matters Pape 14 02 74.



4" to &7, the Tand value has been appropriafely dépressed and /
this is to ba found in a fow awards where lands have been put in

2 or 3 categdries’ i[& Category ‘A, lt:'atrangmg.ur ‘B* and Category -

. 3 ' _ : C

6. A perusal of the various decféiurls pmnuunc.ed_ by the
Reference Court in various Land Acquisition References made,.

would show that the learned Reference Court has determined

fair market value on different principles and for purposes of
clarity | may note the basls on which the Ieérnéd 'Iiarsd _
Acquisition Collector and the learned Reference Court have . -~
determined the compensation payvable. The same would be as
under:- . _ . _

Al Pertgining to the notification dated 7.8.2000 issued
under Section 4 of -the Land’ Acquisifion Act 1894 pursuant
‘whereto 1372.00.10 bigha land was acquired in village Pooth
Khurd, for the purpose of shifting industrial units, as against
¥13.82 lacs per a*;ré for Category ‘A’ lands and ¥12.26 lacs per .
acre for Category ‘B’ lands awarded by the learned Land
Acqulsition Collector (by adopting the price as per the policy for
minimum rates as of 1.4.2000}, the learmed Reference Court has o
adopted the same rate i.e. ¥13.82 lacs. per acre and has granted
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 #illége Pooth Khurd at 14,37,280/- per
acre and has'ignnred that there was Category ‘B’ land for which
he had to make necessary adjustment. _

B. Pertaining to the same notification dated 7.8.20G0
pursuant whereto 211.14 bigha land was acquired in wvillage-
Holamhbi Kalan, the Land Acguisition Collector treated the land :
as of same tharaéter and determined fair market value with
reference to the policy for minimum rates in sum of ¥13.82 lacs .
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per acré which has been enhanced by the IE'E_I_rnEd F{E[E:IFHIZ_E :

_ Court to ¥14,12,995/- per acre by relying upon a decision of g %

umsmn—Eenth—uf—HTrs—Emmh‘epmtmj—asﬁrﬂﬁﬁ—ﬁfH—ﬁﬂ-ﬁe!hl 13
Gajrai V5. U0f wherein for the date 15.11.1936 fair market value
determined was %0,76,121/- per acre for Category ‘A’ lands and
treating the sald date and the said price as the base, giving 12%

_ per annum appreciation for a pé'rfnd of 3 years, 8 months and 23
days, to reach the date 7.8.2000, fair market value has been.

determined. - _
L Pertaining to the same notification dated 7.8.2000

pursuant whereto agricultural lands in village Bawana were

acquired, the Land Acguisition Collettor determined fair maﬁi;et
value for Categﬁr:.,.r ‘A" lands, with reference fo the policy and
fixed the same at £13.82 lacs per acre for Category ‘A’ lands and
¥12.62 lacs per acre for Category '‘B° ifands. The' learned
Reference Court maintained the same. '

D, Pertaining to the notification _date-!:! 11.8.2000
pursuant whereto agricultural lands in village Khera Khun:l_wer_e
acquired for shifting industrial’ units, ‘the Land Acquisition

Collector has, for Category 'A° lands determined fair market

value, with reference to the pollcy effective from 1.4.2000 in
sum of ¥13.82 lacs per acre and for Category 'B' lands has ﬁxed
the same at ¥12.62 lacs per acre. The learned Reference: Equ‘rt

has adopted the policy wherein minimum price fixed as of -

1.4.2000 was T13.82 lacs per acre and for 128 days i.e: the
‘number of days between 1.4.2000 till 11.9,2000, appreciating
the same by 12% has determined fair -market value at
"{14,4!},15?;’— and has unifurm.ly awarded the same for all lands. .

E. " Pertaining to the notification dated 2.5.2001 purquant
whereto 1140.5.8 bigha land was acqulred in Narela for
denfelnpmmt of sectors 1 to 4, Phase |, Narela, with respect e
the policy of minimum price with effect from 1.4.2001 the
LA AppNo 2662608 & connected martzes ' . Pagelbof7s




learned Land Acquisition Collector determined fair market vélﬁe
_i__n__;_:_u_n_*n of T15.7 [_acs per acre for Category "4’ lands j.e. the sEme

¥

price notified as of 1,4.2001 and for Category ‘B’ lands

determined the same at Y14 lacs per—aoe. - The learned
Reference Court adepted the minimum . price neotified by. the

Government as of 1.4.2001 and gave appreciation fof a perlod
of 1 month for the reason the notification under Section 4 of the

tand Acquisition Act 1894 is dated 2.5.2001 and enhanced the

compensation te ¥15,85,700/- per acre which has uniforrmly-

awarded. | - -
F. Pertaining to the notification dated 22.8.2001
whergunder 512.16 bigha land in village Holambl Kalan were

acquired for construction of a 100 meter wide road, the learned

Land Acquisition Collector has rested his decision on the
minimum price notified as of 1.4.2001 i.e. T15.7 lacs per acre
which has been held to be the fair market value for Category "A’

lands and for Eategnry ‘B' lands the same has been determined -

at T14 lacs per acre. The leamed Reference Court, with
- reference to the minimum rates notified as of 1.4.2001 i.e. 3.15.1_’
lacs per acre has appreciated the sarné by 12% pEE annum. for
143 days and the price so fixed is ¥16,43 811/- ;]Er acre which
'has been uniformly awarded.

[CH Pertaining to same notification dated 22.5.2001
pursuant whereto 512.16 hbigha land was acquired in village
Alipur, on the same reas_ﬁlnlﬁg which has been adopted: for
village Holambl Kalan, for the two categories of land same
.cﬂmpensé:tiﬂn as determined for village Holambi Kalan has been
worked out by the learned Land Acquisition Collector as also by
.the learned Reference Court who has done away with
.'Eat'ﬂgﬂﬁi‘a'ﬁﬂﬁ.— S e _ : |

H. Pertaining to the same notification dated 22.8.2001
pursuant whereto 192.15 bigha of land was acquired in village
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Holambi Khurd, the reasoning of the LAC and the learned |
Reference Court and the price d_etermlned_ is the -same_as has

- been determined for village Holambi Kalan save and excepf that - .
in this viHagE even the LAC has treated all lands in the 's.ame
uniform category. |
I Pertgining to, the same notification. dated 228 EDDI
~ pursuant whereto agriculturzl lands in w[lage Rajapur Kalan
- were acquired the reas‘cining and the fair mérket ‘value -
determined by the tearned LAC and the learned Reference Court i3
is the samé as adopted for village Holambi Kalan, Holambi Khurd -
- and MIFUI’ save and r-;xr:ept in this wllage I:he a::qmred land was .
ufumfurm category. ; : o
L Pertammg to the nutlﬁcalinn dated 7.12. Eﬂﬂl
 pursuant wheretu 222.05 bigha land was acquired in village
Sanoth for laying a B0 meter approach road to Naréla tnwnshi-p.
the learned Land Acquisition Collector has assessed
compensation uniformly in sum of ¥15.7 lacs per atr'e which is
the same as per the. policy for minimum price w.e.f. 1.4.2001
and the jearned 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 716,93, ﬂdlf— per acre,
K. . Pertaining to the nr:rtﬁmatmn dated 16.5.2002 pursuant
whereto agricultural” lands in village Shahpur Garhi. were -
acquired, the learned Land Acquisition Collector has determined
compensation in sum of "TE57 lacs per acre which is the -
rinimum price notlfied by the Government as of 1.4.2001. The
learned Reference Court has simply held that the land owners
. would be entitled to enhance cnmpensétiﬂn at the ra_,fe of _11:‘-5%'
 per annum compounded. | may highlight that the learned
Reference Court has not worked out the mmpe.ns.a'-;:inn and has
left it to the Executing Court to do so, however | find that the
enhanced compensation - which would work out would be
LA App Mo 266/2008 & connectad matters o R I"agclﬂ -:uF'M
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117,75,369.44 per acre for the reason treating the base date as

days to reach the date 16.5. 2001, apprecfatinn would be at the

1

' 1.4.2001 and the base price at I15.7 Tacs, for 1 yi@ar ard 45

rate of 11.5% .per annum compounded as- per the leamed -

Additional Sessions Judge,

pursuanl: whereto agricultura! - lands in village Shahpur Garhl
were acqulred the learned LAC and the learned Reference Colrt:

. A Pertaining to the notification dated 2352002 .

have determined same compensation as per the reasoning -
pertaining to the same village fer the notification dated

. 16.5.2002 and. [ find that since there is a gap of 7 ﬁayrs in the

two notifications, the compensation payable as per the decision -

of the Reference Court comes to T17,79,781.78 per acre.

MiPt—:-rtarnmg to-the—samenotification -dated-—23.5. 2002 -
pursuant whereto 445.81 bigha fand in village Holambi Katan-

in sum of ¥15.7 lacs per acre which is the same as per minimum

was acquired, the learned LAC has r:fete;mlned falr market value _ .

price w.e.f. 1.4.2001. The |learned Reference Court has adopted
the same reasoning as was adopted while determining the fair
market value of lands in village Holambi Kalan-which were

“acquired pursuant to the notification dated 7.8.2000 i e. adupted_'

the price determined as of 15.1 1-.19957 in the:decisiﬂ_n_in ﬁg;ka’;‘.f_r.' .

. case (supra) and appreciating th;a same by 12% compounded

per’annuh’n the price determlned s 22,14, 239:’- per acre,

M, Pertaining to the same nntlfcatlun dated 23.5.2002
pursuant whereto 814.19 bigha agrlcu!tural land in village Alipur"

‘were _acquired ‘the learned Land . Acquisition Collector has

awarded compensation at the rate of ¥15.7 lacs per acre based

pn the minimum price as I:If 1.4 EDL‘II which price has heéh

grantlng apprer:latmn at the rate of 12% per annum w.ef.
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“ﬁ&
1.4.2001 till 23.5.2002, the price determined is 217,85,240/- per

acre. ; ; _
.- Fertainina to the notification dated 27.1.2003
purstant whereto 30%92.04 bigha land in village Sanoth;and

2188.03 bighafamd-in-village Rajapur Kalan ‘were acquired, the
learned Land Acquisition Collector, resting his reasaning on the
~ minimum price notified as of 1.4.2001 fixed the same value as

the compensation payable for Category 'A’ lands in both villages

i.e. ¥15.7 lacs per acre and for Category ‘B’ lands in sum of 714

lacs per acre and for Category ‘C’ lands in sum of ¥12.3 lacs per
acre, The Iearned Reference Court has adopted different
reasoning in some Impugned decision and different in a few. In

some decisions the learned Reference Court has. adopted the

minimum price in surm of ¥15.7 lacs per-atre—aﬂ—af—"i-l-,aarzuﬁl and
appreciating the same by 12% per annum for a period of 666
days has fixed fair market value at ¥19,13,765/- per acre which

. has been unifnrm]y._éwarded”and n some references pertaining

to the village Rajapur Kalan, the learned Referernce Cnur_l'i has.

determined the fair market value with reference to a sale deed
"Ex.R-2' which is dated 20.5.2002 and whereunder 1 blgha and
13 hiswa of agricultural land comprised. in Khasra No.200 in the

revenue ‘estate of village- Rajapur Kalan was purchased for' .

¥5,39,6090/-.
7. Since the learned Land Acquisition Collector as ‘also the

learned Reference -Court have relied upon the notifications .

i55ued_ from time to time by the Government of NCT Delhi, fixing
minimum price for agricultural lands in Delhi, let me therefore
note the-dates and the minimum rates notified from time ta time
pertaining to agricultural lands in Delhi since the same would be
relevant for the present decision. . The same would be-as under:-
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Notification |  of the price (in increase
: lakhsfacre) per |
_ EI‘IJ"ILI.IT'I
{17 [35.1980 |27.4.1990 4.65
7, 25.7.1997 | 1.4.1497 6.0 115
|37 12497098 (1471808  |112 . |11z
4. 21.¥1.2000] - 12.32 '
£ 9.8.2001 | 1.4.1999 1236 [11
. 142000, {1382 . |11
6. |9.82001 |1.4.2001 ] B
7 30.8.2005 |30.82005  |17.584 [2.08
B 24.1’.2{_}&8 118.12.2007 53 89.51
B. From the tabulation hereinabove noted it would' be

apparent that after minimum price was last fixed w.e.f.

27.4.1990 in sum of $4.65 lakhsjacre it was increased after -

nearly 7 vears to 210 lakhs/acre and the ‘annual Increase cames
to 11.5% per annum {simple). The next vear i.&. w.e.f. 1.4.1998

the price was enhanced by 11.2% to reach the figure of ¥11.2

lakhsfacre and thereafter w.ef 21.11.2000 the price was
enhanced to %1232 lakhs/acre, which notification was
superseded, inasmuch as when the notification dated 3.8.2001
was issued the price was retrospectively enhanced w.ef.
1.4.198% to 12.16 lakhsfacre i.e. the price increased by 11%
_ per annum with reference to the price determined as of
1.4.1998 and @ vide same notification’ the  price  was

retrospectively efhanced w.ef 1.4.2000 to 713.82 lakhs/acre
i.e. increased by 11% per annum vis-a-vis the previous _i.é.
¥12.16 lakhsfacre and w.ef, 1.4.2001 the price rbse by, 11.5%
per annum vis-a-vis the previous price of T13.82 lakhsfacre to
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enhanced w.e.f, 3Cr E 2005 to ¥17.584 [akhﬁfacre whlch gives us
an increase of only: 2 OE% per AN aru:i then the pnce rose fo
53 lakhs/acre as of 1B.12.2007 ie. increased 89.51% per
annum with reference to the base fiqure of ¥17.584 lakhsfacre’
and the date 30.8.2005. '

9. Before noting the evidence refied upon by the land
owners and Union of India befﬁrg the learned Reference Court; it
would be beneficial for the reader of the present decision, as | |
feel, that arguments advanced on either side may be noted. |
would highlight that from the side of the land owners, each
argument was in the alternative and it was urged- that they -
wauld be entitled to price determination as per the first
argument, failing which as per the second argument, falling
which as per the third argument and 5-{] an. From the side of
Unian of India It was urged that the land price fixed by: the
learned. Reference Court partaining to the notification dated
- 7.8.2000  for willage Pooth Khird: the notification date::_l
22.8.2001 for village Holambi Kalan: the notification dated
7.8.2000 for village Bawana: the notification dated 11.9.1&0& for -
village Khera Khurd; the notification dated 2.5.2001 for vlllage
Narela; 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 all lands were of uniform character and it
was urged that corrective action is reg uirad by doing 2 things.
Firstly, with reference to the minimurn price notified by the
Government from time o time, 11.5% increase per'annum and

2% per ammmrTincrease wWas excessive with referénce to the -
. Oates of the notifications under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act 1894; requiring the same to be reduced to 10% per annum
“in the Teast.” Secondly, the learned Reference Couirt was not
Justified in treating all lands as of the same character and thus
. LAAPPNo 266/2008 & connected matters ; Page 22 of Td



' requiring further correction by suitably depressing the price for
such lands which were put in Category ‘B” and Eafegmy '.E' t;'l-y.
the Land Acquisition Collector and in respect of which
categorization it was urged that neither land owner had . |

i ' challengead thg same by leading evidence to the contrary i.e. to
show that such lands which were put in Category 'B’ and

CatEgDry ‘U on account of pits and dEpFESEi.DI‘IS of wvarious
depths, as per the awards passed by the Land Acqmsrtloﬂ
: S Collector was incorrect. : .
10! Learned counsel for the land owners firstly urged that
the learned Reference Court was not JLI_StIfIEd in ignoring the 2
sale deeds dated 25.3.2000, Ex.PW-1/3, in Land Acgulsltion . .
Reference which is subject matter of LA.APP.No,780/2010 as
alsp the zale’ deed dated 25.4.2001, Ex.PW-1/2, ip the same
LA.Appeal. Vide sale deed Ex.PW-1/3, 33 bigha and 12 biswa
_ agriculturai land In village Mamurpur was sgid @ T26.75.
lakhs/acre and as per the sale deed Ex.PW-1/2, 2 bigha and 19
biswa of land was sold in the revenue estate of village Khera
; Khurd for a sum of €32.4 lakhs and adding on the stamp. dul.y "

paid and corporation tax it was urged that per acre land price as
of 25.3.2000 under EX.PW-1/3 would be T28.89 lakhsfacre and
pertaining to the sale deed Ex.PW-1/2 the land price would be
163.478 lakhs/acre, It was thus urged that the said 2 sale deeds
would be good evidence to determine the fair markét_u_a_lué of .
agricultural Jands in the aforesaid 10 villages as of 7.8.2000,
11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 22.8.2001, 7.12.2001, 16.5.2002,
EE.E.EDGE and 27.1.2003 i.a. the B8 dates on which notifications
were issued under Section 4 aof the Land Acquisition Act 1884 by
suitably intreasing or decreasing the price. As an extended imb
of this argument, pertaining to village Narela, it was urged that_' _
. the price needs to be suitably enhanced and for which.lieamecl
counsel submitted that the same should be at isast 10% more
LA App No,266/2008 & connected matters - . Page23of74




and for which the argument was that whén‘:fn 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 said benefit to aig_ricultur'al lands In.viillage Mamurpur-
Narela by giving a.price benefit of T2/- per sgiyd. . This was
" upheld by the Supreme Court in its decision dated 6.8.1987 in

C.A.No.4405/1997 UO! vs, Dharambir & Ors. The said decision

would reveal that the price per bigha in sum of ¥6,650/

determined by the Land A-ﬁquisiﬁbn Collector was enha nced to
¥16,750/- per bigha by the Reference Court which was enhanced
'to 322,600/~ per bigha by this Court and the declsion .of this

- Court was reversad-hy the Supreme Court and the one rendered

by the Reference Court was restored.
11. - Learned counsel for the land owners secondly urged, in
the alternative to’ the first, that the learned Reference Court,

having aa:_::eptéd that due tg Bawana Industrial Estate, Narela

Residential Scheme and Rohini Residential Scheme hawving

resulted in areas around the acquired lands being urbanized and-

developed into residential and industrial estates, had resulted in

the subject " lands having acqutred a -building pdtentiality.,.

required fair market value to be determined with respect to the _

price at which L3IDC and DDA je. the implementing agénciés
which acted as the Noda Agencles for developmaent of Rohini
Residential Scheme 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 Re_-fer'ente 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 lE_D Bedi Ram
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i vs, Unign of india, it was perrmesrble to cletermlr-e fesr mark:et{]y
value of acqu!rmwe with reference to the fair 'nerket value
determined by Courts at an earlier paint of time by giving
sultable increase in the market value of the land by percentages
ranging between 6% per annum to 12% per annum for different
periods. 5h.1.5.Dahiya, learned counsel for some of the land
owners handed over a chart, worked upon by learned counsal,
with reference to the decislon in Sedf Ram’s case {supra) as per
which price increase per annum till 30.3.1865 had to be @ 6%
per annum with referenr;e to the base price T16,750/- par bighe
as of 30.10.1863 l.e.-the price affirmed by the Supreme Caurt in
Dharambir's case (supra} and thereafter @ 10% per annum till
31.3.1973 and thereafter @ 12% per. annum till the various -
~ dates when the 8 notificaBions under Section 4 of the Land
| Acquisition Act 1884 were issued from time to time, and with -
which I__em_cencemed_in;.me present appeals. So worked out,
learmed counsel highlighted fhat as of 27.1.2003 the fair market
value would come to ¥56,88,759/- per acre and | may highlight
that learned counsel had worked out as aforesaid for the reasorn
he was appearing in such-appeals where the price fixation has to
be as of the notification dated 27.1.2003. Dther_ learned counsel
3 urged that on .the same princlple market value should be
assessed” for the preceding notifications dated 7.8.2000,
11.8.2000, 2.5.2001, 2282001, 7.12.2001, 18.5.2002 and
23.5.2002. . |
13. The fourth argument advanced was, and for which

d-l-'-
i

SH) iy

reference was made by learned counsel for the parties in the
evidence led in LAC No0.99/2005, which Is subject matter of 2
cross appeals i.e. LA APP.No.268/2008 filed by the land owners
_ and LA APP.Np.292/2008 ﬁle;i_by Union of India, that fair market -
value should have been assessed on yield basis by annualizing
“the weld for a period of 20 years and the evidence was thea
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testimony of Ram Kishan to the effect that by selling agricultural .~

produce from his lands he used to earn 1 lakh per bigha par
“annum i.e. the fair market value as of 7.8.2000 i.e. the date of
the notification issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act 1894 vias Issued pursuant wherete the land of Ram Kishan
-and others were acguired. it w;as_thus urged that the fair
market value as of sald date should be 220 lakhs per bigha. | -
may highlight that the fourth argument was only projected by
Sh.5.Chaturvedi, leamed counsel who appeared for Ram Kishan
and others ie. the appellants Er'l LA APP.No.208/2008 and the
respondents in LAAPP.N0.282/2008.
14. The fifth argument advanced was by Sh. TPEF{ang,
Advocate who appeared in'a few matters and urged that for
each of the notification in question the falr market value ought
to have been determined with reference ta the notification
hich was closest in_point of time where_under minimum land
- value was fixed by the Government and the 'nul:ificat]n_n dated .
24.1.2008 where under 53 lakhs per acre was the minimum
price fixed as of 18.12.2007; the mean average ﬁrinciple to be
adopted was the precise argument.- ' ;
15.  The last argument, which was in the alternative ta the
first 5, pertained to the notification dated 27.1.2003, dealing
with which, In some References the learned Reference Court
had, with reference to a sale dE.E',Ij ‘dated 20.5.2002, where
under 1 bigha and 13 biswa of land comprised in Khasra No.200
(1-13} in the revenue estate of village Fi.ajapur Kalan was sold for
5,39,600/-, determined the fair market value as per the said
“sale deed in the following words: (Refer para 17 of the decision
dated 7.1.2010 in LAC No.117A/2008) : “If vie add stamp Gty in_
the sale price T3.69,906/- per bigha (5.39,690/- - + 70,160 =
8,090,850 for 1 bigha and 13 biswa) which comes to 317, 74,109~
per acre or T3.68.9064 per bigha. Further if we gite 12%
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ncrease on sald-amount for jntervening period between fhe
date when the sale deed was executed and the date of
notification ws 4 (20, 03.2002 to 27.01.2003) i.e. 8 months it
comes to318,16,037/- {round offT19,16,040/-)." The argument
was that if we |look at the award relatable to the said acquisition .
Le. Award No,LO/DC(NW)/2004-05, it would reveal that the
award pertained to 2188 bigha and 3 biswa land of which 1822
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 KiersTa o 200 and that page MNo.56-57
~—of the sward __wuul::l Evi'd'ence that [arid: comprised.in Khasra
MNo.200 ad—'rneasuring 1 bigha and 13 biswa was placed In
Category 'C’. Whereas the Land Acquisition Collector had
determined fair market vaiue as of the date of the notification
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 had been
fixed as the minimum price as nf 1.4.2001, and thereafter had
depressed the same by %1.7 lakhs per-acre for Category 'B’
lands, fair market value determined whereof was T14 lakhs [:ier
acre and further depress the same by another 1.7 lakhs per
acre for Category ‘C’ lands, fair market value detormined
- whereof was ¥12.3 lakhs per acre. " [t 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 same had to 5& for. Category *C' lands and
for ‘Category ‘B’ and Category 'A’ lands the price nad to be
increased by 1.7 lakhs per acre for each category.
16. | have already noted hereinabove the argﬁmentE W.hl'l:i'l
were advanced by Sh. Sanjay Fﬂddar Iﬂamed semur counsal who

appeared for thie Union of Im:ha an{l the same are reflected in

para 8 above and hence | need not repeat the same.
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17. .- . In varfous sub-paras of para 6 hereinabove, | have

capsuled the reasoning of the learned Land Acquisition Collector .
and the learned Reference Court pertaining to the 8 notifications

issued under Sectlon 4 of the Land Acquisition #ct--'lﬂgﬂ and
relatable to the 10 villages and thus | commence F‘ny journey to
deal with the arguments advanced keeping in view the facts
noted as also the reasoning of the learned Land Acquisition
Collector and the learned Reference Court as per various su_Er-.
péras_ﬂf para b above. '

18. But before dealing with the arguments | need. to

highlight various anomalies which strike the reader at the
outset. The same would be:-

A, Pertaining to the notlfication dated- 7.8.2000 wherein
lands' were acquired in village Pooth €hurd, . for Ceitegﬂfy i

lands, having depressions and pits, deduction effected vis-3-vis

the price for Category ‘A’ fands is T1.56 Iacs_-_pér acre and_‘_

pertaining to the nntiflcafimh dated 11.9.2000 where price has
been determined for agricultural lands in village ¥hera Khurd,
said. price differential has been worked out at '1-1.'2 lacs per acre:
and whil_e'determmlng fair market value for agricultural Jands in
village Naréla which were acquired pu'rsuant to the notification
. dated 2.5.2001 the deduction effected is 1.7 lacs per acre,

which s the same figure adopted when fair market value of

agricultural land in-village Holambi Kalan was determined as of
the date 22.8.2001. Pertaining to the nofification dated
27.1.2003 and relatable to village 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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B. The learned Land ALqurSJtmn Collector has adopted the

-

minimum price notified closest In point of time to the date when

section 4 notification was issued without appre_cja'ting the land
price with reference to the date of the Section 4 notification ie.
no benefit of price rise for the Intervening period has been
given. ; _

C: -+ - The learned Reference Court has adopted the minirhum
price notified and has given appreciation ranging between
11.5% per annum and 12% per annum and In some cases has
compounded the same and in some give’ﬁ said benefit at the
simple rate. . .

0. Pertaining to village Holambi Kalan _u;rhere acquisitions
were made pursuant to the notlfications dated 7.3.2000 and
23.5.2002 the learned Reference Court has adopted the price
determined by this Court in Ms case (supra) as of

A15,11.1996 and has given appreciation at the rate of 12%-

simpie per annum for the farmer notification and at the rate of
12% compounded per annum for the latter. | |

E: - Whereas for the notification dated 27.1.2003 the
fearned Referance Court, in some references has determinéd
the fair market value with reference to the minimum price
notified as of 1.4,2001 and has given appreclation, in sdme
cases has determined the fair market value based on the sale
deed dated Eﬂ 5.200%.

F. Wherever the learned Land Acqmsltmn Collector has
classified lands in Category ‘A°, 'B" and 'C’ reasons thereof have
~besn given in the award but the learned Reference Court, while

awording unitorm conmipensation, has given no réasons as to why

it was Lreating all lands to be of same character and quality. -

19. since | am dealing with acquizsitions in 10 villages and-§
| notifications issued under Saction 4 of the Land Acguisition Act
1894, | think it advisable to put In a tabular form the relevant
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tat}ular ﬁ:rrm the data would be as under -

Put in :?/

LAC compensation

"Village Date of I'AD] compensation
section - 4 | (in lakhsfacre) with | {in lakhs/acre) with
: Notification | reasons reasons :

Pooth T.B.2000 | Cat 'A’¥13.82 Cat, Uniform.

Khurd ; 'Cat. 'B"¥12.25 ¥14.3728.

B | 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 ¥14.12995.

Kalan Minimum price as|Price as in Gaials
of 1,4.2000 case as of !
: 15.11.1986  with

1 12% Increase p.a.

Holambi '22.8.2001 |Cat.‘A"215.7 | Cat. Unifarm,

Kalan ' Cat. ‘B' 14 ¥16.43811.

| Minimum price as | Minimum price as

of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with

| 12% increase p.a.
Holambi |23.5.2002 [%15.7 122.14239, N
| Kalan ’ Minimum price as|Price as in Gajrals
of 1.4.2001 case as of .
15.11,1896  with |

12% increase p.a.

(compounded)

 Bawana | 7.8.2000 | Cat. 'A’'¥13.82 No enhancement

. i Cat. 'B'712.62 given. ;

! Minimum .price as

i of 1.4 2000

Khera - |11.8.2000 |Cat 'A'%13.52 Cat. Uniform.

Khurd Cat. 'B"T12.62. ¥14.40157,
Minimum price as | Minimum pricé as |.
of 14,2000 . |of 1.4.2000 with

12% increase p.a.

Narela 2,5.2001 | Cat. 'A"315.7 Cat. Uniform,

L Cat. 'B' ¥14 €15.857,
Minimum price as | Minimum price as

I pf 1.4.2001 fof 1.4.2001  with.
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» 12% increase p.g.
All Pur 22.8.2001 |Cat. ‘A’ ¥15.7 ?16.43811.
Cat. *B'¥14 Minimum price as
Minimum price as{of 1.4.2001 with
of 1.4.2001 12% increase p.a..
Ali Pur 23.5.2002 |715.7 T17.6524
| - | Minimum price as | Minimum price as
iof 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with:
12% increase p.a. |
Holambi 122.8.2001 |¥157 %16.43811 :
Khurd Minimum price as Minimium price as
of 1.4.2001 cof 1.4.2001  with
12% increase p.a.
'Rajapur |22.8.2001 [?15.7 |¥16.43811 ]
Kalan Minimum price as | Minimum price as
of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.2001 with
12% increase p.z.
' Rajapur 27.1.2003 | Cat. ‘A" T15.7 1. ¥19.13765 for
Kalan | Cat. 'B"¥14 Uniform  category.
Cet, "' ¥12.32 Minimum price as
Minimum price as |of 1.4.2001 with|
of 1.4,2001 12% increase p.a. |’
in SOMe Cases.
2. ¥19.1604 Tor
Uniform category
‘hased on  s=ale| -
desd dated |
' 25.5.2002 with
12% increase p.a.
Sanoth 1122001 [¥168.7 T16.99042, .
Minimum price as | Minimum price as.
of 1.4.2001 rof 142001 with
12% increase p.a.
Sanoth 27.1.2003 ! Cat, 'A'§15.7 $16.13765 for
S Cat. 'E'T14 Unifarm  category.
Cat, 1CVT12.3 Minimum price as
Minimum price as|of 1.4.2001 with
of 1.4.2001 12% increase p.a.
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Shahpur 1652001 |Cat. ‘A %15.7 21775369, 1.
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’ F15.7 T17.79781.
Garhi  Minimum price as | Minimumn price as
' of 1.4.2001 of 1.4,2001 with
caompound interest
@ 11.5% p.a.
20. I now propose to deal with the 6 submissions urged by

_!_F;Fl__!‘l_‘ged EDLI_'r_ﬁ_.EEI _fqr the land owners and the 2 submissions
urged by the Union as noated in paras :l.lj to 15 herginagbove
{pertaining to the land uwﬁersj and para B above {(pertaining to
Union of India). ' '

21. The first argument is predicated on the 2 sale deeds,
E:'-:.FWnl;"E which is dated 25.3.2000, and the sale deed Ex.PVWy-
12 which is dated 25.4.2001. As per the former, fair market
value for the former comes to T26.75 lakhs per atre and the
latter @ ?53.4?5_ lakhs per acre. The learned Reference Court
has rejected the 2 sale deeds as reliable evidence to determine
fair market value of agricultural lands, for all the wvillages 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 salé deed
in evidence, while deposing In Court in LAC Na.88/2005 had
stated that to hls knowledge the land was purchased far
religious purposa and was being used Tor a religious purpose.
The sale deed Ex,PW-1/2 has likewise been held not to be
reliable evidence to determine fair market value of agricuitural
lands on thelreasuning it was purchased by a Non Government
Organization “Christian Organization” and as per the testimany
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of PW-7 Sister Annie, the secretary of the u_rgém'rzatinn stated

-thaLLhQ—urganizatiﬂn--ih&d—te—ﬂay—fhe—ﬂﬂﬁe—mr thé said pisce of -~
land as it was the only plot of the requisite size suitable for the

_requirement of the organization and is being used for destitute

women i.e. there was a special circumstance, personal to the
vendee, ' -

22, As held in the decisions reported as 1995 (1) SCC 717
g@’ﬂc@rﬂf@n Gﬁir;erffum & Ors. Vs, fsti Rohini & Anr. {Refer
para 6) and 2009 (14) SCC 360 Mahd, Raifuddin Vs, tand
Acquisition Officer {Refer para-13) sale transactions evidenced | i
a sale deed which are tendered In evidente by virtue of Section
51A of the L. A.Act 1894 have not to be ipso facto treated as an:
exemplar sale deed to determine the market value of land in an
area for the reason there may be special ::lrcumstanr:es which

-,.

have led the buyer to pag.r g higher price. The true test is the
price which a we-_i! Infarmed wllling buyer weuld pay to an
equally well informed seller without being influenced by any

- speclal circumstances or the fancy to buy a particular piece of

land. An informed buyer would be one who has studied the
market and has apprised himself of all available Iaﬁ_d in the area;
has understood the topology of the area and the prevailing
prices. If a buyer has - a fancy for a particular plece of land, 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 Union of India had relied upon

the sale deed dated 20.5.2002, which 'was accepted by the
learned Reference Caurt pertaining to the notification datéd_
27.1.2003 where-under agricultural land in village Rajapur Kalan
;nras sold by an agriculturist to an agriculturist for a much lesser

price j.e, ¥17,74,109/- per acre as agaiﬁﬁt the pirrice which comes ”

to ¥63.478 lakhs per acre for Ex.PW-1/2' and {28.89 lakhs 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

—andex-facie destroy each other.’ | |

- 23, Thus. apart from the reasoning of thé learned

Reference Erjurt, with which | concur, afore-noted I;EEIEGFIS in

para 21 above wouid be additional reasons to hold that the 2 :

sale deeds would advisably not be good evidence wherefrom fair
market value of subject lands can be determined and more se
for the reason | find that under various awards nearly between

7,000 to 8,000 bigha of land have been acquired and when thé.
acguisition is of such large an area, it would make all the more a

reasan to be circumspect on sgfe deeds having Intrinsic
evidence of the transaction being the result of a fancy of the

buyer. | would be failing not to note an unreported decision

cited by learned counsel 5h.1.5.Dahiya being the decision dated
19.12.2008 disposing of a batch of appeals,. lead matter being

. LA.App.No.193/2006 Pratap Singh (since deceased) thru LRs Vs.
—— DN & Ors. [t was highlighted that the sale deed therein by
| which L&T had puichased 8 bigha and 9 biswa of agricultural
~ land for expansion of its factory which had been ignored by the
learned Reference Court on the ground that LET had a fancy for

the said land and hence the price reflected therein could not be

treated as a good evidence of value of land in the area, was
rejected by the Court and the price in guestion, with suitabie
"deduction on account of the parcel of land being large, was
accepted by the Court and thus even in the Instant cases the 2
sale deeds in guestion l.e. Ex.PW-1/2 and Ex.PW-1/3 shouid be
treated as the basis to determine fair market value. The
argument ignores tho reasoning in the docision of the Division
Bench In paras 37 to 38 wherein the Division Bench, did not
accapt the value in the sale deed on its own logic as indicative
of the market value, but fouiid that if the pr'[-:e'ﬂ‘ierein Was _
reduced by 1/3™, the price arrived at would ba the same as
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would be price arrived at with reference to the average rate of
the sale deeds produced by the Union of India i.e. the sale deeds
preduced by the Government were giving a price of £1,37,000/-
per bigha and the sale deed under which L&T had plurchased the
land gave -i:hepri-::e_ﬂ,zﬁ,ﬁﬂm- per bigha and the average wogld
come -to ¥2,31,800f- which was near about the price of
22,15,160/- 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 notification
under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act was dated 24.7.1995
and 16,11,199% and the Court determined fair market value as ..
of the said dates at the same sum arrived at as aforesaid i.e.
%2,15,160/-. In other words, the reasoning of the Division Bench

" is not to be read pedantically but meaningfufly. It is not that the
Court treated the sale deed in question as the basis for i it Wals
50, the appreciation for 2 years had required to. be given. |
would highlight once again, that | have hereinbefore air&ady
noted the inherent contradiction In the value of the land price as
per the 2 sale deeds and this itsell is intrinslc mutually
destructive evidence of the 2 sale deeds reflecting fair market
value. :

24, Thus, the first argumen.t a2s noted in para 10 above is
rejected and | immediately highlight that the extended limb of
the argument that after accepting. the said sale deeds as
indicative of the fair market value of the land, partaining to
village - Narela, in view of the decision in Sharambir's case
{supra), land price should be suitably enhanced would be dealt
with by me at the end when | determine the fair market value of
lands for the villagss in guestion, | |
25. The second argument, contours wheraof are: to be -
found in para 11 of my decision herein above, | need to note the
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latest pronouncement of the Suﬁl‘eme Court on the issue as par
the decision reported as 2000 (15) SCC 769 Lal Chand vs. U0
26, But before that | must highlight that the decision in LaJ
Chand’s case (supra) predir:ated a claim on a DDA brochure
whereunder, on lease-hold basjs, residential plots were allotted

for residential -housing scheme and the argument was heing
considered for fixation of fair market value of agricultural lands
in village Rithala, where further lands were acquired for the
saine residential scheme |.e. 'Hr:rh'ini Residential Housing |
Scheme’. | highlight that agriéultuml lands in village Rithala are
situated within the 'V’ formed by NH-1 and NH-10 i.2. G T.Karnal
Road and Rohtak Ht;r.ad. |

27. Pertaining to the price charged by DDA after acquiring
agricuttural lands, developing the same and transfe'rrir'ig
perpetual lease-hold rights, which observations would equally b
relevant to industrial layouts, in paras 11 to 27, the Supreme
Court observed and held as under:- AN

“Whether the DDA brochure is refevant evidence?

11, The DDA brochure (Ext. X-1) dated 9-2-1981 is an
invitation seeking applications from members of the
public for allotment of plots on lease basis under the
Rohini Residential Housing Scheme. The brochure stated .
that the plots were in a layout formed/to be formed in
Rithala and the surrounding villages. The brochure gives
the following provisional rates for allotment of plots on
leasehold basis:

5. No. Plot size  Category Rate {per square metra)] -
1. 26 sgm  Economically weaker sections  Rs 100 °
_ (EWSY
2. 3Z2sgm Low income group (LIG) s 125
3, 48 sgm  Low income group (LIG) Rs 150
s q. 605 m  Middle income group {MIG) Rs 200
L 90 sgm  Middle income group {MIG} Rs-200
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The appellants contend that Rs 150 per sguare metre’
which is the average of the said provisicnal rates, should
be taken as indicative of the ruling market 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 acguisition of undeveloped lands for
sewveral. reasons.  Firstly, market value has o e
determined- with reference to large tracts of undevelaped
agricultural lands in a rural area, whereas the allotment
Fates of development authorities are with reference to
small plots in a developed layout falling within urban area.
Secondly, DDA and other statutory authorities adopt
different rates for plots in the same area with reference to
the economic capacity of the buver, making it difficuft to
ascertain the real market value, whereas market value 5
determination for acquisitions is uniform and dees not
depend upon the economiic status of the land loser.
Thirdlly, we are concerned with market value of freehold
land, whereas the allotment “rates” In the DDA brochure
refer to the initial premiurm payable on allotment of plots
on leasehold basls. We may elaborate on these three
ractors.

First facior

13. The percentage of “deductian for development” to

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

develgpment], with reference to the sale price of small

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

the nature of devetopment of the layout in which the

exemplar plots are situated.,

id4.  The "deduction for development” cansists of twe
components. The first is with reference to the arez
required to be utilised for developmentat works and the
second is the cost of the development works. For
example, If a residential lavout is formed by DDA or
similar statutory authority, It may utilise around 40% of
the land area In the layout, for roads, drains, parks,
playgrounds and civic amenities {community facilities),
etc, - .

15. - The develupment autharity will alse  incur
considerable  expenditure for  development  of
undeveloped land Into a develuped layout,. which includes
the cost of levelling the land, cost of providing roads,

LA.App No.266/2008 & connected matters | Page 37 of 74 -



W)
underground drainage and sewage facilities, Tayving water/
lines, electricity lines and developing parks and civil

—ameities—which woutdbe-about-35% of thevaideof-the
developed plot. The two factors taken together would be
the “deduction far development” and can account for as
much as 75% of the cost of the developed plot.

16, ©n the ogther hang, if the residential plot 1s In an
unauthorised private residential layout, the parcentage of
“daduction for development” may be far less. This is
because in an unauthorised layout, usually no land will be
set apart for parks, playgrounds and community facilities.
Even if any land is set apart, It is likely to be minimal. The
roads and drains -will also be narrower, just adequate for
movement of vehicles. The amount spent on development
waork would also be comparatively less and minimal. Thus -
the deduction on account of the two factors in respect af
plots in unauthorised lavouts, would be only about 20%
plus 20% in all 40% as against 75% in regard to DDA
plotks,

17. The *deduction for development” with reference to
prices of plots in authorised private residential layouts
may range between 50% to 65% depending upon the
standards and quality of the layout.

18. The position with reference to industrial layouts W|[I
be different. 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 to 200 sg
m}, and as there will be very limited civic amenities and
na playgrounds, the area to be set apart for development
{for roads, parks, playgrounds and civic amenitias) will be
far less: and the cost to be incurred for development wil
also be marginally less, with the result the deduction to
ke made from the cost of an industrial plot may range
only 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 undevelgped rural area, then the
deduction for development may be as much less, that is,
as little as 25% to 40%, as some basic infrastructure will
already be avallable. {NMofe: The percentages mentioned
above are tentative standards and subject to proof to the
contrary.)

20, Therefore the deductmn for the "development'
“factor” to be made with reference to the price of a small
plet in a developed layout, to arrive at the cost of
undeveloped land, wlli be far more than the deduction
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with reference to the price of a small plot in an

unauthorised private layout or an industrial layout. It is -
also 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.

21, Even among the layouts formed by DDA, the

percentage of l[and utilised for roads, civic amenities,

parks ana playgrounds may wvary- with reference toe the
nature of layout—whether it is residential, residential-

cum-commercial or industrial and ever among residential
Iaynuts the percentage will differ having regard ta- the
size of the plots, width of the roads, extent of community

-——faciiittes; parks and playgrounds provided.

22.  Some of. the Tayouts formed by the statutory
development authorities may have large areas earmarked
far waterfsewgge treatment plants, water tanks, electrical
substations, etc. in addition to the usual areas earmarked "
for roads, drains, parks, playgrounds and community/civic
amenities. The purposc of the aforesaid exampies 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.

22. DDA and other statutory development authorities
. adopt different rates for allotment of plots in the same.
. 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 conseguerice, in the same layout,
plots may be earmarked for persons belonging to
economically weaker sections at a price/premium of Rs

100 sq m, whereas the price/premium charged may be Rs

150 per square metre for members of low income group,

Rs 200 per sguare metre for persons belonging to middie

income group and Rs 250 per square metre for persons

belonging to high income groups.

24,  The ratio of sités in a layout reserved for HiG, MIG,

LIG and EWS may also vary. All these varying factors

reflect in the rates for allotment. It will be iillogical to take

the average of the allotment rates, as the “market value”
of those plots does not depend upon the cost incurred by

DDA statutory authority, but upen the paying r:apaclty of

" the applicants Tor allotment.

Third factor.
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25.  Some development authorities allot plots on /
freehald basis, that I, by way of absolute sdle. Some
development authaorities ltke B0A allot piots o leasehoi ———
kasis. Seme have premium wiich is almost equal to sale
price, with a nominal annyal rent, whereas others have
lesser premium, and more substantial annual rent.

26.  There are standard methods for determining the
annual rental value with reference. to the value of a3
freehold property. There are also standard methods for
determining the value of frechold townership) rights with
reference to the annual rental income in regular leases,
But it is very difficult to arrive at the market value of
freehold property with reference to the premium for a
leasehpld plot allotted by DDA. As the period of lease is
long, - the rent is wery nominal, sometimes there is &
tendency amaong khe public to 2quate the lease premium
rate (allotment price) charged by DDA, as being egual to
the market value of the Property. '

27, However, in view of the difficulties referred to .

-above, ‘it is not safe o advisable to rely upon the

- allotment ratesfauction rates in regard to the plots formed
by DDA in a developed layout, in determining the market
value of the adjoining undeveloped freehold lands. The
DDA brochure price has therefore to be excluded as being
not relevant.”

28.- © The evidence on the subject has been discussed by the
learned Reference Court and | reproduce the same by extracting
from LAC Reference Mo.1174/2000. The argument advanced
- before the learned Reference Court, beihg the sdMme as was
advanced before me, has been noted by the learned Referance
Court with reference to the evidence reliad upon. -t reads:-

"Ld. Counsel for the petltioners_has further submitted
that DDA & DSIDC allotted plots in Marela Residential
Area and Marela industrial Area at much higher rate.
He has reiled upon allotment letter dated '04.01.2000
Issued by DDA of the plot no.52, Pkt, 03, Sector A5,
Narela which was allotted kd 5h, Hem Chander at the
pre-determined rate of T3028/- which he has proved as _
Ex. PWE/1, Allotment |etter dated 26.06.2003 of plot : Te
no.53 Pocket 03, Sector-05 ares measuring 70 S5g;
metres in which rate was fixed as 3,989 per sq.
metres, which is Ex.PW6/2 both this and allotrnent letter
dated 09.07.90 of industrial plot allotted by DSIDC i.a.
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plot no.270, measuring 2350 sq. yards at Narelabjl‘/

Industrial Camplex at the rate of I650 sq. metres which

iIs Ex. PW3f1 and another aliotment letter dated
25.04.2000 of industrial plot which- Is Ex. PW3/2, which
was sold at T3000 per sg. metres, _

Furthar Ld. Counsel has submitted that from the
statement of PW9 Kanwal Singh & document Ex.
PW11/1, which is detail of land acguired. It is apparent
that total land acquired is 7209 bigha. Thus total cost
of development per bigha would be 1724400000 =
T248911 whereas Ld. Counsel has submitted that DDA
by selling alternate plot in Marela Residentia| scheme @
73208 would be T2531408/- per bigha.

And If 30% of the total area utilized. for ruar;is
park, drain etc. total area comes for sale is 70% so the
price of per bigha would come to (2531408 — 75304322 =
17719866 per bigha). And after deducting
deveiopment charges from sale price of one bigha i.e.
31771886 — 248911 = 1523075 per bigha, iwhere as
petitioner has been given rate mnh,r %3, 2? GEEI— per

bigha:

Similarty he has tried to demonstrate the profits
earned by DSIDC. He has relied upon testimony of PWT
R.D. Sharma, -Asstt. Manager, DSIDC who has produced
documents Ex. PWT/A (Cally). Ld. Counsel has argued
that total expenditure incurred on development of
Narela Project by DSIDC was 720526901 till 2001 and
total area of plots with DSIDC was 11247 hectare i.e.
1361250 sg. yvard. Therefore, total earning of DSIDC s
T2142917 per bigha, calculation is as under:

Tota! area under plots [ = | 112.47 hec i.e. 1361250 sq. |
) jl'ﬁl'dE
| 3000/~ per sq. yards

|

Price per sq. metre in
the wyear 2000 at
which DSIDC sold plot

Total earning = %4&83?5&0{1[}
Total expenditure = | ¥720526801
Total profit = | $3363223099

e, Profit comes to 32470 pér sq. vard or $2470000 per
bigha [i.e, 3363223092 divided by 1361250 sq. yards)
and the LAC has paid compensation @ 327083 per bigha-
only, meaning thereby that DSIDC has earned a profit of
€2142017 per bigha.
_ Ld. Counsel for the petltmners has further argued
that LAC has awarded compensation @ I327083 per
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said price is considered on account of land, the Fgure

higha for the land in question if 200% appreciation of the ub/

comes to I654166. If the amount is deducted from sale
_price_per bigha i.e. 224700000, the figure comes (o
¥1815834 per bigha & petitioner is entitled for the same.”

29— Nove—wea—de—not -have evidence as to what was thé_
extent of plotted land sold by DSIDC or DDA with reference to
the Bawana Industrial Estate develuped by D5IDC and Narela
Resn:lentla] Scheme developed by DDA, Whether it was 20% or

75%, we do not know. The Inchoate evidence has resulted [n
the same factors, being 3 in number which were noted by the
Supreme Court in g/ Chand’s case {supra), which render this

evidence as most unreliable to determine the value of Jand in -
the subject cases. |

30. It is no doubt true, as held even—bv-theleamed—-
Reference Court, that with the development of Elawana
Industrial Area, Rohink RESIdentIai Scheme and Marela o

Residential Scheme, the sub]ect lands had acqurred a building

pmtenhahty, but the gquestion would be what would be the value
to which the building potentiality would translate itseif.

31. | hold that the learned Reference Court, keeping in view
the observation and the findings of the Supreme Cuurt.in Laf
Chand's case (supra] has rl'ightlyr rejected said evidence as
refiable. On the issue of potentiality relating itself to the value, |
pm-rnise 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 '|_n the alternative was based Upon
the ohservations of a Division Bench of this Court in Sedi Ram's
case {(supra), and the submission is as noted In para 12 hErejn :
above. The land owners require the price determined in

Dharambirs case {supra) relating to the notification dated
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30.10.1963 in sum of F16 750/~ per bigha for-villags Mamurpur
to be treated-as the basis and progressively increased, firstly by
6% per annum, then by 10% per.annum and lastly by 12% per

- annum for different periods and thereby determine the fair
market value ﬁ:r the § notifications In question.

33. It be highlighted that in Bedi Ram's case (supra}, with

reference to the base date as of the year 1959, for the year
1976 i.e. a period spanning 17 years the Division Bench of this
Court applied the progressive increase method by firstly
enhancing the pri_r:e per annum by 6% till the year 1965 and
then by 10% per annum till the year 19732 and finally by 12% for
the remaining 3 years.

34, However, in L&/ Chand's case (supra), the Supreme
Court, categnricaily apined as under;- |

“"Whether the award refating to acguisition on 24-10-
- 1941 fg refevani’

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

ONGC Lbd. v. Rameshbhai fivanbhai Patel this Court
held: (SCC p. 751, para 15)
"15. Normally, recourse is taken to the made of
determining the market wvalve by providing
- appropriate escalation over the proved market
value of nearby lands in previous years [(as

-— - —ovidencedy-sale transactions—erosogquisitions),

~where there [s no  evidence 0of any
contempoaranecus sale transactions qr
acquisitions of comparable lands in  the
neighbourhood., The sald method is reasonably

e
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* RS where——the-- - - relied-on sale
transactionsfacquisitions precede the subject

acquisition by enly-a few years, that is, up to four

to five years. Beyond that it may be unsafe, even

i¥ it redates to a neighbouring land. Vhat may be

& refiable standard i the gap /s of only a few
years, may become unsafe and unreliable

standard where the gap is larger. For example,

for determining the market value of a land

acguired in 1992, adopting the annual increase

methad with reference to a sale or acquisition in

1970 or 1980 may have many pitfalls. This is

bacause, over the course of years, the ‘rate’ of

annual increase may Itseif undergo drastic

change apart from the likelihood of occurrance of

varying periods of stagnation in prices or sudden

spurts in prices affocting the very standard of -
incraase.”

(emphasis supplied)

. 48.  Even if the relied upon transaction is only two to
three years prior to the acquisition, the court should,
beforc adopting a standard escalation, satisfy itself that
there were no adverse circumstances, For example, if
the acquisition Is of this year 2009, it may not be
possibie to determine the market value, based on the
2007 or 2008 prices, by providing an Increase of 12% or
15% per year, as the newspaper reports disclgse that’
the price of immovakle properties in most areas of the
country came down by more than 40% to 50% from the

L2007 . rates. Cawtion is .therefore necessary hefore
increasing the price with reference to the oid
transactions. Be that as it may. It is clear that the award
made in regard to a 1961 acquisition will not be of any
use for determining the market wvalue for a 1981
acquisition.”

Ch i B P ) e S = . . 1Y e -

35. It is apparent that the ratio of law lald down by the

Division Bench in Sedi Ran's case-{supra) runs in the teeth of

=

the [aw-_declared by the Supreme Court in Laf Ghands case
isuprat- which decision follows anearlier declsion of the
Supreme Court réported as 2008 (14) SCC 745 ONGC Ltd. Vs,
Rameshbhai fivanbhal Fatsl, -
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follow the |aw lald down in 8edi Ram's case (supra) for the
reason | find that a-Co-ordinate Diviston Bench of this Court, in
the declsion reported as 88 (2000) DLT 650 {DB) Saraswati Déw’
& Anr. Vs. UOI & Ors., pertaining te agricultural lands in village’

Mamurpur - Narela, did not apply the progressive percentage
increase with reference to the price determined in Dharambir's
case {supra}) as of the year 1963, which would have resulted in
the land price being determined in village Mamurpur — Narela as
of 14.3.1980 @ %2010/~ per annum per bigha and gave the
increase @ ILO0OD/- per bigha. If Bedl Ram's principle was
applie'::l 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 declsion af a Division Bench of this Court in
LA APP.N0D.BE62005 declded on-11.5.2006, Mahender Singh vs..
40! & Ors, and connected Land Acquisition Appeals pertalning to
agricultural lands in village Bawana, and | highlight that one.

- willage with which 1 am dealing is village Bawana, pertaining to a |

notification dated 15.11.1996 issued under Section 4 of the Land
Acguisition Act where-under 3604 bigha and 18 biswa of _
agricultural land in village Bawana was acquired for an industrial
estate |.e. Bawana Industrial Estate, the fair market valua as of
15.11.1996 was determined @ 71,99,904.68 bigha which equals
to ¥9,59,542.46 per acre and relevant would it be for me to-
highlight that if the netification dated 25.7.1997 by which price
for agricultural land being the minimum price determined by the
Govaermment was T10 Ial{hs'per acre as of 1.4.1997, the price
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determined by the Division Bench would equaj tne mm:mum
price notified by the Government,

38 f——were—te—take the price as nf—ls 11,1996 @
9.59,542.46 per acre, portaining 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 that
for the moment for the.reas-.r:rn;as assured by me herein ahwé. I
would be holistically discussing the subject while opining upon
the fair market value of the subject lands as. on date of the B8
ngtifications in guestion. ' '

39, The fourth argument, which waﬁ advanced oniy by

5h.5.Chaturvedi, learned counssal who appeared for Ram Kishan-

and gthers, the appellants In Lh.ﬁFP.Hﬂ.EEB!EDDE and who are

the respondents in the Cross Appeal filed by Union of India i.e..

LAAPP,N0.292/2008, is as noted in para 13 above ie. the
testimony of .Ram Kishan that from the subject lands belonging
te the family they were earning Y1 lakh per bigha by sale of
agricultural produce. .
40, The learned Reference Court has not accepted the
testimony of Ram Kishan because he gave no proof in support of
his oral testimony. ' :

41. The reasoning of the Court that there was no r:rcr;:'

Stﬂﬂdlng on the land when its possession wias taken OVEr an

4.10.2000 .would reguire an inference ta be drawn that the
acquired lands belonging to the family were not belng put to
agricultural use and growing 3 to 4 crops per year, is fallacious
no doubt, for 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 harvested and the land is
left fallow for some time, to be readied to grow wheat which is
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sown around the ﬂrst week or the 5er:.und weelk of Movembor
_ each year. .. _.

42. But the other reasoning of there 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 Delhl til 31.3.1996 i.e. was not a -

tiller himseif till said period and thereafter earned a.pension. If

the-family, as claimed by him, was earning 1 lakh pe'r bigha, for .
the lands belonging to the family, which admeasure 18 blgha

and ].B"biswa. the annual income would be T19 lakhs and one.
-finds & strange that nnt-ﬁ--ﬂenﬁy-was--i%ted in a hank or a

security wherefrom interest or dividend could be earnéd.

Besides, there is na proof of such high.unlum'e of. sales heing
effected in the local Mandi or otherwise. The trader to whom

the proeduce was sold has not’ been examined. . .Nn proof of

number of ﬁurker& emplpyéd; diesel purchased to run the tube-

well, if any, to irmigate the fields or electricity bills paid if ’_che

pump was electrically driven has been furnished and if the fields-
were irrigated by.canal water, no proof of any payment made to

the irrigation department has been furnished. Thus, the learned )
Trial judge Is fully justified in not adopting the y!efd basls, by

capitalizing the same, to determine the fair market value of

lands. There is no reliable evidence on the issue of me_yie[d

and the self serving deposition of Ram Kishan has been rightly

‘rejected. : |

43. If there is reliable evidence of an independeﬁt expert or

there is otherwise relizable evidence, as was found 'in the

decision of the Supreme Court reported as [T 1997 (1) 5C 444

State of Guiaral & Ors. Vs, Rama Rana & Ors,, pertaining to tha

vield from agricultural land, only then it would be safe to

- determine fair market vatue by applying the principle of
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capitalizing on the yield basis ahcf that ton, .fhe capitalizing

‘being 10 times the annual yield and not 20 times as was snught
to be projected.

44, The fifth argument which was advanced, as nnteﬁ
herein above in para 14, by Sh.T.P.5.Kang, Advocate Was tha't
the mean average princlple be adopted with reference to the
natification dated 24.1.2008.

45, In para ¥ above, | have put in a tabular form, the
minirnumm 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, EE.E.EDGI,
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 factkar in the minimum price notified under the
notification dated 24.1.2008 which is w.ef. 8.12.2007 i.e, is 4
years away from the last year with which | am concerned i.e. 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
.85 one of the recognized modes to determine a- value, in
between 2 given wvalues, reguires the 2 end points to be the
ones which would -be closest to the peint for which the mean:
average has to be determined.

46, | 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 value in some References .
wlth respect to a sale deed dated 20.5.2002 where under 1
bigha and 13 biswa of land was sold in village Rajapur Kalan and
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<
' has determined that based thereon the price as of said date///
—- —workcoubte 717,74, 109/—per gereand increasing thesame for 8
months by 12% per annum, far the date 27.1.2003 the price
would be ¥19,16,037/- per acre munded off to ¥19,16,040/- per -
acre, .
47.  Wlith reference to the Award No. mmcmwmﬂud-nﬁ it
is apparent that land comprised in Khasra No. 200 admeasuring .
* 1 bigha and 13 blswa was a Category 'C' land. The sale deed in-
question pertains to the same Ia nd and indeed there is logic that
if said sale deed had to be accepted, it would reflect fair market

L

~ walue of Category 'C’ land. As per the iearned Land Acqulsition
7 " Collector 1.7 lakhs per acre would be required to fill up the
depres_srnns for land in Category ‘B’ and further sum of 717

q ___lakhs per acre .would be required to filup the déprﬂsa-iaquns in

Categmry 'C’ land, meaning thereby depresslons in Category ‘B

land were less vis-3-vis Categmy el By Jand In other words, with
T -_refer'ente to Category ‘A’ land, the price c:f Categnry ‘C" land’

would have te be reduced and vice-versa, vis-3-vis Category 'C’

land, the price for Category ‘B’ land and for Category A" Iand

would be required to be increased suitably.
. 48, | now enter the final stage of my discussion, In view of
the evidence herein above nr:rt'ed and reflacting upon the_
~reasoning adopted by the learned Land Acquisition Collector and
. . the learned Reference Court, | pose the question: What should

be the fair market value of the subject lands as of 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 j.e. the dates on. which the

Hﬂtlflcatlm‘lﬁ were issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition
Act 1894

49.- ] hewe in para 37 ahcwe noted a decision of 3 Dmsmn
Eten::h of this Court- in LA APP No.B66/2005 decided - on -
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—vilageBawana, fairmarket—rafue determined as of 15.11.1996
i %1,99,904.68 per bigha which equais to ¥9,59,542.46 per acre,

11.5.2006, Mahender Singh vs. VO & Ors. wherein pertaining tD_.u%;-

The said decislon would be relevant on the issue of potentiality,
an Issue which | have promised to discuss. The decislon notes

that the subfect lands f.e. the lands with which the Division
Bench was concerned, had acquired a potentlality inasmuch as,
as discussed in paras 25 to 28 t‘;}f the decision, rural areas in the.
Union Territory of Delhi was attracting migrants. Based on
population grawth, 5 villages in rural Delhi were identified for
providing major health facilities, schaols, markets and rural
industry, one of which was uiilage Bawana. |t was noted that
- G.7.Karnal Road and Rohtak Road were providing good access to
village Bawana and that the Master Plan for Deihi notified in the
vear 1990 had indicated the land use in the area to be changed
in . the future to industrial and commercial, but had aiso

—userved that notwithstanding thig; for the reason no zanal plan
was motified as contemplated by Section 11A of the Delhi
Development Act 1957, 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 cuntinuc&usl;,f put o
agricultural use, same was the case noted: in the said decision, |
To put it pithily, the potential use of the lands giving birth to a
potential land value with reference to the area being known to
.ail as being required in the future for building purposes, was
found not resulting in the potential being valued with reference
o the potentiality i.e. the lands being, in the near future capable.
of being built upon. To put it differently, the decision, though
not so expressly stating, would be a prop&sition that there is a
difference hetween the undeuei@ped land having building -
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putentiarity in presenti vis-a-vis a3 land having a buildir-.{-
potentiality, in futuro. As already noted by me in para 36 above,
as of the date 15.11.1996, fair market value determined was
79,589,542 46 per acre and which | highlight ence again is the-
same as would be determined with reference to the notification
being closest in point of time ie. the notification dated
25.7.1997 where-under for agricultural lands in Delhi minimum
price fixed by the Government as of 1.4.1997 was T10 iakhs per
Aacre. Interestingiy. the same Division Bench had pronounced
another judgment reported as 2006 IV AD (Delhi) 13 Gajra;
Sitrgly vs. UOf & Anr. where pertaining to agriculteral lands in
village Hofambi Kalan where 940 bigha and 6 biswa land was’
acquired pursuant to the same notification dated 15.1L. 1956,
fair market value determined for Category ‘A" lands was
T8.76,121/- per acre and far Category ‘B’ lands was ¥9,51,121/-
per acre L.e. near approximate tn_the fair market value of lands

in vilage Bawana. It needs to he highlighted that while
determining the fair market value as of 15.11.1996 in village
. Holambi Kalan, evidenced from the observations of the Court in
para 19 and 20 of the decision, location and potentiality with
reference to dewvelopment work carried out in the surrounding
lands was considered. ! would hightight that another Division
Banch of this Court, In anather adjnining' village In the same "V
f.e. between G.T.Karnal Road and Rohtak Road, i.e. village
Singhﬂlal determined fair market vaiue as of 19.3.1093 @
.?.1.31':].523.5' per bigha i.e. ¥6,26,510.40 per acre, The decision is
.. reported as 2004 (4) AD {Delhi) 20 Ram Chander vs, U/0f and the

same Division-Bench, as per the decish:m 'repmrtﬂd"éﬁ'lll (2004}

DLT 95 Hukum Singh vs. {0, per‘l:ammg to a notification dated
14.1.1994 f{:r village Singhoia determined fair market value @
11.40,230/- per bigha i.e. 6,73.104/- per acra. '
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~ T B0:_ “The aforesaid judgments..noted- in -the’ pré&Eﬁ]ng i %
= par‘agraphs as also the various nnhﬁcatmns |ssu_e|::| from time to -
time by the Government of NCT Delhi notifying minimum price
for agricuitural lands in Delhi as tabulated by me in. para 7
above bring ocut two very impaortant facts relevant t:’fg determine
the growth/rise in the prices of agricuitural land in Delhi over the
years commencing from the year 1890, As of 27.41980
minimum price was %4.65 lakhs par acre which rose to 210 lakhs
per acre as of 1.4.1997 i.e. the increase is ¥5.35 lakhs spread
over 7 years which gives us a 115.054% increase in 7 years and
the average price increase would be 16.436%. The price rise
aver 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. It
shows that due to urbanization, between the year 1990 and
1997 prices grows fairly sharply and good corroborative
avidence for this would be the decision of the Division Bench of
thic Court in Gafafs case (supra), which | have discussed in
para 49 abhove, ' |
51. | need to elaborate a little. more with’ respect to the
decision in Gafrars case. Discussing Lhe evidence pertaining to
fair market value of agricultural land In village Holambi Kalan as
of 15.11.1896, in paras 9 o 17 the Court discussed the
valuation on the basis of agricultural yield and found that the
gross return per acre per annum was 95,000/ for multiple
cropped land_and having good ._Iir'igati_t:nn_fat.:ilities and thus
capitalized the land price at 0.5 lakhs per acre. Discussing the
second method of land prices of comparable [ands in the
——a —Eﬂ-ﬁ“ﬁﬂ'ﬁﬂiﬂ'@—ﬁfﬁﬂﬁ'iflf.illﬂiﬂé_ﬂﬁtlﬁﬁtiafit}:";‘h para 19 onwaras the -
Court discussed the matfer with reference to land. orices in
adjaining village Bhorgarh where FCl Godowns had come up and
haseton sale instances found that based on the said sale
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instances and giving—benefit of industrialization—the—and p‘l’iE
would come to 10,03, 364/- per acre (Refer para 31}. The Court
then considered the prices notified by the Guvernment as er
policy dated 1.4.1997 and thus worked out the mean average
figure of ¥9,76,121/- per acre for Category 'A’ lands and
' %9,51,121/- per acre for Category 'B’ lands. he decision
highlights that the pﬂtentiahty had been weli-factored in when

the Governmant issued the mlmmum orice natification wef _

1.4.1997, evidenced by the fas:t that even with respect to sale

transactions the Court found that as against the minimum price
notified as of 1.4.1997 at €10 lakhs per acre, sale instances were

highlighting that the price was T10,03,364/- per acre.
32. . The decision in Mahender Singii's case, pertaining to

village Bawana, referred to by me in para 49 above, highlights
with reference to para 28 to 21 of the decision that the Master
Plan for Delhi 1990 had been taken into account by the Court
which was projecting restdential, commercial and indu_st_ria'.
future exploitation of agriculiural land in Delhi and on the issue
of potentiality had noted that notwithstanding the Master Plan
$n projecting and the lands theoretically acquiring a potentiality,
the same had not translated into a reality evidenced by the fact
that till the year 1995 i.e. the date of the notification with which
the Division Bench was concernad, virtually no development had
taken place in village Bawana and Holambi Kalan and nobody
- had exploited the ;ﬁutential.' As | have already highlighted in
para 49 above there is a gap between what would be expected
- to be the market growth and what the market actually grows.
The decisions in Gajrais case and Mahender Singh's case
highlight that potentiality translated itself into a reality hetween
1990 and 1997 when prices rose by about 16.5% per anhum am_:}
thereafter the extended potentlality did not translate with the

LAApp No 206/2008 & connected matters Page 53 of 74



requisite - momentum and the acceleration fell to between 10%
per annum to 11% per annum. One reason colld be that
pursuant to Master Plan for Delhi 1990 g fairly large area came

to be deuelupéd. both residentfél, cammercial and industrial and
probably there was enough availabillty of developed tand and
the hunger of the market got saturated.

53 The empirical evidence in the instant case, apart from
the 2 sale deeds relied upon by the land owners, in respect
whereof the learned Reference Court has given good reasaons
not to rely upon and far which | have given further reasans in
naras 21 and 22 hereinabove for not relying upen, being fanciful
sale deeds, to determine fair market value, we have with us the
sale deed relied upon by the learned Land Acguisition Collector

pursuant whereto in some references in village Rajapur Kalan

the learned Reference Court has held that as per the said sale
deed Ex.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 land which was sold for ¥5,39,690/- and ¥70,160/- was paid as
- stamp duty would mean % that %6,09,850/- (¥5,39.600/ <+
T70,160/-) were spent would vield the price ¥17,74,109/- 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 _f::r.r the land owners would be that with
reference to the sale deed dated 20.5.2002 for Calegory 'C
lands the price i.e. fair market value of lands fn the area would
_ be¥17,74,108/- per acre. For Category ‘B’ and Category "A' land
the price would have to be suitably 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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- e
sometimes ¥1.2 lakhs per acre, sometimes %1.56 lakhs per acré
and sometimes ¥1.7 lakhs per acre from the price of Category
‘A’ lands f¢ determine the price for Category ‘B lands and
wherever lands wore in Category 'C’ as well-the prlce has been
deducted further by 1.7 lakhs per acre.

a5, Now, neither side has brought any evidence on record

as to what would be the money required to be spent to level the |
——- -—landsaneH-Rote that categorization is based orly on the basis of
rertain lands having pits and depressions of wvarious depths
—-—-—-requh"lng thE same fo pe Ieieilg{j_gﬂjls would reguire money
to be spent Bui:-_%__-wﬁat' basis has the Land Acquisition
Collectar held, in some awards that ¥1.2 Jakhq per acre would be

L spent and in some that ¥1.56 lakhs per acre would be spent and

’ in some that 1.7 lakhs per acre would be spent? Therg is just
ne clue. '
56. In Gajrai Singh's case {supra), the price differential

worked out was $25,000/- per acre. [ have noted hereinabove
that the acquisition in Gairaf Singli's case pertained to the date
15.11.1996. In Gajra/ Singl's case the price for Category 'A7
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 comes to about 2.5% with reference to tho

_ price of Eategnw ‘A’ land. '
‘ - 57. | thus hold that Gajrai Singf's case should be my:
guiding star for price differentlal in the instant cases as well and
thus | hold that wherever Category ‘A', Category °‘B' and

Category 'C’ have to be differentiated on price, the differential
should be 2.5%,

58, Thus, if ¥17,74,109/-, rounded off to ¥17.75 lakhs per
aCre Wwould bethe priceTar 8 Tategory "C land In village Rajapur
Kalan as of 20.5.2002 and highlighting that the sale deed ExX.R-2
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admittedly pertains to a Category 'C' land, the price for
Category ‘B’ land would be #1820 lakhs per acre and for

2

Categary "A’ land would be T18.655 lakhs per acre.

59, Taking the |ogical reasc-niﬁg a little further it assumes
Importance that as per the minimum price notifled 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 |.e. the
percentage increase between the year was 11.5% per annum. If
| treat Category ‘A’ land 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

116.40 lakhs per acre and this would highlight that when
'_ contrasted with the minimum price notified b:-,r.the Government
at ¥15.7 lakhs per acre as of 1.4.2001, the price differential 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
mééi:'mn theufmntage etc. of a piece of land would vary the pri.::e
by plug or minus 5%. What | wish to highlight is that even the
“sale deed in question yields to us 3 fair index as per whu:h the
minimum gprice 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 wWork Ut a land price on a

date prior thereto but may be used as evidence to determine

land price on subsequent dates, for the reason a price on a
particular date is the result of variaus market forces/conditions
having al.read}.r impacted the land price and it would be difficult
to fathom the existence of market forces/conditions walking
backwards. But, in the instant.case, with reference to the 5
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— notifications dated 7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.,5.2001— 22.8.2001

and 7.12.2001, the differentlal period is small Inasmuch 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 India as an euid-ence 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 7.8.2000, 11.9.2000,
2.5.2001, 22.8.2001 and 7.12.2001.

60. The argument that village Narela had always been
treated Incatic:nally advantageous for the reason the township of
Narela was in existence since long and this was, recognized
when, pursuant to a notification issued in the year 1963, vis-a-
vis the adjnoining villages ¥2 per square yard price advantage
was given to lands in village Narela in Sfarambirs case, looses
sight of the fact that the price differential due to Iucaticrn.al
advantage was keeping in view the realities in the year 1963,
Over the period of time, as urbanization took place in Delhi and
more and more areas came under plotted development which

(L2~

rd

included areas in Morth-West of Delhi l.e. the area with which | |

am concerned today, the price differential faded and by the year

2000 ar_ld aonward, it has hecome non-existent,

ol. | thus hold that pertaining to the notifications dated
7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 22.8.2001 and 7:12.2001 the
land prices would have to be determined on thie basis of the
minimum  price natified by the Government as also with
reference to the sale deed dated ES.E.EdDE for the reasan | find

ne other cogent evidence wherefrom land price as on said dates .

—could be determined. Pertaining to the notifications dated
16.5.2002, 23.5.2002 and 27.1.2003, the land price needs to be
determined with respect to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
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.~ hecause-with reférence to-thre-said sale price it:is-apparent ma.z7_/ .

land price as of sald date comes to more than if determined with «

respect to the notification dated 9.8.2001 whersin minimum
land price notified was ¥15.7 lakhs per acre with effect from
1.4.2001. '
62. VWith respect to the price differential for Category "A’
and Category ‘B’ lands, noting that pertaining to the said
notifications categorization has been done only pertaining to the
land acquired in village Pooth Khurd and Holambi P;alaﬁ
{pertaining to the notfication dated 22.8.2001 only), Viilage
Bawana, Khera Khurd, Narela and Alipur {pertaining to the
notification dated 22.8.2001) | hold that vis-a-vis the said
notifications, after increasing the price for the date differential,
fixing the same for Category ‘A’ lands, deduction has to be
effected bz} decreasing the same by 2.5% 1o determinfa the price

- for Category "B’ land.

B3, Before 1 work out the compensation and since it would

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

prices would -marginally increase in a few cases and

substantially in the other, a striking note of discordant would

emerge with respect to the land price determined pertaining to -

the nptificatiﬂh_daf:ed 23.5.2002 pertaining to village Holambi
Kalan wherein the learned Reference Court has determined the
fair market vaiue at $22,14,23,900/- per acre as of 23.5.2002,

ool need to-fngiight that pertalming to the same notification

dated 23.5.2002 in relation to village Alipur the learmed
Reference Court has ' determined- the-fair market walue at
¥17,85,240/- pé-r AacCre agtill find . that pertaining to village
RajaporKalan and Sanoth, pertaifiing ™ the notification dated
27.1.2003 the fair market value assessed for Category "A’ lands

is ¥19,16,040/~ in some cases and T19,13.760/- in a few,
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meaning thoreby that much lesser compensation has been
worked out in the year 2003 vis-a-vis the compensation worked
out for Holambi Kalan pertaining te the notification dated
23.5.2002 and the reason for the abrasion is tﬁat iﬁ - said
notification the land price determined in Gajrafs case {supra) as

0f 15.11.1986 has been taken and increased at the rate of 12%

per annum compounded.

Village Pooth Khurd Notification dated 7.8.2000

B4, .'E"lf'lth reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001 | _
wherein with effect from 1.4.2000 minimum price nolified per
acre is ¥13.82 lakhs and reguiring said price to be suitably
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
rounded off to ¥17,75,000/- per acre, and for Category ‘B’ lands
increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes to ¥13.2 lakns per
acre and Fﬁrther increasing by 2.5% the prices comes to
%18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ lands; and decreasing the
sald 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 acre and decreasing the same by 2.5%. it comes .to.
?14.33,125.1’; per acre for Category 'B' lands. Noting that the
learned Reference Court has, without any reasons, done ayay
with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform price awarded is
¥14,37,280/- per acre, the price differential worked out by me

. comes to a meager ¥1,000/- per acre and thus gua Category ‘B’
lands | maintain the amount awarded by the learmed Reference
Court. . ' _

65. All Land Acquiéitign Appeals filed by the Union of India
and cross objectlons wherever filed by Union of India in the
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appeals filed by land owners in respect whereof grid has been-/
preparad and labeled as 'GRID-A" hereinabove are dismissed.

66,  All Land Acqulsition Appeals filed by the land owners
-and cross-abjections filed by the land owners in a'ppears flled by
Union of India are atlowed by decreelﬁg compensation payabie

" for Category A’ lands in village Pooth Khurd pertaining to the |
-notification dated 1.4.2000 in sum of ¥14.75 lakhs per acre and
for Category ‘B° lands the compensation awarded at
flq,BT.EEDI- per acre is maintained and thus such appeals or
cross references which perfain to Category ‘B’ lands are
dismissed..

3 Ii‘éf'f:'ﬁin_iﬂg -to such appeal where the compensation
stands enhanced statutory benefits as per the Lahd Acguisition -
Act 1894 as explained in the judgment reported as Supder 'lr”',';._ ,
- LJOI 2001 {93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period .
where there is a delay in filing the appeal or cross objection, fﬁ-r‘

which pericd of delay no interest on the enhanceg compensation

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

~ Village Holambi Kalan Motification dated 7.8.2000

31:8 For the reasoning given in paras 64 to 67 herelnabave

pertaining to the notification (same} dated 7.8.2000 relating to |
' village Holambi Kalan, ali appeals as per ‘GRID-B* hereinabaove
and cross objections stand disposed of enhancing the
compensation to ¥14.75 lakhs per acre and | highlight that as
per the award and even as per the reference all subject lands
were of uniform category. MNeedless to state appeals filed by the
Wnion of India and cross ohjections wherever filed are dismissed.
Appeals and cross objections filed by land owners are allowed by
Enhéncing the compensation to T14.75 fakhs per acre together
with statutory benefits as per the Land Acguisition Act 1824 as
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explained in the judgment reported as Sunder 145 LA 2001 (93
~ DLT 569, éxcept for the period where there is a delay in filing
——the appeal or cross objection, for which period of de'lay'-nu
interest on the enhanced compensation shall be paid. These
appellants or cross objectors woufd be entitled to proportionate
cost,

Village anan'a Motification dated 7.8.2000
69.  Pertaining to villsge Bawana_ relating to the same
notification dated 7.8.2000 where the learned Reference Court

has not enhanced the compensation, for parity of reasoning, fair
market value for E‘ategnry 'Ft' lands is fixed at ¥14.75 lakhs per
' ’ noting that Union of India has neither flled-any appeal or cross
obiection, appeals as per 'GRID-C' hercinabave are allowed by
fixing the compensatlon as herelnbefore mﬂn*inned and
neadless to state on the enhanced compensation the appellama
shall be entitled to _statutnry benefits as per the Land Ar:qms:tmﬂ 3
Act 1894 as explained in the judgment reported as Sunder Vs.
Lo 2001 (93) DLT 568, except for the period where there is a
delay in filing the appeal, for which period of delay no interest

on the enhanced compensation shali be paid. These appellanis
H ; o
would be entitled to proportionate cost.

b Village Khera Khura Notification dated 11.8.2000
' e i7) With reference to the notification dated 0.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2000 minimum price notified per
acre is ¥13.82 lakhs per acre and requiring said []r"ICI:.‘.Eﬂ. e
sultably -updated to reach the date of the notification i.e.
11.2.2000 and with referenca to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for Category 'C' lands, land price per acre comes to
- RL7,74,308/-, 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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ta ¥18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices
comes to ¥18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ |ands; and

decreasing the said prices tiy 11% to reflect the price with
reference to the sale deed for the date 11.9.2000; the mean
average price for Category ‘A’ lands in village Khera Khurd
comes to T14,83,500/- per acre and decreasing the same bﬁ.r
2.5%, It comes to T14,46,413/- per acre for Category ‘B’ lands.

71. All Land Acguisition Appeals as per 'GRID-D’ filed I::-'_-,r the

land owners and cross-objections filed by the land owners in
appeals filed by Union of Indiz are allowed by decreeing
compensation payable for Category 'A' lands in village Khera
Khurd pertaining to the notification dated 11'9 2000 in sum of
114,83,500/- per acre for Category "A' lands and ¥14,46,413/-
per acre for Eategﬂry ‘B* lands. | note that pertalmng to this
notification and the village, the Union of India has not filed any
appeal. On the enhanced compensation statutory benefits as
_per the Land Acquisition Act 1594 as explained in the judgment
reported as Sunder Vs, {Of2001 (93) DLT 568 shall be granted,
excep! for the period where there is & delay In filing the appéal,

for which periocd of delay hn interest on the enhanced
compensation shall be paid, Thése appeliants would be entitied
to proportionate cost.

Village Narela Notification dated 2.5.2001
T2, With reference to the notification dated 2.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price’ notified per
acre 1s ¥15.7 lakhé per acre and requiring said. price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notification i.e.
2.5.2001 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002

wherein for Category 'C° lands, 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
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to ¥18.2 lakhs Per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices
—comes-to T18,65.580/ per acre for--Category-*A’—tands: and
decreasing the said 'pn'ces by 11% to reflect the price with
reference to the sale deed for the date 2 5. 2001; the mean
average, price far Eategnr;.r ‘A’ lands in village Marela comes to
116,16,500/- per acre and decreasing the same by 2.5%, It
comes to ¥15,76,0B7- per acré for Category ‘B’ lands. Moting
that the learned Reference Court has, without any reasons, done
away with Category ‘B' lands and uniform pn‘::é- awarded Is
%15,85,570/- per acre and since for Category ‘B" lands the price
waorked out by me is less by ﬁ,ﬂﬂﬂ!- per acre which is @ meager
= - amount, | hold that for Category ‘B’ lands the price determined

) . ' would be as per the reference but for {ategaory 'A’ Ian::fs the
price stands. ﬂﬂhﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ_lln U6,16,500/—per acre.
73. All Land Acquisition ﬂppeais as per ‘GRID-E' fi!Ecl by the

land owners and cmss-ubjectmns ﬂled by the land owners in

appeals filed by Lin:cm of India are allowed by decreemg
compensation payable for Category ‘A lands in w[lage Marefa

pertaining to the notification dated 2.5.2001 in sum of
T16,16,500/-- per. acre and és per the referencﬂ'.nrder far

Category ‘B* lands. Thus, appeals filed by the Union of India as

_ - also cross objections filed by Union of India as also such appeals

o ~ which relate to Category ‘B’ lands filad by land owners are
' : dismissed and the ones lLe. the appeals and cross objections

fled by the land owners pertaining to Category ‘A’ lands are
allowed as aforesaid and needless to ssr:ate on the enhanced
cnmpenﬁatmn statutory beneﬁts as per the Land Acqmsrtmn Act
1894 as explained in the judgment rapnrted as Sunder Vs, UO!
2001 (93) DLT 569.shall be granted, except for the period where
there is a delay infiling the appeal fc:r‘ which period nf delay no
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interest on the enhanced compensation shall be pald Tl'IEEE /

-appeliants would be entitled te proportionate cost.
— —Village ' Notification dated 22.8.2

74, With reference to the notification dated 9.8,2001
-where:mmth—EﬁEtt—fmm—l—ﬂ—l'ﬂﬂl minimum price ‘notified per
acre is F15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring said price tn_ he
suitably updated to reach the date of the. notification ie.
22.8.2001 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 217, 75,000/~ per acre, and. for
Category "B’ lands increasing the 5ame by 2.5% the price comes
to T18.2 lakhs per acre and further mn:reaslng by 2.5% the prices
comes fto ?15,?55,5@[31’- 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 Holambi Kalan
comes to ﬂEJM.SUDJ--per acre and decreasing the same by
2.5%, it comes to ¥T16,32,637.50 per acre for Category ‘B’ lands..
Woting that the learned  Reference Court has, without any. -
radsmm,, done away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform pri&e

awarded is ¥16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential worked

out by me comes to a meager ¥9,000/- per acre.and thus qua

Category ‘B’ lands I' mainta[n' the amount awarded by the
~ leamed Reference Court. |

75, All Land Acqulsition Appeals filed by the Union of India
. and Cross phjections wherever filed by Union of India in the
o appeals filed by land owners in respect whereof grid has been
‘prepared -and labeled as ‘GRID-F' & 'GRID-G' hereinabove are’
dismissed. | A

76. All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the land owners
and cross-objections filed by the land CWIETS in appeals flled by
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Union of India are allowed by decreeing compensation pay_able'//

for Category “A’ lands in village Holambi Kalan pertaining to the
notification dated 22.8.2001 in sum of ¥16,74,500/- per acre an;d
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. |

(75 Pertaining to such aﬁ;ﬁeat where the cumpénsatlmn
stands enhanced statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition
Act 1894 as explained in the judgment reported as Sunder Vs,
101 2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period
where therea is a deléy [n fiiing the appeal or cross objection, for

which pericd of {iélaz.r no interest on the enhanced tmmbensat.’un'

shaill be paid. These appellants or cross objectors would be
antitled to proportionate cost,

Village Ali Pur Notification dated 22,8.2001
78. With reference to the notification dated 9.5.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified per

acre is ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring said 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 Category ‘C’ lands, land price per acre comos to
%17,74,109/-, rounded ofi to ¥17,75,000{- per acre, and far

- Category ‘B’ lands increasing the same by 2.5% the price comes
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 by 11% to Teflect the price with
reference to the ﬁaie deed for the date 22.8.2001; the mean
average price for Category A lands in village All Pur comes fo
¥16,74,500/- per acre and decreasing the same by 2.5%, it
comes to ¥16,32,637.50 per acre for Category ‘B' [ands. 'Mﬂting
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- that thetearned ReTerénce Court Ras, without any raasons, done

e

— - average price for Category 'A' Jards in village Holambidsurd |

away with CEIZE'QEII].!' ‘B* lands and uniform price awarded g
T16,43,B11/- per acre, the price differential worked out by me
Comes to a meager 9,000/ per acre and thus qua Category 'B°
lands | maintain the arnc:unt awarded by the learned Reference
Court,

P

e T

79. All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the Unlen-ef-ndiz—— -

in respect whereof grid has been prepared and labeled as 'GRID-
H hercinabove are dismissed. | note that land owners have not
filed any appeal challenging the decision of tha HEfE'r'EnCE Court.

80}, There shall be no order as to costs.
Village _Ijulambl Khurd Motification dated 22.8.2001
B1, With reference to the notification dateﬁ 0.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified per
acre-is ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and reguiring said price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notification ie.
22,8.2001 and with reference to the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for Category 'C’ lands, land price PEr acre comes to
?1?.?-’1,1{]9}, 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 ¥1B,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A’ [ands; 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

comes to T16,74,500f per acre and decreasing the same by
2.5%, it comes to ﬂﬁ,ﬂ.ﬁﬂj‘_.ﬁjlpen acre fur_Eateg:::-nr ‘B’ lands.

- ~ Nisting That the 1&armed Reference Court has, without any

reasons, done_away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform price

awarded is ¥16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential worked

out EJE-,f me comes to a meager ¥6,000/- per acre and thus qua

LA App No 2662008 & conneeted matters Page 66 of 74



'Categqry_'ﬁ’--iﬁnﬂq i 'malntain—the—ammt—awapded by - the
learned Reference Court. : ;

82. ' The appeal filed by the Union of India in respect
whereof grid has- been prepared and labeled as ‘GRID-I'
hereinabuve is dismissed. | note that land pwners have not filed
any appeal challenging the decision of the Reference Court.

a3, ‘There shall be no order as to cus’Es
Village Rajapur Kalan Motification dated 22,8.2001
84, With reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001

whergin with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified per
acre is ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and requiring said price to be
suitably updated to reach the date of the notification ie.
22.8.2001 and with reference o the sale deed dated 25.5.2002
wherein for Category ‘C' lands, 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 orice comes
to T18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prces
comes to T18,65,500/- per acre for Category ‘A" lands; an_{i
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 Rajapur Kalan
comes to ¥16,74,500/- per acre and decreasing the sarme by
2.5%, it comes to ¥16,32,637.50 per acre for Category "B’ lands.
Moting that thé learned Reference Court has, without any
reascns, done away with Category ‘B’ lands and uniform price
awarded {5 ¥16,43,811/- per acre, the price differential worked
qut by me comes o a meager ¥9,000/- _per_acre and thus gua

Category ‘B’ lands | maintain the amount awarded by the

learned Reference Court.

B5. All Land Acguisition Appeals filad by the Union of india
and cross objections wherever file¢d by Union of India in the
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‘appeals flied by fand “owieTs I respect - wher'ae{—grld has: beer
prepared and labeled as ‘GRID-)’ herginabove are dismissed.

86. All Land Acquisition Appeals fi filed by the land ﬁWHers
and cross-objections filed by the land n::wners in appeaJE filed by

Union of india are allowed by decreeing compensation payabte
for Category “A’ lands in village Rajapur Kalan pertaining to the

notification dated 22 B8.2001 in sum Df Tlﬁ ?4 500/- per acre and

for Category ‘B’ 'lands the cﬂmpensatiun awarded . at
| ¥16,43,8114 per, acre js maintained and thus such. appeals or
cross references which perfain to Category ‘B’ lands are

E

dismissed,

87. Pertaining to such a'ppeai where the compensation

2

stands enhanced statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition -

Act 1894 as Explained in the judament reported as Sunder Vs
L0r 2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the perlod
where there is a delay in filing the appeal or cross cbjection, for
. vihich period of delay no interast an the enhanced -cﬁmpensat[nn

shall- be paid. These appellants or cross objectors would be

entitled to proportionate cost,
| _ Village Sanoth Notification dated 7.12.2001
88, With reference to the notification dated 8.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minimum price notified per
acre is ¥15,70 lakhs per acre and reguiring said price to he

suitably updated to reach the date of the notification i.e.
7.12.2001 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/-. réundéd off fo €17,75.000/- per acre, and feor

Category 'B' lands increasing the same by 2,5% the price comes -

~to T18.2 lakhs per acre and further increasing by 2.5% the prices

comes to TLE.65.500/- per acre for Category ‘A" |ands; and'

decreasing the said prices by 11% to reflect the price with
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reference to the salc deed for the date 7.12.2001; the mean ?‘
average price for Category ‘A" lands in village Sanoth comes to ——
%17,29,500/- per acre. Noting 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 village Sanoth for the
notification dated 7.12.2001 the land owners weuld be entitled
to the enhanced compensation in sum of ¥17,29,500/-.

829. 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 g%id has been

prepared and. labeled as ‘GRID-K" hereinabove are dismissad.

80, All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the land pwners

and cross-objections filed by the land owners in appeals filed by

Unlen of India are allowed by granting compensation in sum of

€17,29,500/- and needless to stete on the enhanced

compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as explained in the jﬂdgment reported as Sunder Vs, LU
2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be granted, except for the period where

there is a delay in filing the appeat or cross n_l::]ecl:it:rn. for which.

period of delay no interest on the enhanced clnmpens.atiqn shall
be paid. These appellants or cross objectors would be entitled
to propartionate cost.

Village Shahpur Garhi Notification dated 16.5.2002

91. Pertaining to village Shahpur Garhi, as heid by me
hereinabove the land price wdu[d have to be determined with
reference to the sale deed dated 20.5.2002 and for which land
price for Category ‘A’ |lands has been determined by me at
¥18.65,500f- per acre and since there is just a difference of 4
days between the date of sale and the notification | maintain
that for the notification in question dated 16.5.2002 the land
owners are entitled to compensation at the rate of £18,65,500/-
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. per-acre and | highiight that as per the award and The 7efererice -
_all'lands are In the same Category, Appeals and crass objections

filed by the land owners as per the '‘GRID-L" are allowed and
needless to state on the enhanced compensation the land
 owners would be entitled to all statutory benefits as per the
Land Acquisition Act 1894 as_intErpretEd in the judgment
reported as Spnder Vs, JO4 2001 (93) DLT 569 except that in
such appeszls or cross objections filed by Iéznd owners where

there is delay, no interest would be paid For the period of deiay.

%
//

Proportionate costs stand awarded, Appeals and cross .

objections filed by Union of India are dismissed.

Villags Shahpur Garhi Nngificggj_gr;- dated 23.5,2002
92. Pertaining to the notification datéd 23.5.2002
pertaining to village Shahpur Garhl, noting that the date of the
sale deed and the notification has a differential of enly 3 days |
hold that pertaining to this notification, since land is of same
category, the land owners would be entitied to cormnpensation at
the rate of ¥18,65,500/ with statutory beneflts as per the Land
Acquisition Act 1894 as intérpretad in the decision reported as
sunder Vs, UOF 2000 (92) DLT 5692 except in such appeals or
cross objections flled by land owners where there is a delay, no

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

appeals and crass objections filed by Union of India are

disrmissed.

Village Holambi Kalan Motification dated 23.5.2002
O3 As noted by me pertaining to the notification dated
23.5.2002 relating to village Holambi Kalan all lands have teen
treated in the same category by the learned Land Acquisition
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Collector and the learned Reference Court. The learned ,
Reference Court has awarded corpensation {n sum  of

22,14,239/- per acre which | have found to be excessive
“inasmuch as for the date 23.5.2002 | have held that fair markat
value would be ¥18,65,500/-. per acre and thus all appeals and
cross objections filed by the:- fand owners as per ‘GRID-N' are
dismissed and appeals and cross objections filed by Unlan of
India are aliuwed by modifying the impugned decree passed by
the’ leamed Reference Court and reducing the compensation
payaple to T.I.E.EB._EDDI per acre on which, needless to state,
with reference to the enhanced price with reference to thle
award the statutory benefits already granted stand mairtained.
No costs. ' ' '

Village Ali Pur Notification dated 23.5.2002
94.  Pertaining to the notification dated 23.5.2002 relating
to village Ali Pur, for parity of reasons qua the said notification
relating to village Holambi Kalan and Shahpur Garhi | determine
fair market value payable at ?13.55,5ﬂﬂf~'pEr acre and thus all
appeals 'and_crnss.ul_:-jectiuns 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
compensation payable to ¥18,65,500/- per acre 'qn' which
‘statutory benefits as per Land Acquisition Act as interpreted in
the [udngnt repﬂrted as Sunder h’s g 2001 {93) DLY. 569
shall be: paid save and Except in such appeals or cross

t_J]:JfEt:tiﬂﬂS where there is a delay, Interest would not be paid for
the period of delay. Proportionate costs as well.

Village Sanoth Notification dated 27.1.2003
a5, Pertaining to the appeals and cross ﬂbjecticiris by the:

land owners and Union of India as per ‘GRIC-P’ pertaining to the
notification dated 27.1.2003 relating to village Sanéth, | note
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that the learned Land Acquisition Collector has placed the Iands/
i 3 categurlﬂs and | find that the learned Reference Court has

wlthﬂut any mscussmn held the lands as of uniform category
whlle awar::lmg cumpeﬁﬁatmn e o oned

. 96, On the mean average basis which | have been fellowing
. 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 -
t6 ¥19,43,500/- per acre and for Category ‘B’ land the price
comes to ¥18,94,912.50 per acre and for fliategury ‘C’ lands the
price comes to ¥18,47,539.68 per acre. | find that the learnéd
Reference Court has uniformly determined fair market value at
¥19,13,765/- and thus such appeals or cross obijections which
have been filed by land owners the same have to be dismlssed
in so far they pertain to Category ‘B’ and Categery ‘C’ lands and
similar would be the fate of appeé!s.anﬁ cross dbjections filed by
Union of India pertaining to Category A’ lands, The éaid-appeais
and cross ohjectiens as per 'GRID-P' are dismissad. Appeals and

- ¢cross ohjections filed by land owners pertaining to Category ‘A’

lands are allowed by decreeing compensation payable in-sum of
¥19,43,500/- per acre and neeadless to state on the enhanced
compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as Interpreted In the judgment reported as Sunder Vs, U0/
2001 (93) DLT 569 shall be paid save and except in such
appeals and cross objections where there s a delay, interes‘-t
would not be paid for the perlod of delay. Proporticnate costs as
well. The appeals and cross objections filed by Unlon of India

* pertaining to Category ‘B' and Category ‘C’ lands are allowed by

medifying the relatable decree in the -Reference Order by
reducing the - compensation * for Category 'B’ land 1O
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-¥18,94,912,50 per. an:re am:r for Cateqory C' lan “to
~ ¥18,47,539.68 per acre,

Village Ralapur Kalan Notificatign dated 27.1.2003

g7, For parity of reasoning as per para 96 above pertafning .
to wlrage Sanoth, similar corrective action is to he I'EEiLllr'ﬁd

- pertaining to lands acquired pursuant to notification dated

27.1.2003 refating to village Rajapur Kalan and where I find that
the learned Reference Court has in some cases aw_arded
compensation In sum of 219,13,765/- per acre and in some
cases at ¥180,16,040/- per acre by treating ali Iaﬁds-ﬂf ﬁnffurm;.
category. On the mean average basis which T have. been
following by increasing the pr‘h:a as of 1.4.2001 with reference
to the nﬂtlf' cat[c:n lssued by the Government as also by

m::reaamg the same with: reference to the sale deed dated
20.5.2002 and taking the mean average, for Category "A’ Eands:

the price—comes-to 19,43 506/~ —7per acre-and-for Category ‘B’ - -

land the price comes to T18,94,912.50 per acre and for Category

'C’ lands the price comes to ﬂa 47,539.68 per acre. Thus such
appeals ar cross objections which have been flled by Iand
owners the same have to be dismissed in so far they pertain _tm
Category 'B' and Category 'C' lands and similar would be the
fate of appeals and cross objections filed by Union of Jﬁdi,ﬁ
pertaining to Category 'A’ lands. - The said .appeals and cross
objections as per ‘GRID-Q" are dismissed. Appeals and crbss
objections filed by land owners pertaming to Categuw ‘A" lands

_are ailnwed by decreeing compensation payable in sum of

¥19,43,500/- per acre and needtess to-stateomthe enhanced
compensation statutory benefits as per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as interpreted in the judgment reported as Sunder vs. {07

- 2001 +93-BLT 569 shall be—psaid—save and- except in- such

appeals and cross objections where there is a delay, interest

LA App No. 2662008 & connected mattcrs Pagr 73 of 74.




qu
~_would not be paid for the period of delay. Propertionate cosis as .
well.  The appeals énd cross obfections filed by Union of India
pertaintng to Category ‘B* and Category 'C’ lands are allowad by
nmdlfylng the relatable decree in the Heference Order Ly
ST Tl E-GHEFH-Q—th'E—EﬁfH-BE-H-SE{JDH— for-—Category. ‘B’ land to |
¥18,94,912.50 per acre and for LCategory 'C' land tg
T18,47.539.68 per acre, |

- {PRADEEP NANDRAJOG)
JUDGE

AUGUST 23, 2011
mm/dk -
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