11 f'z‘_,f
+ [N THWE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW 1DELHI /
+  LAAPP. 453/2011 & C.M, No.13762/2011,

LUNION OF INDIA & ORS ... Appellants
Through ; Mr. S.K. Pathak, Adv.
YErsUS
MAHAVIR & ANR ... Respondents

Thraugh : Mr. 5.K. Yadav, Adv. for R-1
Mr. S.K. Sethi, Adv. for R-2,

CORAM:
HOMN'BLE MS. JUSTICE HIMA KOHLI
DRDER
N D8.09.2011

1. The appellant is aggrieved by the judgment dated 9.05.2011
passed by the Reference Court in respect of land situated in Village
Alipur coverad under Award No, Mo 30/2003-04 made on 15.03.2004
pursuant to notification issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition
Act, 1854 { for short ‘the Act’) on 22.08.2001.

2. Counsel for the partles jointly state that the present zppeal is
sguarely covered by the judgment of & co-ordinate Bench {(Praceep
Wandrajog, 1.} pessed in a batch of matters, lead matter heing LAA

No.266/2008 entitled "l1al Singh vs. Unlon of India & Anr.” Learned

S counsel particulady draws the attention of this Court to the operative
maras 78-79 of the aforesaid judgment, relevant partions of which are
reproduced herein below:-

"Village Ali Pur Notification dated 22.8,2001"
72, With reference to the notificaticn dated 9.8.2001

wherein with effect from 1.4.2001 minlmum price
notified per acre is ¥15.70 lakhs per acre and

requiring said “price to be suitably updated to reach
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the date of the notlfication l.e. 22,8.2001 and with /5/

reference to the szle deed dated 25.5.2002 wherein
for Category 'C* lands, land pricc per acre comes to
T17,74,1058/-, rounded off o $17,.75,000/- per acre,
and for Category ‘B lands increasing the same by
2.5% the price comes ko T18.2 lakhs per acre and
further increasing hy 2.5% the prices comes L0
#18,65,500/- per acre for Categary "A lands: and
decreasing the said prices by 11% to refiect the price
with reference to the sale deed for the date
32 8.2001: the mean average price for Category A
lands in village Ali Pur comes to 716,74,500/- per
acre and decreasing the same by 2.5%, it comes 1o
¥16,32,637.50 per acre for Category B lands.
Nating thal the learned Referance Court has, without
any reasons, done away with Category ‘B lands and
uriform price awarded is T16,43,811/- per acre, the
price differential worked out hy me comes to 2
meager T9,000/- per acre and thus qua Category B
lands I maintain the amount awarded by the learned
Reference Court.

79. Al Land Acyulsition, Appeals flled by the Union af
India in respect whereal grid has been prepared and
labaled as '‘GRIDH hereinabove are dismissed. I note
that land owners have not flled any appeal
challenging the decision of the Reference Court.”

3. accordingly, following the @aforesaid dedision dated

53.08.2011 In the case of Jai Singh (supra), the present appeal

Aled by Union of India is dismissed along with the pending

application, on the same lines as sat out in the aforesald judgment,

=T
HIMA KOHLI,)
SEPTEMBER 08, 2011 :

sk
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* N THE HIGH COURT OF DILHI AY NEW DELHS

[ tuggment Reserved Qn: 12 dugyst, 2611 //
] Lulﬂ'f.}'ment Detwereu;f On: 23" Augysi, 2011 .

- ——— el e

+ LAAPP. EEEIEQDB

e A SR el
JAlSINGH . " Appelant

Through:, Mr.5.Chaturvedi, Mr.Deepak Khosia,
i T Mr.3. K.¥adav, Mr.M.C.Varma, -
i#r.V.F.Rana, Mr.5aj Singh,
-Mr.Uday Ram, Mr.D.R. Tomar,
Wirl.5.Dahiya, Mr.M.5.Dalzl,
Mr.5.M.Bhardwaj, MeB.P.Gupts, _
Mr.5.K.Rout, ®r.55Rana, Mr.Sunii
Dalal, Mr.D.5. Knatri and
- Mr T.P.5.Kang, Advocates

e,

Lol & AMA. : FEEE}EHdE!"tS
Through: Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senior Advocate
C 0 with  MrSanjay Kumar  Pathak,
Mr.5achin  MNawani, Mr.Siddharth
Panda and Ms K.Kaomudi Kirsn,
Advocates for R-1. :

M5 Anusuys Salwan, Advocate for
DSIDC,

Mr.ajay Verma,  Mr.Pawan Mzthur,

Ms.Shobhna Takiar, Mr.Arun Birbal,

Mr.Bankey Bihari Sharma, Mr.5umer

Sethi and | Ms. Beepashasw  Soni
G T e Advocates for DDA,

AND
{GRID-A)

+ °  LAAPP. Z55/2008, LAAFP, 264/2008, LAAPR. 265/2008,.
LAAPP. 2672008, 1.A.APP. 260/2008, LA APP, 270/2008, La AP2,
271/2008, - LAAPP, 272/2008, LAAPP. 273/2008, LA APP,
E?BI?UDE & TN APPL. 5338/2009 (Cross OBECTS) LAAEP..

- LALAPE NG 26572008 & munﬁc'e:ci raatrers : - Paye § of 74



¢

279/2008, LAAPPT ZB07Z005 & OV APPL. SI61/2008 (Cross
"~ T ObjECHons, LAARR - -281/2008— LAAPP— 28472008 LA APP

2862008, LAAPP. 287/2008, LAAPP.  289/2008, [A.4FB,
2802008, LAAPP, 291/2008, LA APP. 292/72008, LiAAPE,
2932008, LAAPP. 2942008 5 CM APPL. 129182071 (Cross—
Objectlons), - LAAPP, 205/2008, LAAPP. 206/2008, LA APE,
289/2008, . LAAFP. 301/2068. - A AP — 203 2 00— LA APP—
30472008, /APP 31I72008, LAAPP, 337/2008, LAAPP
338/2008, La ARP, 3572008, A APP. 394/2008, LA APP.
401/2008, - LA APP, 413/2008, LAAPP, 443712008, LAAPP.
4722008, - LAAPP. 48372088, LAAPE- AR 2008 LANRF—
487/2008, LAAPR. 492/200B, LAAPP, 49372008, LA AP
AQS/2008, LA APP, -496/2008, LAAPP, S520f2008, LA APP,
327/2008, LAAPP. 535/2008, LA.APP. 937/2008, LAAPR
412008, LA APP. 245/2003, LA APP, 340/2008, LA APE,

'DAB2008, LAAPP. 554/2008, LAAPRE 5832008, LA APP.

>66/2008, LAAPP. 62172008, [AAPP 62312008, LAAPP.
B27/2008, LAAPP. 628/2008, La aFp. 635/2008, LALPPR.
646/2008, LAAPP. G49/2008, - LA APP. . h0A/2008, LAAPP,
744/2008 & CM APPL. 535372000 (Cross Qbjections), LA APP.
F56/2008, LAAPP. 846/2008, LA.APP. B47/2008, {A.APE,

. 861/2008. LAAPP. 875/2008, LAAPP. A79/2008. LA APD

880/2008, LA.APP. B8B/2008, |AAPP, 8094/2008, LAAPP
88572008, ' LAAPP. 0905/2008, LAAPP, 94672008, LA.APP,
207/2008, LAAPP. 810/2008; LA APP, 91172008, LA.APP.
925/2008, LAAPP. 926/2008, LA APP, 827/2008, LA.APP.
831/2008, LAAPP. 932/2008, LA APP. 033/2008, LAAPP,
934/2008, - LAAPP. 936/2008, L&APP. 939/2008, LA.APP,
941/2008, LAAPP. 942/2008, La APP. 944/2008, LAAPP.

94572008, LAAPP. 055/2008, LAAPP 2L8/2008, LA APP

899/2008 & CM APPL. 5360/201C (Cross Objections), LA.APY.

1014/2008; |LAAPP. 1019/2008, LA.APPR. 1023/2008, LA APP,

1026/2008; LAAPP. 1064/2008, LAAMP. 107172008, LA.APP.

124442008, LAAPP, 124572008, LAAPP, 1256/2008, LAAPP.

1266/2008, LA.APP. 1273/2008, CM APPL. 237712509, {Cross

- Objections) LAAPP, 86/2008, LA.APP. 06/2009, L& APP. 07/2000

LA APP. 9872000, LA APP, 10172008, LAAPP. 11072009, LAAPP,
11172009, LA APP, 114/2000, LAAPP, 120/2009, LA APP.
25142008, LAAPP. . 25272009, ° LAAPP. 265/2008, LA APP,

— e

266/2009 & CM-APPL. No.5366/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,

LAT0/2008 LA APP, 27342000 LA APP, 272/200%, LAAPE: -

273/2002, LAAPP. 300/2009, LAAPP. 308/3000 LA APD.
434{2009, LA.APP. 455/2008, LA.APP. 52112009, LA.APP.

-532/2008, LAAPP, 535/2003 & CM APPL. L2886G/2011 (Cross

Objactions), LAAPP, 5362000 & CM AREL 12917728711 {Cross

Ubjetons), LA APP—54318069,—LAAPP. - 544/7T0E,  [FLRrP. —

LA ADD Mo 266/2008 & conuected metters Paga 2 of 78
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; 55-5;2::}09 LA.APP.-570/2000. & CW APPL.13873/2011, LA!;PP S

389/2009, {AAFP. 593/200¢," TAAPP, “SO372005, LA AP,
B34/2009, LAAPP. 83502008, LAAPP. 636/2008,° Lo APE
£37/2008,- LAAPP. 638/2008, LAAPP. 643/2009 & M-
APPL.13878/2011, LAAPP. 1/2010, LA.APP. 25/2010, LA.APP,
i04/2010, LAAPP. -105/2010, L{AAPP. 107/2010, iAAPP
108/2010, LA.APP. 109/2010, LAAPP. 168/2010, LA.APP,
- 105/2010, 1AAPP. 170/2010, LAAPP.  171/2010, LAAPE
220/2010, LAAPP. 276/2010, LAAPP. 426/2010, LA ADR.
430/2010, CM APPL. 9994/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPPT "
520/2010 CM APPL.13968/2011, LAAPP. 521/2010, CM AFPL.
5504/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, 522/2000, LAAEP,
3232010, LAAPP. 524/2010 & CM APPL. 12014/2011 {Cross
Objections), LA.APP. 525/2010 & CM APBL. 192/2011 (Cross -
Objections), LAAPP. 526/2010, LAAPP, 527/2010, LA ADP.
528/2010, LA.APP. 529/2010, LAAPP. 530/2010 & CM APPL.
2292011 (Cross Objections), -LAAPP. 53172010, LAAPP,
5322010 & CM APPL. 12890/2011 {Cross Qbjections), LAAPP,
53372010 & CM APPL. 12898/2011 {Craoss Objections), LA.APP.
" 5342810, LAAPP- 53592010 & CW APPL. 12867/2011 (Cross-
_ Objections), LA.APP. 536/2010 '& CIM APPL. 12887/2011 (Ciuss
Objections), LAAFP, 53772010, LA APP, 538/2010 & CM APPL,
12972/2011 (Cross Objections), LA APP. 5358/2010 & CiM APPL.
123800/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 540/2010, LAAPP,
541/2010, LAAPP. 542/2010 & CM APPL. 19857/201i0 (Cross
Dhjections), LAAPP. 543/201C & CW APPL. 12803/20311 {Cross
' Chjections), LAAPP. 5443010, CM APPL. 128B8/2011 (Cross
- Objections), LAAPP. 545/2010,. LA.APP. 5365/2010, LAAPR.-.
58172010, LAAPP. 592/2010 & CM APPL. 227/2011 (Cross
Objections), LA.APP. 58372010 & CM APPL, 17869/2011 (Cross
Dhiections), LA.APP. 594/2010, LA.APP. 505/2010 & CM APPL.
226/2011 (Cross Objectlons), LAAPP. B86/2010, LAALPE.
597/2010 & CM APPL.-228/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
588/2010 & CM APPL. 487/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
600/2010 & CM APPL. 12807/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APP.
&01/2010, LAAPF. 602/2010, LAAPP. B0Z/201C & CiM APPL,
12881/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. - 617/2010, L&APP
663/2010 & CM APPL. 12916/201% {Cross Dhjecti_nnaf, LA.APR. -
0662010 & CM- APPL. 6748/2011 (Cross QObjections), LAAPP. -
675/20107& CM APPL. 9988/2011 (Cross Objéctions), L& APP.
- 7612010, LAAPP, 7922010 & CM APPL. 1;339,*2-:] 1 {(Cross
. Objections), LAAFP. 793/2010 & CM APPL. 12859/2011 {Cruss -
Objections), LAAPP. 794/2010, LAAPE. 79572018, L&.APP.
4042011, LAAPP, 105/2011 & CM APPL. 12892/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAFP. 215/2011, LA.APP. 2282011, LAAPP.
220/2011, LAAPP. 230/2011, LAAPP. 23172011, LMAPP.
'232/2011, LAAPP. 233/201%, LAAPP. 388/2011, . LAAPP.

LA App.ND.266/2008-& connected matters Page 3 of b
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. 392/2011,  LAAFP. ﬂlﬁf?ﬂll."'mFP._dzﬂilu-l_ & e '}’/
42572011 .° - L&AEP.: ¥

No.18/2002-03, h’[llage—lﬂ‘nnth Khurd)

AT
_ {GRID-B}
+ LAAPP, 972/2008 & CM 2348/200C8 (Cross G‘bjectinns},
LAAPP. 1122/2008 & CM EGQQJZDGQ (Cross Objections), LA.APRE, .
1150/2008 & CM 12216/2011 {Cross Objeciions), L& APP.
11512008 B Ch 2345}'2{3!]9_ {Cross  (Objections), LA.AFP.
11522008 & CM 2102/2009 (Cross Chjections), LAAPP:
115372008 & CM  233B/2009 (Cross DbjECi"I:':rn':L LAARP,
1154/2008, LAAPP. 1187/2008, LAAFF. 1188/2008, LAAPR.
1189/2008,. LA, APP 1218/2008, LAAPP. 15/2009, LA.APPE.
82/2008, LA APP, 100/200%, LA APE, 10272000, LAAFRE,
113/2009, LAAPP. 571/200C0, LA&APP. &72/2000C o LA ARE.
2144201 l. s ; '

(Relating to Motification u/s 4 dated 07.08.20C0 & Awsrd a‘w
11/2001-02, Village- Hulamhl Kalanj

AND
(GRID-C)

* LA.AFP. 353/2007, LA.APP. 202/2007, LAAPP. 3B2/2007,
LA.APP. 383/2007, LAAPP, 265/2008, LA APP, B11/2008, Ls APP,

 928/2008, LAAPP. 134/2005, LAAPP. 1ﬂlﬁﬂﬂ9. LA ARE.
959;2:}10 B

(Relating to Nﬂtmcamn Lfs 4 dated 07.08.2000 & Awarg Mo,
{}EI_EII][FI -2, ‘L.."Hlag-e-EmnranaI]
 AND
| - GRID-T]
+ Lﬁaﬂ.FP 14472011, LAAPP. 14572021 -E. O 12831/2G11

{Cross Cbjections), LﬁﬂF'P 146/2011. & CM 1 95?{2011 {Cross
Oblections], : :

L& App.No.266/2008 & connecteil matters T Pagedof™ -
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{Fteianng to Nﬂﬁl"ﬂﬁi‘Fﬂﬂ‘MEd 11208, 20040- &ﬁum%-g—-

20/2002-03, Village-Knera Khurd).

AND
(ERIG-E)

+ LAAPP. 286/200%9, LAAPPR. 620/2009, LAAFP. 82172008,
- ORAPPGAG/2009, TAPP. 9172000, LAAFF.S3/2010, LAAPFE,

94/2010, LAAPP. 190/2010, LAAPP. 101/2010 & CM No.

22402/2000 (Cross Objections), LAAPFP. 182/2010, LAAFP, -
19372010, LAAPP. 194/2010, LAAPP, 10%2010, LAAPP.

1962010, (LAAPP. 19772010, LAAPP. EHTJEDJ_G, LA _AFP.
20672010, LAAPP. 300/2010, LAAPP. 30872010, LAAFP.
306/2010, LAAPP. 338/2010, LAAPP. 370/2010 & CM Mo
3555/201L (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 373/2000, LA ARE,
49372010, LAAPP. -4R42014,. LAAPP. 49572010, LAAPE.
4962010, LAAFP. 4972610 & CM No. ZZ2728/2010.{Cress
Objections), LAAPP. 433/2010, LAAPE. 4099/2010, L& APP.
500/2010, LAAPP. 501720108 CM- No. 23186/2010 (Cross
Chjections), LAAPP. 502/2010 & CM No. 1038272011 (Cross
Cbjections), LAAPP, 50372010, LAAPP. 504/2010, LAAPE,
5052010, LAAPP. 5062010, LALPP, 50742010, L&.APE,
508/2010, L& APP. 5002010, L4 4APP. RIQZ010, Lb aPR
SLL/2000, LAAPP. 512/2010,  LAAPP. 513/2010, LAAFF.
51472010, LAAPP. 5152010, LAAPP. - 51472010, LA.APP.
517/2010 & CM Mo. 7702/2011 (Cross Oblections), LAAPP.
518/2010, LAAPP.- 51572010, LAAPP. 6102010, LA APF.
611/2010, LAAPP. 61272010, LAAPP.- 6132010, LAAFP.

L Bi8/2010, LAAPP. 619/2010, LAAPP. &20/2010,  LAAPF,

A21/2010, LAAPP. 622/2010, LAAPP. -823/2010, LAAPP,
G28/2010, LAAPP. 647/2010 & CM Mo, 3847/2011 (Lross
Ohjections), LAAPP, 650/2010, LAAPP. 051/2010 & CM No.
3530/2001 (Cross Cbjections), LAAPP, §52/2010, LALPP.
RAT/2010, LAAPP, 845/2010 & CM ho. 3553.{2{}11 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 85372010, LAAPP. B54£2010 & UM No,

- — 103782011 (Cross—Objectomsy, ~waPP—855/2010, LAAPP,

B56/2010 & CM Mo. 5610/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP.

“ B57/2010, L&.APP. 520/2000 & CM No. EEEEJ’EEJLI {Cross

© Objectionsy, L&ARE 1008/2010 & -CM-No.- 9986/2011 (Cross

Oertionsy, CAAPP, T 102172010, LA.APP. ?Efz_l:lll. Lo AFR.
— 20k PP 38281 LAAPE, 812011, LY S ST E A N B
- HAAERR BAZ0TL LA APP BP0 AARP. B5f201L, LAAPE,

B6/2011, LAAPP. B7/2011, LAAPP. 300/2011, LA APP, 32212011
LA-APE, 324/2011 & CM APPL.15110/2011, LAAPP. 385/2611

La. Apn Mo 266/ 2008 & connecicd maliers . : Page 5 af 74 .
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”[Helatmg I:ﬂ NﬂtrflcTun ufs il date::l DE D.J Eﬂ-{]l& Award No.
24{2003-04, Village-Narela)

AMD
{GRID-F)-

.+ LAAPE. 48712008, LAAPP, 1-5111«4-'!0[}“ e O 53‘32;"21:'1{3
(Cross Objections).

_[Hnidting ro Noti h[ﬁtlﬂﬂ ufis 4 dateo 22.08.2001 & Awerd Wo.
187200304, Ullrage—HnIamhr I{alan}

AND
PRI}

S o LAAPP. 77772010 & CM APPL.3808/2011, LAAPP, 778/2010
& CM 2686/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPPE. T79/2010 & Ch
12866/2002 (Cross Oblections), LAAPP. 213/2011, L&.APP,
20142011, LAAPP. 329/2011, LAAPP. 3Z7/2011, LA.APPR.
3282011, LAAPP. 330/2011. LA.APF. 32172011, LaAPRR,
EEEIEﬂll,- LAAPP,  3233/2013, LAAPD 334201710, Le APy
335/2011, LAAPP. 335/2011, LAAPP. 3240/2011, LALPP,
341/2011, LAAPP. 342/20G11, LAAPP. 343/2011, LAAPP
35072011, = LA.APP. A5L/2011, LAAPP. 365/2011,
LAAPP. 3772011, LA APP.3BEZ011.

(Relating to Notification ufs 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award NE.
33/2002-04, Village-Holambi Kalan)

ARD
(GRID-RY

s LA.AFPP. 381/2011, LA APP. 404/2011, LAAPP. 409/207 1_ -

B e

(REiatng tD Nﬂi_lfltatlﬂrl ufs 4 dated 77.08.2001 & M-rard rxn
15/2003-04, Village-2H Fur)

AMD
AGRAD-1)

+  LAAPP. 48172010

-

Toa et FSTRO0E B ponmeniest e e Papad ol T4
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(RelsTimg o Mutiflcation /s 4 Uater—22:08. 200 & Awart No,

9/2G03-04, Village-Holambi Khurd)
. ; e e R R B LR e ) \@

AMD | | ' /

AERED-f)

~+ . LAAPP. 780/2010 & CM-No0.2661/2011 {Cross OhjecHons),
L& APP. BS9/2010 E.:_ CM M0.3833/2011 (Cross Objections),
LAAFP. 900/2010 & CM No.3541/2011 ({Cross::Objections),
LA#.T—’F’ 570/2010, LA APP. 71,2010 & CM Mo, 2805/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 972/2010 & CM No2667/2011 (Cross
Chjections), LAAPP. 973/2010 & CM N0.3703/2011 (Crbss
Dh!rer:tilmns}, LAAPP.O74/2010 & CM  N0.14333/2011(Cross
beectmns},“_m.AFP. QVEZ010 & O MNo.9992/2011 (Cross
Qbjections), LAAPP. 977/2010, LAAPP. S7B/2010, LA ARP, ;
G79/2010 & CM -M0.9920/2011, LAAPE. 0880/2010 & OM
Mo, 3551/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APE, SR1/2010, LAARD,

S982/2040 & CM Mo6742/2011 (Cross Chiections), LAaAEE
H83/2010 & CM No.b759/2011 {Cross Obiections), LAAPP.
- 42010 & CM No.57458/201F {Cross Chiactivns),  LOAPP,
585/2010 & CM No.9880/2011 (Cross Ohiections), LAAPP,

986/2010, LAAPP. OBB/?01C0 & CM Mo 3835/2011 (Cross
Objzctions), LAAPP, 539/2010, LAAPP. 2005010, LAAPP.
COL/Z010 & Oh MNo.9984/2011 (Cross Chiactions), LAAPR.
10002030, LAAPP, 1005/2010 & CM Mo.2870/2011 {Cross
Objections), LAAPP, 101B/2010, LAAPP. 1020/2010 & CM .
Mo, 12939/2 - (Cross Db}ectiﬁﬂsm"‘e__l, LA APP, - 1024/2010 & i
Mo.6771/2011. (Cifoss Objections), LAAPP. 1/2011 & CM
No:12064/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, 2/2011 & O
Mo.6752/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 25/2011, LAAPP.
CZ28f2011, LAVARP, B2/2011, LAAPP, 5372011 & CM No.O7E0/2011
(Cross Objections), LAAPP. Y3/2011 & CM N0 12022/2011 {Cross
Ubjections), LA APP, #3/201% & M MNo.E775/2011 (Cross
Objections), LAAPP. 10172011, LAAPP. 10272011, LAAPRP,
110/2011, LAAPP. 111/2011,  LAAPP, 112/2011 & . CM.
M. 10050/2011 {Cross Cbhjections), LAAPP. 181/20170, LAAPP.
23572011, LAAPP. 239/2011, LAAPP. 252/2011

(Reiating - to Notification ufs 4 dated 22.08.2001 & Award
Mo.20/2003-04, Village-Rajapur Kalan) '

AMD
PGRIE
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" LA APP. A4B8/2608 LAPP. 490/2003, L.IEH..#:I.FF #GIHIGGB

LAABRDR, 540/2008, L& AFP 7 T55/2008, LA AFP. EGH/7UUE & CM

Mo.10393/200¢ (Cross Objections), LAAPP. BS6/ZG02 & CM _

~Chjections), LAAPP: -BOFE0EE, LAAPP,

_1(1()3!20138, LA.APP. 587/2000, LA.APP. 591/2000, LAAPP.
- 342010 & CM NoT7072/2010 (Cross Objections), LA&.APF,
- 4BB/2010. LAAPF, 6052010, LAAPP . 616/2010, LA.APP,

62/2011, LAAPP. G&E/Z011, LA APP, EE.-’E'DII LA APP. 235;’2{}11

- LAAPP, 421/2011

“(Relating to N::H‘Ifrcatlu:tn u..f'; il dareci B7.12.2001 & Award

Mo. 1?;’213[13 EM Village- Sawtn}

AMND
(GRIT-LY

i LA APP. 341/2008, LAAPP. 3422003, LA.APP. 3442008,

LA, AFP,. 35272008, LAAPP, 364/2003, LA APP, 335/2008, LA APP.

 3B7/2008, LAAPP. -445/2008, LAAPP. 454/2008, LA AFP.

404/2008& O MNe.11333/2008 (Cross. Objectians), LA.APP.
465/2008, LAAPP, 466/2008, LAAPP. 4E8/2008& CN
MNG.11334/2008 (Cross Objectlons), LAAPP. 459/2008, LAAPP,
470/2008, LAAPP. A4TL/2008, LAAPP. 560/200B, LA.AFP.

DEL/Z008, LAAPP, 4112008,  LAAPR. BG3/200E,  LAAFP,

B76/2008, ~ LAAPP. £7B/2008, L&.APP. B79/2008, LAAFP.
bBL/Z2008, LAAPD, 582/2008, LAAPP, S83/2008, LA.APF.
72272008, LA APP, 73172008, LAAPP. 75472008, LA.AFP.
786/2008, LAAPP, 825/2008, LAAPP. B25/2008, LA.AFE.
B42/2008, LA APP. 850/2008, LAAPP. B53/2008, LA.APP.

B83/2008, LAAPP. 203/2008, LAAPE. 20472008, LAAPE.

224/2008, LAAPP. B35/2008, LAAFPR, 237/2008, LA APP,
938/2008, LAAPP. 940/2008, LAAPP. 943/2008, LAAPP,
Q45/2008, LAAFP.- 055/2008, LAAPP. G57/2008, LAAPP.
936/2008, LAAPP. 1001/2008, LAAPP. 1004/2008, LA&.APP,
1007/2008, LAAFP. 1DE5/2008, LA.APP. 107772008, LAAPR,
10792003, " LAAPP. 106/2009,  LAAPP. 172/2009, LAAPP

-.BBEEE}HE', LAAPP.  374/2009, LAAPP. 464/2008, LAARP,

455/2008, LAAPP. AGB/2000, LAAPP. 539/2009, LAAPR,
546/2002, LAAPP. - 547/2008, LAAPP. 565/2008, LAAPP, .
5242009, LAAPP. 628/2009, LAAPP. 530/200%8, LAARE.
2342010, LAAPP. 2472000, LAAPE, 26/20G10, LA APP. 35,2010,
LA APP, 372010, LA&FP 41/2010. :

EHelcfmg . Nﬂtl;lf—fm}n We 4 dated 16.05.2002 E; :Ewar" ["-“J.

EQEE‘DDE 04, Village-Shahpur Garhi)

, L-‘";-ﬂPF-Nﬂ-Eﬁﬁfﬁiﬂﬂﬂ & connecied matters  Faped of T



AND
(RID-M)

+  LAAPP. 33B/2008, LAAFPR, 342/2008, LAAPE. 355/2008

LA.APP. 200/2008, LAAPP. 367/2008; LA.APP. 368/2008, LA.APP.
369/2008, - LA.APP. 3702008, LAAPP. 383/2008, LA.APP

 384/2008, ' LAAPP. 3BG/2008, LA.APP. 388/2008, LAAPE

389/2008, LA.APP. 434/2008, . LAAPP, 435/2008, LAAPP
436/2008,  LAAPP.  444/2008, LA APP. 456/2008& CM

"TRG. 1133272008 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 458/2008, LA APP.

467/2008, LAAPP. 550/2008 & CM WNo. 1615Q/2008 {{rass
Objections), LA.APP. 553/2008, LA.APP. 56272008, LAAFF.
HEO/2008, LAAPP. 715/2008, LAAEBP. 716/2008, LAAPE,

. 72042008, - LAAPP.. 723/2008, LAAPP. Y57/2008, LAAPE.

Fo072008, - LAAPP. 767/2008, LAAPP, 7O03/2008, LAAPE,
8623/2008, . LAAPP. B24/2008, 1 AAPP. 837/200B, LA.APP,

. 90B/2008. LAAPP. 9092008, LAAPP. 952/200B, LAAPF.
102272008, LAAPP, 1024/2003, LAAPE. 1025/ E‘JEIE_. LAAFF.

106372008, LAAPP. 173/200%, LAAPP. 307/200%,. LAAPE,
208/2009, LA APP. 31172009, LAAPP. 3B84/2000, LA AFP,
285/2009, LAAPP. 4532009, LAAPP. 457/2009, LAAFP,
24072008, LAAPP. 542720083, LAAPP. 5452009, LAAPP,
04772008, LAAPE, 63172003, LA APP. EEJ"E'L'Jlﬂ LA AFF, Ei-El."Eﬂlifi

HRelating to Mobification u!s 4 datecﬁ 23.05.2002 & a'l-.wad

Ma, 4-!2!?["!]3 04, Village- Sha“:pur Garhi]

. AND
falRE-a )

+ LA APP. 48572003, LAAPP. <9B/2008 & CM 13228/2008

{Crosg  Objections), LAAPP. 1149/2008, LAAFE 2G3/2009,
- LAAPP, 304/2009 & CM 13916/2009 {Cross DtIIEEhEII'tS:F LAAPE.

]2!-}\_,! £

._[Helabng to Motification u/s 4 dated 23.05.2002 & Awscd e
16/2003-04, Village-Holambl Kalan) : :

S2ch d=ral L RS [ ﬁ‘!’ﬁdD PR T S

(G RIG-0)

L LAAPP3TY2008, LA APP. 3R1/200GE, LAARP. '-ibﬂ :E{}EIB
LA APP. 494/7G08, LA APE, 4539/2003, LAARE. srm,rzﬂs L& ARE,
B36/2008 & CM 5300/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 310/2009
% CM 18027/2000 [Cross Objections), LA.APR, 7822010, LA APP,

L. App. Mo, 2662008 & connestod matters | Page # of T4




e

___JMLE-, LICEPP. . 825#91{1 LAAFF—-Q.:"EElI & Ci EGE[}FDH

..”

- fCross Objocians), LARPR SO R PR B 011 &
LAM-F'—E-GQQG—H—&- -E.u:

—H&ﬁﬂfiﬂl T {CrnssOIEETInNS),

14552;’201 1 {Cross Dbjectmnsll LAAPP, 38172011,

"._. |"I'I

(Refating to Motification u/s 4 dated 23, {]5 EDDE & Award NU

17/2004-05, Village- Ali Pur)

AND i ..
(GRID-

=3

+ L& APP, 654;"2{][]5 & CM M0.2357/2002 (Cross Objections),
L& APP. B55/2008, LA.APP. 674/2008 & CM Mo.7818/2009 (Crouss

Qbjections),

LAAPP. §77/2008, LA.APP. 70572008, LAAPP

706/2008, LAAPP. 807/2008, LA.AFF, 80B/2008 & CM Mo

- 783772002 (Cross Objections),
882/2008, ' LAAPP. BB5/2008,
B898/2008 & CM No.2355/2000
902/2003, [AAPP. 022/2003,

929/2008 & CM No.2351/2¢08
030/2008 & CM MNo.FB21/2000
. DEOF2008,
Objections),
Onjectians), DEZ/2008,

LALAFE,

No.8392010 {Cross Objections),

LA AP F'
LA APP,
{Cross
LA APP.
{Cross
(Cross

LAAPP. 2802008 & CM
LAAFP. 2B1/2008 & CM N0.1261/2009 (Cross
. SOR3/Z006 &
- No.234772008 (Cross Objections), LAAPP, ORB42D0O6 & CM
LA APP. 085/2008,

LAAPE.

99772008, LAAPP. 1002/2008, LAAFP.

102772008, LAAPP.
- Objecticns}, La APP, 1123/200G8,

CE24B/2008 & CM Neo.l0287/2009 (Cross Objections),

1006/2008,
-L078/2008 & CM No.2247/2009

878/2008, LA.APP.

8OL/2008; LAAPE,
Ohblectionsy, LAAPF,

923/2008, LAAPP.
Onjections), L&.APF,
Objections), LAAPP,
No. 85572010 (Cross

EALAPP.
LA LPF,
{C| 055

. LAABP, 1312772008 & CM
- No.211172009 (Cross Cbhjections), LA.APP. 1195/2008, -LA.APPE,

LASER,

1257/2008, LA.APP. 125B/2008 & CM No.7791/200% (Cross

Objections),. LAAPP.

13/2009 &

Civi Mo 2133/200%

1.JI-.J'=-1

- Objections), LA.APP, 22/2009, L5 APP, G3/2002, LA APP, QQIEGUH
LAAPP. 103/20009, LAAPP. 1042009, LAAPP. 107/2000, L& APP,

115/2008 & [

MNa.6482/2010 (Cross Objections),

Lgf'af.ﬂpp.'r*.'n.iﬁfjrill}ﬁu & cannecied matters

122/200% & CM Wo.14321/7000 {Cross Obiections).
123/2009, LA.APP. 1242003, LAAPE. 128720009,
174/2009, LAAPP. 25072009, LAAPP. 280/2408,
20107005,  [AAPP, _ZBITZ008, ERAPE. T ZR4/20009,
20372009, -LAAPP. 299/2008, LA APP - 301/2008,
30272000, [ A AP 2032008, LA APP,  3B5/2009,
433/20008, LA APF. 44972009, LA .LPP, 451/20069,
CA71/2000, |AAPP. 487/2008, LAAPP, 5D1/2009,
HIEFZO0D, TLAAPE. RIZF2009, LAAPP, R3IG/ZH0C,
53172008, LAAPP. 533/250%, LALPE. E37/2008,

LAAPP,

LAAPE.

LA ARP.

| AAPE,’
L& APE,

LA APFE,

| A& I'IF
s e e

Ly, O PF,
LA AP,
P APR
B ARD,

Puge LB Gl T4

i
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538/2009, LA APP. 54577000, LAAPP 55472000, LA ABF,
555/2008, LAAPP  S5358/2008, 14 _aApp. 585/2808, (4 APP.
J88/2009, LAAPP. 610/2000, LA APP. 625/2009, LA APP.
626/2009, LAAPP" 629/2000, LAAPP. 64972000, s APP:
$8/2010, LA.APP. 43/2010, LA APP. 131/2010, LA APP. 202/2010,.

LA APP, 203/2010, LA APP, 20472010, LAAPP. 225/2010. LA APE .+

227/2010, LAAPP. 269/2010- LAAPP. 303/2010, LA APP.
37272010, La. APP 410/2010, LAAPPE. 418/2010, LA APP.
479/2010, LAAPP, 4B0/2010, LA APP. 48272010, LAAPP. .
4B83/2000, LAAPP. 484/2010. LA APP 4352010, LA APP,

- 486/2010, LAAPP. 4B7/2010, LAAPP, B04/2010, LA APFR,

606/2010 & CM ‘Mo, 19878/2010 (Cross Objections), LAAPP,
6Q7/2010, LAAPP. GOB/2010, LA APP. GOS/2010, LA apE
614/2010, LAAPP, 615/2010, LAAPP. E71/2000 LA APP, -
B95/2010, LAAPP. 705/2010, LAAFR. 734/2010, LAAPP,
785/2010 & CM Wo.12968/2011 (Cross Objections), LA.APF.
FB86/2210 & CM No.12957/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAFP,
JBTZ010, 1AAPP. 78B/2010. LA 4PD. TER/2014, LA APP,
79072010 LAAPP. H20/2010 & Chi Mo, IZEB0/Z201Y {Cross
Objections), LAAPP. B21/2010, LAAPS. BI5/2010. LAAFP. .
91642010 - & CM No6773/2017 (Cross Oblections), LA APP,
142011 & CM No.6754/2011 {Cross Chjactions), LAAPP,
26/2011 & CM No.6783/2011 {Cross  Ohjections), LAAPR.
22/2011 & €M Ng.12804/2011 {Cress Oojections), LAAPE
SU201L, LAAPP. 63/2011, LA ARP, GC/2011, La APP, TO/201F,
LAAPP. 72/2011 & CM MNo.6777/2011 [Cross Objectlons), LA APP.
76/2011 & CM Ma.12974/2011 (Cross Chbjections), La.APP,
114/2011 & CM Mo.12869/2011 {Cross Objections), LA AFP,
13542011, LAAPP. - 1362011 & CM NG 1297102 (Cross
Objectlons}011, LAAPP 137/2011 & CM MNo.12902/2011 (Cross

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

20372011 & CM NO.12913/2011 (Cross Objections), - LAAPE. |
273/2011 & CM No.13289/2011 (Cross Obsjections), LA APP,
338/2013% o

(Relating to WNotificatlon u/s 4 datad 27.00.2003 & Award
N0.11/2004-:05, Village-Sanoth) :

AND
(GRID-5)

- LAARF. 336/2010 & CM  APPL.14845/2011, LAAPF.
624/2010, LAAPP, §25/2010, LAAPP, 626/2010, L& APP,
0217010 & C.M. M0.3853/2011 (Cross Ohbjsctions), LAAPP.
626/2010, LA.APP. 63072010,  LA.APP. E42/2010, LA.APP. -
043/2010, LAAPP. 644/2010, LAAPP. B545/201G & C.M,.

LA App.No.266/2008 & connected mukiers -  PegeiioiTe




- No.3587/2011 ' (Cross Objeclions), LA APE, E!’EE_’I_E_GZLGQ LA APP, \S‘v;

08472010, LAAPP. - '665/2010, LAAPP. 667/2010, LA APE.

o BBB/2010, LAAPE, 660/2010 & CM, MO.67692011 (Cross

- ——— —OEfeetions TR APP 60 & O MNIFIH1E/2ZTIL (Triss

: Objections), L& APP. G72/2010. LAAPP. 67372010 &  C.M.
Ne.3812/2011 (Cross Objections), L& APP. 687/2010, LA AFP.
70172010 & C.M. No.3850/2011 [Cross Ohjections), LA4AFP,
(702/2010, LAAPP. 703/2010 & CM. W0.9941/2011 (Cross -

; Objections), [LA.APB, 72112010, LAAPP. 733/2010 & C.M.

- Mo.12878/2011 (Cross Objections), LAAPP. 735/2010, LA.APP.
436/20010, LAAPP. 737/2010, LA APP. 738/2010," LAAPP,
73972010 & C.M. Mo.3569/2011 . (Cross Objectfons), LAAPP,
74072010 .& CM W0.14322/2011 (Cross Objections); LA AFP. .
800/2010 & CM. WNo.3217/2011, LAAPP. 801/2010, LAAPP.
BU2/2010, " LAAPP: B0O3/2010, LAAPP. B308/2010, LA.APP.

© 80972010, LAAPP, 21(0/2010, LAARD 811/2010, LA&.APP,
812/2010, LAAPP.- 813/2010, LAAPP. 814/2010, LA.APP .
815/2010, LAAPP. 816/2010 & C.M, No.3862/2011. {Crhss -

. Objections), LAAPF, B17/2010, LAAPP. 838/2010, LAAPE
8382010 & C.M. Ne6.10335/2011 {Cross Objections), LAAPP, .
8702010 & C.M. MNe.S946/2011 (Cross Objections),  LAAPE.

- 9172010, LAAPP. 82242010, LAAPR,  Q23/2010, LAAPH
C924/2010, LAAFP. 92572010, LAAPP, ' 945/2010 & C.M.

' No.3B44/2C11 (Cross Objactions), LAAPP. 875/2010 & C.i. .
“MND.2664/2011 {Cfess Objections), LAAPP. I87/2000& C.m. L .
No.3547/2011 (Cross Objections), L& APP. 1006/20L0, LA.APP, 2
56/2011 & C.M. No.5939/2011 (Cross Objections), LA APP, :
742011, LA APP, 96/2011, LAAPP. 97/2011, LA APP. 08/2011,

LAAPF. 98/2011, LAAPP, 100/2011, LA.AFP. 10352011, LA APP,

. 104/2011," LAAPP. 105/2011, . LAAPP. 106/2011, LA.APP.
107/2011, LA APP. 198/2011, - LAAPP, 1092011, LAAFR, .
113/2011, LA APP. 165/2011, LA APR.320/2011 | |

(Relating to Notification u/s 4 dated 27.01.2003 & Award S

CORER: : .
HOM'BLE MR. JUETICE PRADEEP NANDRAJOG

1. Whether the Reporters of lncal papers may be aliowed
tQ sze the judgment? ' o

£, Tao bea referrad to Reporter or not?

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the
- Digest? ' S :

| LA AppNo2662008 & comnocted matiers . PageizolT4



1, - 10 villages; namely, Pooth Khurd, Holambl Kalan,
Holambl Khurd, Bawana, Khera iKhurd, Narela, &li Pur, Rajapur

Kalan, Shahpu. Garhi and Sanoth are cumprisecﬂ in the Revenue -

District (Korkh- West} and If we see‘the map of the r.ri:jr of Delhi
---—'P!E—Wﬁl;jlfi find that these villages lig In the Morh-Western part of
Delhi. They lie within an area between the 'V* formed by Rohiak .
Road i.e. NH-10 and G,T.i{amal Road ie. KNH-1. The Dethi-
Ambala rallway line runs somewhat parél.‘el o MH-1. ‘YWhereas
villages Marela and Shahpur Garhi are in betwean the rafiveay
firie and MH-1, the ather viliages are on the oppesite slde of the
reilway fins i.e. towards tha west of e raitway lina. Narela and
Shahpur Garhi-are, towards ine east of tha rallway line. The
urbahize’c! -:ity.df Deli whers the colony Rohini exists has been
_devélnpe:i on the a:gn'culturai lands acquired post 1861 and is .
.sttuated in_the land within the aforesaigd v'. oawsena industiai
Estate came up ofi lands which were acquired post 1996 and
said Industrial Estate Is aiso on the land within the aforesaid V',
Historically, except for villzge WNarsla, all villages have been |
- tragiad as E'.""L.Ihral'ﬂi'll. with respect to thalr lacztion
2. ‘The instant decision decides the issug &3 to what should
be the fair market value of agricuitural lands in the said villages
as of the dates 7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 22.8.2001,
1722001, 1652002, 23.52002 and 27.1.2003.. Meedless to
state, pursuant to notlfications Issued from 'Llrne to time; o
YOI ERat Hates Under Section 4 af thﬂ Land ﬁhtth.uun ALt
save and except latds in the Revenue Esiate of u"l:':e.f,'EE Maralz
where the purpose of acquisition was partly residential.and,
partly industrial, In the other villages, acquisition was for the
nurpose of astabilshing an industrial estate ar laying down a

.3 App No 266/2008 & connested matters " Pageliof 74



___ roan m—ﬁmght cm‘nplm? “The EEIA:;Eﬂ:';I u;m[.; aucn"large tran:::ii'.“m?"""' o
|E|I'1I:|5 Were ﬂEEﬂEG‘ was to set up an industrial esiate nursuam
to a decision taken to shift al! industries operating i non-
ccfnfr.:-rmmg areas within Delhi to conforming areas. |
3. i must hlghhght that arguments by learned counssl for
the land GWFIETE were the same in all_appeals filed by themr as
also cross-objections wherever filed, and Siml!ar is the position :
with respect to the stand taken b}r the Union of indla, Save and
except perla’nmt:l to village Marela, where & additional

- argument was advanced; being that, the tﬂwnsh!p of Narel hwr_‘
existed since pre- partition days and thus Iands |H villege h!areja'

. had A Detter value and for which [t was urgad that’ WEY bacic in -
the year J.Q-m when lands I the revenue estate of wllagn Narpta
and adjoining u:ilages Bhorgarh and Mamurpur were = fa qu:red
fands in viliage Mareta were given a price advantage of T2/- ger

so.ye viz-Aovls the price detarminad for lands i viflage

Bhorgarh and Mamurpur. i rmust further highiight thet 1eamedl_-
counset conceded that village Narela and Mamurpar Eﬁmpﬂseﬂ
the same revenua estare; with the market {.e. Mandi bethg in |
village Marela and the village abadi nemg in w’arm,mul-

4, . The position of the awards made frarn fime to timea Bt
‘the relatable nﬂtiﬁtatiﬂn under Sectien 4 of the Land Acquisitizn’
Act 1854 have been detsiled by me whiie noting the various
Land Acguisition Hpﬁea!q aﬂsd the LCross ﬂbject.urs a5 per tha

Index hereinabove and thus ! need not repeat the same.
2l . A perusal of all the awards announced fmm tI'I"I'E 10_.

. tirnawauid raveal ifat the lesrned Land. Acquisition Coilertor
has  deterrined compansation payable with rererence & -

rutlfca».m“ﬁf;nr:!er&. lssued by the Govermnmeant of NCT Deln from

—— e 0 Eime notifving the mintmum ratas for agricoitural leros -

in Delhi and wherever [t wes found ihat dus to land owners
having excavated earth resulting in pits hawvihg gepths batwraen
LA App Mo 260/2008 & connzcted matters : . Papgetdof Ve



: 4 i:n &7, the land value has been appropriataly depr@qqaﬂ arr“’\ﬁg*/
this is to be found in & few ﬂ“wd‘rtiﬂmhnre lands have been put in

Zar 2 categnnEE_l.e. Categnn-r ‘A’ Category 'B" and Late-gur;r
i iin ' - _ _
B. A perusal of the various dei:iéinns pronounced by the
Reference Court in various Land Acquisition Referénces made,
would show that the learned Reference Couwrf has determined
fair market value on different principles and for purposes of
clarity may note the basis on which the |earnec Eand_ :
Acquisition Collector and the learned Reference Court have '
: dgtermineﬁ the cnﬁﬁpensation payable. Tha same _wnuid e as
under:- _
A, Pertaining to the notifcation dated 7.5.200¢ isgued
under- Section 4-of the Land Acquisition Act 1894 pursuant
whereto 1372.00.10 bigha land waé acauired in village Pooth -
IKhurd, for the purpose of shifting industrial upits, as zgainst
713.82 iacs pef‘ a-.;re_"fﬂf Category ‘A’ lands and T12.26 lacs per
~acre for Category ‘B lands év-.ra:rrjed. by the learned tand.
| Arquisition Collectar (by adopting the price as per the pobcy for
rinimum rates as of 1.4.2000}, the learned Referance Court has
Ed.ﬂﬂtﬁﬂ the same rate i.e. TL3.82 lacs per acre and has grantad
. Increment’ gt the rate of 1 L2% per anntin Tor the period 1.4.2000
til} 7.8.2000 f.e. the date of the notiflcation issued under Section
4 of the Land Acquisition Act 1894 and thus determined fais
market value -of land in uliiége Footh, <hurd at 14,37,280/- per |
acre and-hes ionored that there was Category '8' lang for kel
he had to make necessary adjustrment. ' '
B. artaining io the same notificalion dated 7.B.2000
pursuant whereto 211.14 bicha land was acnuired in vitlege -
Holambi ﬁalan, the Land Acguisition Collector treated the ang
a5 of same characier and c].eterminfci fair market veiue with
reference to the policy for minimum rates in S of 12,82 lacs. .
LA.App Nu 266/2008 & connected matters Page 15 of 74



per acre whnich has been Enhant:ed by the !earneﬁ Referenco

Couwrt to ?14 12,985/- per acre by relylng upen a UEE_:;M::TD_{B

- - -———Divistuni Bench -of this-Gourtreparted-as- 20066 AD-Bei 13
' Gajraj Vs, /O wherein for the date 15.11.1396 fair market vaiue ;
tietermin'ed was ¥8,76,121/- par acre for Categc}r}r A tands and

treating the said date and the sald. price as the base. giving 12%.

[Fer ari nmﬁpré;:iatiran‘fur a pe'rilzfti“rar' 3 yedrs, 8 months and 23 )
days, to reach the date 7.8.2000, fan' market value has been
determined. i
c. P&rtai“:lng to the same notification dated 7. H'EE}BU
pursuant wherete agr:ruiturale iands In village Bawana we: re.
acquired, the Lard Acquisition Collettor determined fair ma ket
value for Catagnﬂf A lgnds, with r'eferEns:& to the policy and
fixed the same at T13,82 lacs per acre for Catezory ‘A’ lands and
712,62 lacs per acre for Category 'B° lands. The learnad
Eefermr e Court maintainad the same,
D, P&ﬁ.amir‘g ig the b"IDtIF"Eu-,.iﬂF'I dated 11.9.2000
pursuant whereto agriculiuial I:anr‘s in *.rutage Khera Khurd wers
acquired for -shifting industrial” umts_. ‘the Land A-:qui:lt:.l:m
- Collector has, for Category "A' langs determined fair market
vaiue, with 'ref_grence to the policy effective from 1.42000 in
©sUM i:n‘_ﬂlﬂ?. lacs per acre and for Category 'B' lands has fixed -
the same at T12.62 lacs per acre. The iezrned Reference Court
has adapted the policy wherain minirmum .ﬂTiCE fived a5 of
1.4.2000 was T13.82 lacs ﬁer acre and for 128 days i2. the
number of days between 1:4.2000 till 11.9.2000, appreciating
the same by 12% has detarmined fair market value zt
T14,40,157/~ and has unifermily awardad the same fnr ait lands,
E, Periaining to the notification déted 2.5. Eﬂ-.rl CUrsHant
whereto 1140.5.8 higha land was acquired -in Narele for
development of sectors 1 o 4, Phase |, .."-aa-reié_. with respact o
the policy of minimum orice with effect from 1.4.2001 the
M.App.ﬁ.i}'.lﬁﬁu‘lﬂﬂﬂ & comnecicd matlors ' _ Page Lo of 74




learned Land Jlu:ﬂulsiﬁﬂn Collectar determined fair market tfélué
In sum of T15.7 lacs per acre for Category A" lands i.e. the same

price notified as of 1.4.2001 and for Eategnry ‘B lznds.

determined the same at 14 lacs per—acre.  The learned

Reference Court adopted the minimum price notified by the

Government as of 1.4.2001 and gave appreciation for = period
of 1 month for the reason the notification uncer Section 4 ot the.

—— = ~and-Acguisitiom Act 1894-is dated 2.5.2001 and enhanced the

r:umpensatlnn to ¥15.85,700/- par acre whu:h haa unrmr*nly-

EWWT—:-E%

-F._____ st Fertamlng to the nuh:ﬂcatmn {iated 22,5, Eﬂﬂ* |
whereunder 512.16 bigha land in wll.:.ge Holambt Kalan werpl
acquired for construction of a 100 meter wide road, the learned

‘Land Acquisition Collector has rested his decision on the

- referefice to the minimum rates nntlﬂed as of 1.4.2001 i.e. T15.7"

which has been held to be the fair market ‘|.|;'-I-?IELIF‘__. for Category ‘A’

P

L,

“minimum price notified as of 1.4.2001 i.e. T15.7 lacs per acre

lands and for Eate.ﬁury ‘B’ Iangs the same has been detenmined

at T14 lacs per acre,  The' [earned Reference Courl, with

lacs per acre has appre:sater.i the sama by 12% per annum, for

143 days an the price so fixed is ¥16, 43 Bl1/- per acre wh:r:n
“has been uniformly awarded.

G Pertaining to same ' notification dated 22.8.2001
pursuant wherete 512.16 -bigha iand was acquired in village

. Alipur, on the s_anj& réa__s;mlrig which has been adoplted for
- viliage H{':_:iamh's Kalan, for the two categories of land same

r_nmpenséﬂnn_’aﬁ determined for village Holambi Kalan has i:-_ée_n

'w:_:jrkeﬂ out by the learned La nd Acguisition Euiieﬁtnr as also by

the teamed Ff.efarenr:e Court whn has done away with
categorizetion:- W e :

H. Pertaining to the same notification c:iater:i 22.8.2001
pursuant whereto 192.15 bigha of land was acauired in wilage

LA, AppNo.266/2008 & connected matters '  PageiTef™ . -




Holambi Knurd, the reasbﬁing gt the Lag aivd the learned

Reference Court and the price determined s the same as fias  °

been delermined for Jll‘iage toiamii iKalan save and E}{CEpt that
In this ‘u"l“nQE even the LAC has treatad all lands - m the same
umfﬂrm tategory. ' '

'i. Pertgining to the sarme nnhf‘catmn dated 22.8. &'ﬂﬂl
pursuant whereto agricultural lands in wllage HEJEIFILIF Kalan

Wrere acquired the reasoning. - and the fair market value _'

- determined by the learned LAC and the learned Reference Euur_t.

Is the same as adopted for village Holambi iKalan. Holambl Khurd

< and Allpur sBVe ar:d except in this wllage the acquired land was . .

of umﬁ:rrm f:ate.-r;mr}'.

I Pertaining to the notification dated 7.12.2001
_pursuant whereto 222.05 -bigha land was acquired in village
_ Sanoth for laying a 80 meter ap;:mas:h road to Marela l’lDW!‘IShI]J

the learned Lang ~AcGUisition  Collector  has. 555955541

' compensation uniformly in sum ef 715.7 lacs per: acre: which is

the same as per the. policy for minimum price w.e.f. 1.4, E{JD"
and the learned Reference Court has adupted the Eame pm:e
and given appreciation for 250 days at the rate uf 12% per
ahnum to reach the figure of T16,99 042/~ per acra. ;

K. Fertaining to the notification dated 16.5.2002 pursusnt
wheretn agricultural” lands in village Shahpur Garhi werg
acquired, the learned Land Acquisition Cu!?ectnr has determined

'cumpensatmn in sum of TI5.7 |ac5 ner. acre which is the

minimum price natified by the Governmant as of 1. 4.2001. The
learned Referena::e Court has simpiy held that the land owners
would he entitled to enhance compensation at the raj:e of 11.5%

i Per annum compounded, | may highlight that the leamed

Reference Court has ot worked ouf the compensation 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 No 266/ 2008 A connected matters o Page I;.E of 74
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TX7.75, 3’-55! 44 per acre for the reason trsauﬁg the basa :jale. &5 ?y
172601 and the basé price at ¥15.7Tacs, for T year and 45 '
days to veach thea date 10.5.2001, appreciation would be =i the
rate of .11.5% per annum compounded as pﬂr tha Iearneu
Additional Sessions Judge, : '

L. Fettalning o the nofification  dated 23, 5.;:”‘2-
-pursuant l'u'f"lE'FEt'I:i grlLutturaI Fancis in willage 5h=hpur iarm_
were acquired the learned LAC and the learned Reference Court
have determined same compensation as per t"ne rEasoniing
pertaining to the same village for the notification dated

- 16.5.2002 and [-find that since:there is a gap of 7 days i the |
two notifications, the compensation pavable as per the decision
of the Reference Court comes to ¥17,79,751.78 per acre. '

i Pertarmng forthe—samenotification dates-23 52007
| purquarlt Whar-etcr 465.81 Dblgha land in village Hoiarmhbi Kalar

Was acqutrl?d the learned LAC has ﬂEtE]E'fT‘III"iLd fzir market value

.......

' !n UM of 115, ? lacs per acre which s the same as per minimum
pnce w.g.f. 1.4.2001. The learned Reference Court has adopted
the same .reasnnmg as was adopted while deter mlnmg the fair -
markst vaide of lands in village Holambi Kaian ~which were

acqulred pursuant to the notification dated ?.E.E{]Gﬂ'i.é.-adnp’ced
the price determined as of 15.11.1 1986 in the decision In Gafrals -

. case {supra] and appreciating the same by 1:2% r:umpu:-un&'ed
ner annum the price derern"ImEﬁ is ?22,14 238/ par acre.

M. Pertaining to the sama nnhﬂcatit}n dated 23.5.2002
__pursuant whereto 814.18 higha agriculur“i land !n village Allpur-
....... were acquired the leamed Land, Acguisition Collector has
BV arded tumpermatibﬂ at the rate of ¥15.7 lacs ger acre Fased-'

on_the minimum price as of 1.4.2001, which price has been
_adopted &5 the base by the lea rned R@mrerce Court and afl:er

aranting appreciaticn at the rate D‘F TEE.-"E per FH'lI'iLIl"I"I WE"f
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1.4 2003 till 23.5.2002 the price detarminedis ¥17.9

B Fer’ummg to- the potification uataiﬂ 27.1:2003

_ pursuant: whereto 3002.04 tugha land in mllage Sanoth anu"'

238803 -bighetand i wi’ragf—ﬁ-ajapur Kalan wers acqunred the .

learned Land Acgulsition Collectar, resting his reasunmg on the

e mmlrnum prlce notified a5 of 1.4.2001 fixed the saime valus as
the cumpensatlan payable for Category “A’ lands in both wllages ;
i.e. T15.7 lacs per acre and for Category ‘B’ lands in sum of £14
lacs per acre éni:i-fcrr Category 'C’ lands in suim of ¥14.3 lacs per -

acre. The learned Reference Court has adopted different
reasoning in some fhwpugnéd decislon and different in a fevw. In
some decisions the learnad Peference Court has aﬂnpterj the
_minimym orice in sum of 15 7 lacs per acre-as of 1 aﬁ?}EHi}_F_ and
appreciating the same by 12% per annum for a pen::-d of 665
daj-s_ has fixad .fair market valus at ?15}.1}_?55{'—_ ser acre which

- has been uniformly awerded and in some references pertaining

to the village Rajapur Kalan, the learned Reference Court nes
determinad the fair market value with reference to a sale dee_d

“'Ex.R-2" which is dated 20.5.2002 and whereunder 1 bigha anc

13 biswa of agricultural land comprised. In Khasra MNo.200 in tha

revenue eskale. of village Rajapur Kalan was purchased fnr'_
- ?5 39 Bo0/-, '

T. Since the learned. Lang Acuumlrmr Collector a5 also tha

—— e

'Ieamed Reference -Court have relied upon ths Aotifications

issuad from time to time by the Government of NCT Delhi, fixing

minimum price for OF aghitulturai fands in"Delhi, let me therefore

- nute_ the dates and the minimum retes notified from tme to time
" . peftaining to Egn‘cmturm flands in DelRl since the same would be
. .relevant for the present decision. The Earne wumd be- s undear:-
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—+SIMo 1 Bateof- T Effective Dake— Pec i
' | Motification | ofthe price | {in increase |
| T © liakhsiaciel | per
g ol - annum |,
‘1. [351000 |27.4.1890  |%ES 7
2.7 [#5.71907 {14197 {160 FILE
3. |24971988 [1.41988 113 112
4. 21312000 - | CE
5. 7 19.8.2001 [3.413%6 12316 | |11 !
. 142000 (1382 . |11 /
6. 13.8.206T |1.4.2001 115.7 511.5
7. [30.82005 |305.2305 T 555 758
: 24.1.2008 ils.lz"iz-m}'r 53 159.51
8. From the tabulation hereinzbove noted it would. be

apparent that after minimum  price was las_t ﬁxé{'i ke, 2, F
27.4.1890 in sum of ¥4.65 lakhs/acre jt was increassd after -
nearly 7 years iil_:n ¥10 lakhs/acre and the annual iﬂcregse comes
to 11.5% per annum (simpie), The next year L.e. w.af. 1.4.1998
the price was enhanced by 11.2% 0 reach the figure of ¥11.7
iakhsfacre and thereafter w.e.f 21.11.2000 the price was
enhanced tc ¥12.32 lakhsfacre, - which notification was
superseded, inasmuch as when the notification dated 8.5.2001
was issued the price was refrospectively enhanced w.ed -
1.4.1005% o £12.16 IaF{hsjral':re l.e. the price increased by 11%

Per annum with reference to the price cetermined as of .
. 141938 and  vide same rotification_ theprice.  was

retrospectively enhanced w.ef 1.4.2000 to T13.82 !aiahafar'-;

e, Incressed by 11% per annum vis-a-vis the previous im.
- T12.16 lgikhsfacre and we.ef 1.4.2001 the price rose by, 11.5%

per anaum vis-a-vis the previous price of T13.82 kakhs/acre to

LA AppMo.200/2008 & connected matters ! Page 21 of T4
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El’:th!ITEEIﬂ w.e . 30.8.2005 to F17. 284 laknsfacre which gives us i

an incregse of OnIy 2 98% per anum and then the price roses to
T23 iakhsfacre ag of 18,12.2007 i.e. increased 80, 51% per

annum with reference to the base figure of £17.584 lzkh slacre’

and the date 30.8.2005. ;
. ’ 8. . Beforé Noting tha- E.m:ience relied upon by the lard

owners and Union of Indig hefore the learned Reference Court, :t'

would be beneficial for the readsr of the presant decision, as I
feal, that argumEnt-a advanced on either side may be noted. |

would highlight that from the side of the fand mnm-al,.-. each

drgument was In the sliernative and it was urged ‘that they
would be entitled o price datermination as per the firsg

argumert, faillng which as per the second grgument, failing
which as per the third argument and so on. From the sige of
Union of India it wss urged that the land price fixed oy the

.' . learned Reference Court prertaining te the notification gated

7.8.2000 for ‘village Pooth Khurﬂ the: notification dateg

22.8.2001 for village Holambi N.alan the notificatlon dated .
7.8:2000 for village E-aWEna the notification date-:‘ 11.9. 2!}{]{3 for -

willage Khera Khurd: the notification dated 2.5.2001 for vitlage
- Marela; and the notification Eiated 24.8.2001 vor village Al Pur;
E Iann:f the hotification dated 27.1.2003 far village Rajapur islan

and Sancoth treats as if gil lands were of uniform character and i

S bty -_ __Was urged. HE_EDFEE'TWE_&JZUGH is required by daing 2 rhhg
Firsthy, with referenca ‘to the mm]mum price notified iy the
. Governimant rrr:nm time to time, 11, 5% incirease par-annum sihd

- 1Z%TpEr anmom Merease was BXCTEEIve With "ETE.EHFF- to the -
' dates of the notifications under Sechion 4 of the Lang Acqms—ﬂﬂ.

Act 1894; reqiiiting the same to be reduced to 10% per arwum
Ui fhe least” Sacondly, the ieatned Refarance Court was not
Justified in trealrng all lands as of the same chaructﬂr and thus

' LAAppNo 266/2008 & comnected maiters : . PugellofTd



" requiring further correction by suitably depressing the price for

such Iands which were put in Category ‘8" and Category ‘C’ by
the Land Acguisition Collector and  in respact of wiich
categorization it was urged thai neither land owner had
cnallenged the same by leading evidence to Lhe contrary e, Lo
show that such lands which were put in Catedory ‘B’ ‘nd..

EatEgc:r}f _C, on account of pite "and depressions of VETIOUS &

depths, as per the awards passed by the Land Acquisition
Caliectar was incorrect.” - ] |

1C. Learned - counsel for the land owners firstly urged that -
the lzarned Reference Court was not justified in jonoring the 7
sale ceeds dated 25.3.2000, ExX.FW-1/3, in Land Acquisition
Reference which Is subject matter of LA.APP.NO.780/2010 as
also the saledeed dated 25.4.2001, Ex.PW-1/2, in the same
LA.Appeal. Vide sale deed Ex.PW-1/3, 33 bigha and 12 biswa
agricuiiural land in village Mamurpur was sold @ %26.75
lzlchs/acre and as per the sale deed Ex.PW-1/2, 2 bigha and 19
biswa of |and was sotd [ the revanue estate af villape Khera
Khurd for a swn of T32.4 iakhs and adding on the starap duoty
gaid and corpuration tax it was wrged that per acre land price as
of 2532000 wnder S0wW-i3 would be $28.89 lakhs/acrs and

- pertaining o tha sale deed DGCPW-1/2 the jang price wouid be

63,478 takhs/acre. JEwas thus vrged that the said 2 sale deeds
wolld b2 good eviderce to deterfnins the fzir market value of
agriculturat lands In the aforesaid 10 villages as of 7.8.2000,

1122000, 2.5.2001, Z2.8.2001, 7.12.2001, 15.5.2ﬂﬂ2,

25.5,2002 and 27.1.2002 e, the B dates on which notificaticns
wers issuad under Section 4 of the Land Acguisition Act 1884 by
suitably incraasing or decraasing the price, As zn extended Hmb

of this argument, perizining to village Narela, it wss urged that |

. the price needs ta be suitably enhanced and for which learnza
 counsel submitted that the same should be at least 10% more
" LA App Ne. 266/2008 & connected maticrs Page 23 Df’.":ﬂ_b



and for which the argument was that when 'in the.past . . g‘?
pettzining to a nﬂtiﬁcat]rs_n issued on 20.10.1863 under Section
% of the Lend Acquisition Act 1894, the Reference Court had
given said béneﬂt 3] agricult_uréi lands in wvillage Mamurour—
Marela by glving a.price bensfit of T2/- per sg.yd.  This vias
. upheld by -the Supreme Court in its decision dated 6.8.1687 in
- CAN0.4405/1997 YO/ vs. Dharambir & Ors. The said decislon
would reveai that the price per bigha in . surn of 6,650/
determinad by the Land Acquisition Collector was en_ha'nr:eci 1o 2
186,750/~ per bigha by the Reference Court which was anhanced
to ¥22,000/- per bigha by this Court and the decision of this
- Court was revarsed-by the bupreme Court and E|"iE- ang rengderad
by the Refsrenca Court was restured

11. - Learned counsei for the land owners sé-:undlu'urgeaf n

theo alterﬂauw- to .the first, that the izarmed Referance an

. hamng accepted that due to Bawana Industrial Estate, I"JEFF‘-.'-‘-_

‘Residential Scheme and Rohini Residential “cheme having
resulted in areas around the acnuirad tands Leing urbanized and.
aeveloped into resldential and industrial estates, had resuited in
the subject lands having acquired = buliding potantiality,
required fair marn-:-sn. valle to be determined with respect o the
price at which DS}DC and DDA i.e. the Implementing agencies,
which acted as the Modal Agencies fer development of Rohini
Residential Scheme and Bawana Induskrial &rea, scld developed
!and_ in the Rohini Residential Schemé and Bawanz. Industriz!

"‘Esta'te and for which leamed counsei took me through the
evidence led and as noted by the leamed Reference f‘mut ;
which | would be hoting hereunder while dealing with 'i.hﬂ

~ submission urged. :

R v Altarnativa ta the sc-n:ﬂnl:i suebnission, being the ‘*‘Htﬁ
submission, it was urged that as held by a Division Bench of this
Court in the judgment regoried as 2001 {23} DLT 150 Bed’ Hgm;_
.LA.App.No.266/2008 & connected matters Page 24 of 74



w it was r::Errnfsst:ﬂﬂ to determine fair ..x'arLeL

e e e 1 -1 LY

determiined by Courts at an earller point of time by glving

suitable increase in the market value of the land by percentages -
ranging betwean 6% per apnum ta 12% per.annum for diffarant

periods.  5h.1.5.Dahiya, rearnﬂd counsel for some of the land

owners handed over a chart, wurlaed LUDon I'.w Iearnerj cu:-ms&l
with reference ta the decision in Sedy Ragrs case Esupr‘a} as per
which price increase per annum il 30.3.1585 had to be @ 5%

per annum with referem_:& o the base price T16,720/- per b!gn:.
as of 30.10.1963.i.e. the price affirmed by the Supreme Court in
Dharamioir’s case {supra} and theraafter @ 10% oer annum il
3131573 and thereafter @ 12% per annum till tha varicus
dates whan the 8 notifications Tnder Section 4 of the Land
Acquisition Act 18924 were issued from time to time, and with
- Awhiehy |oam concerned m_thﬁ aresent appeals. 50 worked out,
learned counsel highliahted that as of 27.1.2003 the fair markat
value would come to T56,88,758/- per acre andg f ma].-' hfqhhr:;ht

that learned counsel had worked out as a’r‘nresazd for the reason -

he was appearing in such anpeals where the price fixation has to
be as of the notification dated 27.1.2003. Other lzarmed counsel

urged that on the same ofinciple market walue should -be .

assessed. for the preceding notffications dated 7.8.2000,
1152000, 2.5.2001, 22.8.2001, 7.12.2001, 16.5.2002 3nd
23.5.2002. : s |
13, The fourth argument advanced was, and for which

-referenca was mede by leamed counsel for the parties in the

a2vidence led uja LAZ No.8%/2005, which is sublect matter of 2

Cross appeals be. LA APPNG.Z6E/Z008 Tiled by the land owners

value should have been assessed on yiaid basis by annuallzing

the we-;ﬁ for 2 period of 20 yesis and 'i:nr.—: evidence was. the .
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testlmﬂm_.r -of Ram fdshan to the ef‘er:t that by selling ag cu!?L.r__J_ ?ﬁﬂ ol

..__pmdu:e_fmm_hls_lands_ha used to earn %1 lakh per bigha per

" annum |,.&. the fair market vaiue as of 7.8.2000 i.e the date of
the notification issued under Section 4 of the Land Acguisition

Act 1894 wras issued pursuant whereto the land of Ram Kishan
and others were_' acquired. It was thus urged that the fair
market vallie as of said date should Be-Z20 lakhs per bigha. |
may highlight that the fourth argument was only projected by
Sh.5.Chaturved|, leamed counsel who appeared for Ram Kishan
and others i.e. the appellants an LA APP ND, EﬁBIEHDE and the
respondents | m LA APP.No.292/2008.

iR The fifth argument . aduanceﬁ was by ﬂn.T.F.S.r{dng
Advocate who appeared m & few matters ard urged that for

. each of the notification in guesticn the fair markat valua ought

to have been determined with reference to the notification
wehich was. :I_:_lE!E.EEt in point of fime where under minimum land:
value was .'f_i:-:eg! by the Gove: HFI'I_EI'lt:Er_Id the notification dated .
S 24,1, EIGDE where under I53 iakhs per acre was the minimum
'pnce fixed as of 18,12 .2007; the mean averaga pnnc:p]e to be
adopted was the precise argument..
15.  The last argument, which was in the alternative to the
first 5, pertalned to. the notification dated 27.1.2003, dealing .
with which, in some Referances the learned ﬁef;eren_t:e Court
had, with reference to a sale deed dated 20.5.2002, where
under 1 bigha and 13 biswa of land comprised In Khasra Ne.200
(1-£3} in the revenue estate of village Fiajapur Kalan was sald for
75,39,690/-, determined the fair market value as par the_said

sale deeq in- IhE following words: {Refer para 1. 7 of the ﬁ’ecxsmn

the sale price 3,69.906/ per Higha (530680, + 70,1856 =
6,00, 850 for 1 Bigha aid 13 Biswa) which comes io 17, 74,109~
per acre or T5.68,906/ per higha., Further iF we give 12%
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ncrease of7 Said amﬂunr fi:rr mtewe::rmg 2ericd befween ffhﬂ/
cdete when the sale deeaf_.maﬁ_.ﬂxecurei_ﬁ.ﬂd. the date of
— ‘mofiffcation s 4 (2095, .?ﬂ'ﬂ.? to 27.031.2003) /6. B months it
WHS that_ if we I'uﬂk at the award relat-.—.-ble to the sald acouisition
e “Award No.10/DCINWI/2004-05, it would reves! that the -
- award pertained Lo 2188 bigha and 3 blswa land of which 1932
bigha and 18 h:5wa Janr_i was put In Category "A’, 45 bigha and 2
biswa in Categﬂry ‘8" and the remainder 220 bigha and 3 bisws
_in Category E _Tha subject sale deed -:Ieariy refeived to. the
land baing comiprised in Khasra Wo. 200 and ihist fage Mo 56- 57
g i the—am"ard Wi Ev“ﬁ‘encre- that terd comprised. in Khasra
‘M0.200 ad-measyring 1 b|gha and 13 hiswa was piaced in
Category 'C.. Whereas the land Acquisition Collector had
determined fair_ market value as of the date of the notificatian
le. 27.1.2003 in sum of 715.7 lakhs per acre based bpon the
notification dated '9.8.2001 where under said price had haen
fixed as tha minimum price 25 of 1.4.2001, and thereafter had
depressed the same bg.r' 'El.'f-lakhs per-acre for Category ‘B

lands, falr market value determined whereof was 14 lakhs per
gcre asnd further depress the same by 2nother $1.7 lakhs per
acre for CatEuDr‘; 'C' lands, fair market valus determingd

" whereof was ¥12.3 lakhs per acre. It wouid be apparent what
th.e argument was, The argument preﬂsei:.;' was char if the
market value had to De datermined iwith respect to the szig
deed in question, the samie had t6 b for Category 'C’ lands 2nd

- for Category ‘B and Category 'A’ lands the price nNad to e

_increased oy ¥L.7 lakhs per acrae for each categary. |

15, | have alreacy noted hereinabove the arg'ﬁmE|1E Wi Ch
wers advanced oy Sh.Sanjay Poddar, learnsd senior counszel whe
appe =r‘ECE for EhE Union of India and the same are reflected in
para 2 abgve sno hence | naed not repeat the same.
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17, N various sub-waras or para 6 'hei;éma'bmﬁ I hawva f"*-'ﬁl
“capsuled tha reasoning of the ieamed Lang Acquisition Coilsctse.

and the lzarned Reforence-Ceurt pertaining to the B notifications
issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act 1894 and
relatable to the 10 wllagas and thus | commence iny journey £o
deal with 'thz asrguments advanced keeping in view tha facts
notet as also the reasoning of the learned Land ﬂcﬂmqmm
Collector and the learned Reference Em_rrt as. per various sLh-
paras, of para & atn:we

18. But beforz dealing with the arguments | need to
‘highlight varivus  anomalias whlcf. stiike "the reader at the

oukset. The same would be:-
A - Pertaining to the notification dated 7.8.2000 wharsin
 lands were-acqu'lr'ecl in village Pooth Khurd, for Cétegury ‘B
lands, Having depressions and pits, deduction effected vis-a-ils

. the prica for Categﬂry ‘A lands is T1L.56 lacs per acre and |
..' ' pertalning to the notification dated 11.9.2000 whare price has
been determined for agricultural fands in village Kherg !ihu.rr_i,
saigk price differential has besn warked out at 1.7 Jacs REF acre
and while determining fair market value for agriculiural lands in
- village Marela which-were acouired p_L_JFSL:ani' tn the notification
dated 2.5.2001 the deduction effected is 73.7 iBcs pey acre,
wihich is the same flgure adopted when Tair market value of
agricultural iand in-villaoe Holambi Kalan was detarmined as of
tha date 22.8.2001. Pertaining to  the notification datec
'27.1.2002 and relztable to village Saneth'thﬁ nrice differentizd
- . 0n said count Has eagain been téken at ¥1.7 lacs per acre to intord
' se differentizte the price between category ‘A’ Category ‘B and -
Category *C' lands, In.other words, the prics Gifferantial has
_varien ﬁehm-z—e'r; 1.2 lacs per aore, 1.56 lacs ner acre :mn 1.7
lacs per acre,
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B.  The learned Land Acquisition Collector has adopted the

minimum price notified closest in point of time to the date whan-

Sectlon 4 notification was issued without aljcn'mzia'tint! the land

price with reference to the date of the Section 4 notification i.e.

no benefit of price EISE For the mterwenmg pEJ ted has been

afven.

& Fhelearned Referance Court has adopted the minimum

price notifled and . has given apprecistion ranging betweoen
11.5% per anrum and 12% eer annum and in somea czzes has
compoundad the same and In some given said benefit at the
simple rate. _ _

D, Pertaining to village Holambi Kalan where acquisitions

ware male pursuant to the notifications dated 7.8.2000 and

?3 ZDGE the learned Reference Court has adopted tha price
determined by thils Court in &3 3/rarls case (supra) as of
15.11.1896 and has glven appreciation at the rate of 12%

- simpie per anhum for the former potification and at the rate of

12% compounded per annum for tha fatter.

learned Feference Court, in some réferences has determined
the fair market valus with reference to the minimum prlce
notified as of 1.4.2001 and has given appreciation, in some

. cases hes determined the fair market value based on the sale

deed dated 20.5.2002,
F. . Wherever the ieamed Land Acquisition Collector has
ciassified lands in Catagory ‘&', ‘B’ and ‘C’ reasons thereof have

~IEEn giveit i the award but the iE-aJ'TlEd Referepce Court, while

- awarding omiform cimpensation, has §iven [ r&E3ans as o why
it was freating eil lands to be of same character and duaiity.

149, Since I am desling with acquisitions in 10 villages and-8

notificetions issuad under Sackicn 4 of the Land Acguisifion &7t

1804, | tThink it advisakle to put in & tabular form the relevant

LA _App Ho, ;ﬁﬁ 008 & wnne,c.a:t mm-ms - : Page 29 of 74
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~facts, vififch wouald | be . data for. further analyms

tﬂbUlar ﬁ:rrn the da La would be as under:-

Putin 3

Willage | Date of | LAC compensation ! ADj compensation
- | Bection 4 | (in lakhsfacre) with | (in lakhs/acre} with
.\ Motification | reasons -TEasnns
4+ Pooth 7.8.2000 Cat. ‘A" T13 .82 Cat. Uniform.
Khurd : Cat. 'B'¥12.26 T14.3728.
Minimum price as|kMinimum price as| . .
of 1.4.2000 of 1.4.2000 with |
: 12% increase p.a.
Holambi | 7.8.2000 713.82  ¥14,12905,
Kalan | Minimum price as i Price as in Gaials |
| of 1.4.2000 ‘case  as  of
1 15,11.1896  with
! 12% increasa .2,
Holambl | 22.8.2001 | Cat. 'A’ ¥15.7 | Cat. Uniform.
[alan’ Cat. 'B' T4 F16.43811,
| Minimum pricé as | Minlmum price as |
'of 1.4.2001 of 1.4.72001 with
129% increase p.a.
Holambi [23.5.2002 |%15.7 %23.1423_9- |
Kalan ' " Minimum price as | Price: a5 in Gaifal’'s
i s’ of 1.4.2001 case as Df
' 115,11.1996  with
12% increase B.a.
tcompoundad;
| _ :
Bawana | 7.8.2000 |Cat 'A' %13.82. ' No - enhancament)
- : - | .Cat 'B’ T12.62 given.
Minimum .prica as
of 1.4 2000 |
| Khera 11.9.2000 |Cat. ‘A €13.82 Cat. Uniform.
Khurd ' ' Cat. 'B' 912.62. - £14.40157. |
: Minimurm price as | Minimum piice as |
_____ vof 1.4.2000. | of 1.4.2000 with
: | 12% increasa p.e.
Narela  |2.5.2001 | Cat. ‘A’ ¥15.7 Cat. Uniforim,
i Cat. 'B' 14 T15.657.
R o MiniFmum price as | Minimurm plice s
i 1of 1.4,2001 vof  1.4.2001  with
LAApp.No266/2008 & connected matters Page 30 of 74
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af PW-7 Sister Ann!e the secretary of the organization stated ‘}:Se
. —ihaglk tha Drganrzaimn had te-pay the RﬂﬁE:ELLLFE sald piece of -

fand as it was the only plot of the requisite size suitable for the
requirement of the organization and is being used for destitute

women [.e. there was a special circumstance, personai to the |
. vehdee, '

22 . As held in the decisions reporied as 1985 (1) SCC 717
Land Acauisition Officer Eiuru & Ors. Vs, [s6f Rofin & Anr. {ﬁefer :
para &) and 2009 (14) SCC 369 Mohd, Reufuddin Vs, fand
Acguisition Officer (Refer para 13) sale transactions evidenced in

a sale deed which are tendered in evidence b},f"-;irtue of Section
514 of the L.A.Act 1894 have not to be ipso facto treated as sn:
exemplar sale deed to determ/ne the market valug of land i an
area for the reason there may he speclal c:rr:u*nsta nces which
have led the Duyer to pay a nigher price, Tne true test is the
price which 2. well informed willing buyer would pay to an

~ equally well informed seller without being influenced by any
.special circumstances ar the fancy to buy a particular piece of
land. An intarmed hliy'er would be ene whe has studled fhe
market and has apprised himself of all available land in the @rea;
has understood the topology of the area. and the prevailing
prices. If a buyer has a féncy for @ particular piece of landg, he
may pay a much hlgher price and this would not be a good
index of fair market value of the lands in the area. | would be
failing if | donot highlight that the Union of Indla had _relied upar
the sale deed dated 20.5.2002, which ‘was accepted by the
lé'arrre_d Reference Court pertalning 1o the notification dated-
| 27.1.2003 where-under agricultural fand in village Rajapur Kalan
was énld Dy an a'gricuﬂzuris.t to an agriculturist for'a much e ser

pn':e i.e, T17,74,109/- per acre as against the ﬁr‘ice which comes

acre for Ex.P\r'I—lfﬂ. The 2 Eale deeds E:-c.PW-iJE anr;_i Ex. PW-1/3,
I-:.'LJ"'Lpp-Nn-:IHGFE 8 & connected mattcrs : = Fa_f_:e 3ol T=‘_- '
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themselves are having intrinsic evidence of the fanciful price
—andex-Tariedestroy eath other: '

23, _Thos_gpertiroim  the  reasoning of the learned
Reference Court, with which | concur, afore-noted reasons in

. . _para 2] above would.be additional reasons to hold that the 2.

sale d-;ééds would adﬁisably not ke g-:n::ﬁ evidence wherefrom -fair
m;ketm..subjeﬁ_iands._caq..he..determmﬁd ANl More 50

for the reason | find that under varlous awards ﬂeér!y between

7,000 to 8,000 bigha of land have been acﬁuired and when the

acrﬁuisitinn is of such large an area, it would make all the more 2

reason o be circumspect of saie deeds having intrinsic

= o evidence of the transaction being the result of & fancy of the
buyer. | would be failing not to note an unreportad decision

cited by learned counsel Sh.l.5.Dahiyva being the decision dated
19.12.2008 ¢lsposing of a batch of sppeals, lzad matter being
i_:ﬂu-.ﬁpp.mﬂ.leafzﬂﬂﬁ Pratag 5!}?:!24"3 (since deceased) thiu LRs Vs

— U0 & O T was highlighfad that the sale dead therein by
" which L&T had purchased 8 bigha and 9 biswa of agricultural

_ land Tor Expa_nsil:uri of Its factory which had been ignored by the .

learned Reference Court on the ground thai L&T had 2 fancy for
the said land and hence the price feﬂer:ted therain coufd not be
treated as & good evidence of value of land in the area, was
rejected by the Court and the price in question, with suitabie
dgeductlon on account of the parce| of land bein.g large, was

~ accepted by the Court and thus even in the instant cases the 2
S sale deeds in question i.e. Ex.PW-1/2 and Ex.PW-1/3 should be
treated as the basis to determine fair market value. - The
argument ignores the reasoning In the daclsion of the Givision
Bench in paras 37 to 38 wherein the Division Bench, did not
accept the value in the sale deed on its own 00ic g5 inoicative

of the market value, but found that if the pr%r_‘e'th'erein WES
raduced by 1/39, the price arrived at would be the same as
M.ﬂpp.ﬂﬂ.?ﬁﬁflﬂﬂﬂdtcum&:t&d matiers - L Pugé 34 of Td



ulruuld be pru:e ‘arrived at with referance |I:I' the aueragﬂ rate of
the sale deeds produced by the Union of indla L.e. the saie deeds
produced by the Government were giving a price of €1,37,000/-

~ per bigha and the sale deed under which L&T had purchased tha

land gave the.price ¥3,26,600/- per bigha and tie average woild

‘come Ao ¥2.3%,800/ which . waS"nEEr—artrm*r ithe price of

¥2,15,160/- per hrgha it 1!3-”” virould be dedu».tea- from the sum
af €3,20,600/-. It may further be highlrghted that in the said
Judgment the year of the sale was 1993 and the nuuf“catmn
under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act was dated 24.7.1598
and 16.11.1855 and the Court determined fair market vaiue s
of the sald dates at the .same s grived at se afarssald Lo
T2,15,180/-. In other werds, the reasaning of the Divisicn Banch

| s not to be read pedantically but meaningfully. 1tis not that the

Court ireated the szle deed in questidn as ine basis for it it WaAS
5o, the gppraciation for 2 years had required to be given. |
would highlight once again, that | have hereinbafore alrzady
notad the inherent contradiction in the value of tha land price &s
per the 2 sale deeds and this ltself is infrinsic mutually
destructive evidence of the 2 sale.deeds reflecting fair inarket

valua.

24, Thus, the first aroument as noted in pare 19 ahove ig
rejected and | immediztely highjight that the extenced limb ol

the argument that after accepting the said sale deeds as

-||"|.

indicative of the fair market vaiue of the land, pertaining Lo
viilage Hareld, 'In view of the decision in Sfarpmbirs case

tsupral, land pricé should be svitably ﬂnhaﬁcea would be deait

with by e at the end when | dptpr_mlne_th.e_fa_r madoct yaine of
lands for the yillages in question. ' )
25. The second argument, contours whergof ars o be
found in para 11 of my decision herein above, | need to note the

LARs j:.h[t.';:"v‘: FAPOE & connected matiers ' Page 25 0f T4
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—__Talest prc rﬂn:mﬂs:ﬂment of the 5uprem-e tnurf: on l;:he Issue as prer' )

the decision reported as 2008 {15) 5CC 769 Lal Chand vs. UOL
26. - But before that | must -h:ghllght that the decision in Laf

Chand's case (supra) predicated a claim on a DDA brochure:

vinaraunder, on lease-hold basis, residential plots were alluﬁtted
for residentizl housing schemeé .and. the_argument was being
considered for fixation of fair market value of agricultural lands
in village Rit h'ﬂa wherz further lands were acqmred for the

same residential scheme J.e.' 'F{Dhml Residential Housing '
- Schame’. | nighlight that agricultural lands in village Rithala are |
situated within the "V formed by NH-1 and MH-10 i.e. G.T.Karnal |

Road and Rohtak Road. :

2T Partaining to the priﬁ_e charged by DDA after acquiring
agricultuial lands, daveloping the same ano  transferring.
perpetuai lease-hold rights, which ebservations wouid equally be

relevent to industrial layouts, in paraa 11 to 27, the Suprems

Court observed and held as under:

“Whather tihe DDA brochure is F‘E.I:'H"I.Fa'ﬂl‘{ gyvidgnoo?

11. The DDA brochure (Ext. X-1) dated 9-2-19€1 is an
invitation seeking apolications from mermbers. of the |
public for allotment of plots on lgese pasis under the
Rohini Residential Housing Schame. The brochure staled -
that the plots were in.a layout formedftc be formed in
Rithala and the surrounding villages. The brachure gives
the following pmwsinna1 rates for allotment of nlots on
leasehold basls:

Rate f&er square metra}

: 1 20sqm  cconomnically weader seca,mn:. Rs 100
e T 2"
B 3}1 sgm Low ihcomes group | LIG) Ps 125
4 A sgm  lowincame group (LG} Bs 150 .
T , 4. o60sgm liddle income group (Mit) Rs 200
I 80 sgm  Middle income group (MIG) Rs 200

LA AppNo 26672008 & connected malters B Paga 24 ¢i 76 -




!.qﬂ..ﬁpp.Hn.iEﬁr‘iﬁDH & eonnected maiiers

The appellants contend that Rs 150 per syuare metre
wiich -is the average of the s=ig Provisiong! rates, shoulg
e taken as indicative of the ruling market Brice.

12, Oa carefu Consideration, we are of the visyw that:
such allotment rates of plots adopted by development
authorities like DDA cannot form the basis for award af
compensation for acqulsition. of urdeveloped lands for
several. reasons.  Firstly, ‘market wvalue has to  he
determined with reference to large tracts of untdevelopec,
agricultural lands in a rural area, whersas the allotment
rates . of development authorities are with reference to
small plots fn a developed layaut falling within urban area,
Secondly, DDA and other statutory authorities adopt
different rates ror plots in the ss rme area with reference to
the economic capaclty of the buyer, making it $iffcult o

 ascertain the rasal market vaiue, wheress market watue

determination for acquisitions is uniform and does not
depend ‘upon the economic status of the lang foser,
nirdiy, we are concerned with market value of freehpld

itnd, whereas the aflotment “rates” in the DDA brochure

© refer to the initial premium payabie on aiictmeant of plots

on ieasehold basis. We May- eiabocraie on these Hirap
factars. ' '

First facior

13, - The percantage of “daduction for developmeant” to

be made to arrive at the market value of iarge tracts of .
undeveloped  Bgricultural  fand  (with potential - for
development}, with referance to the =aje price of smail

developed plots, varies betwaen 20% to 75% of the price

of such develoned ploks, the percentage depending upan
the nature of development of tha layout i which the
exemplar plots are situated.

i1, The "deduction for develooment” consisis of two
components. The first s with refarence to the Bres
required to be utllised for developmental works and the

‘second is the cost of the development works. For
-example, if a residential layout iz farmed by DDA or

similar statutory authority, it may utiiise around 40% of
the land area in the layout, for roads, grains, parks,
playtrounds and clvic amanites {community -facliities),
2le. :

i5.  The development authorty wil alse | incur
considerable  expenditure  for  development  of
undeveloped land into a developed layout, which Includes

-the cost of levelling the land, cost of providing roads,

Page 37 of 74



uncergriund drainage and sewage facilities, Taving Waker
- lnes, electricity lines and developing parks and civil

afeTHes=wich wen-beabout 35% of the vatue—of-Hs
developed plot. The two factors.taken together would pe

the "deduction for development” and can account for as

much as.75% of the cost of the developed plot. |
16. . On the other hand, if the residential piot is in an

unauthorised private residential layout, the parcentage of

LA App No.266/2008 & connected matters

~deduction fordevelopment”- may be far lass. This is
because in an unauthorised layout, usually.no land wiil be
set apart for. parks, pleygrounds and community facilities.

Even if any land is set apart, [t is likely to be minimal. The _
roads and drains will also ba narrower, just adequate for

mavement of vehicles. The arncunt spent on developrment
waork would also be comparatively iess and minimal. Thus
the deduction on sccount of the two factors In respect of
plots in unalthorised layouts, would be only aboul Z0%
plus 20% In ali 40% as against 75% in regard to DDA

_F:_HDI:E.

17.  The “deduction for development® with referanca to
prices cf piots in authorised private residential layouts
may range between 50% to 65% dependlng upon the
standards and quslity of the layout,

18.  The position with reference to industrial layours wil;

be different. As the Industiial piots will be large {say of

the slze of one or two acres or more as contrasied with
the size of residential plots measuring 100 sq m'to 260 sg
), and as there will be very limited civic amenitiss an

no playgrounds, the area to be set apart for developmen

{Yor roads, parks, playgrounds and civic amenities! will be
far less; and the cost to be incurred for development will
also be marginaily lass, with the result the deduction to

- be made from the cost of an industral piot may range

andy between 45% to 55% as contrasted from 65% to 75%
for residential plots.

12, If the-acquired land Is in a semi-developed urbarn

cered, and not an undeveloped rural area, then the

deduction for development may be as much less, that Is,
as little as 25% tc 40%, as some basic Infrastructure will
already be available, {Nore The percentagas meniioned
above aire tentative standaras aid subjact to proof o the
contrany.} ’

20, . Therefore the deduction for the “davelopinent

‘factar” to be made with reference to the price of o small
plat in a developed lavoul, to arrive at the cost of |
undeveloped land, will be far more than the deducticn

- Page 38 of 74



wifth reference to the price of a small piot in zn
unauthorised private layout or an industrial layout. It is
Sist-wet-krown that the davelopment cost incurred by
statukory agencies is much higher than tha cost incurred
by private developers, naving regard-te highsr pyverheacds
and expenditure, :
21. Even among the layouts formed by DDA, the
parcentage of land utilised Tor roads, clvic amenities,
parks and playgrounds may vary-with refzrence to the
nature of layout—whether it is residentizl, residential-
cum-cemmerdcaterindustrial, and ever among residential
layouls, the percentage will -differ having regard io the
- size of the plots, width of the roads, extent of communiky
--—-faehities, parks and playgrounds provided.
22, Some of the layouts formed by the statutory
aevalepment ayuthorities mey heve large areas esarmaiked
for waterfsewsge treatment plants, water tanks, electrical
substations, &tc. in addition to the usual areas earmarkeac
for reads, dralns, parks, playgrounds and community/civic
ameniiies. The purpose of the aforesaio exampies is cnly
to shuw that the “deduction for developmeant” factar is a
varighle percentege and the range of percenitsge itseif
heing very wide from 20% ko 759%.
Second laciar
23. DDA and ofher statutory development authorities
. adopt differant raies for gliokment of plois in the same
. layout, depending upon the ecopomic status of the
- aliottess. ciassifying them gs high income group, middle
income  arpun, w income ocroup, and economlcally
weazar sections. As a consegusrice, in fne same layout,
pighs may be =prmarked for cpersons  belonging te
sconomicatly weaser sections at a pricejpremium of Hs
104 sg m, whereas the orice/premium charged may be Rz
IS¢ per square metre for members of low income group,
Fs Z00 per sguare metre for persons belonglng to middle
Jncome group and Rs 250 per sguare metrs for persons
balnAging to high iicome groupe,
24.  The ratio of sites in a layout reserved for HIG, MIG,
LIG and EWS may .also vary. All these varving factors
reflect in the rates for ailotment. It wiil be flogical to take
tile 2verage of the allotmant rates, as the “mariet vaiue”
of those piots does not depend upon the Cost incurred by
P04 statutony authority, but upon the paving capacity of
the aoplicents Tor allotment. . I .
Fhird factor

LA Apn Mo 266/ 2008 ri. conpecied mualers - fage 3% ol Ta



25,  Some development authoritles aflot piots on
freehoid basis, that is, by way of ahsalute sale. 50me
development authorities Hka BDA ailot piots O tEEseioi

© hasis. Some hawve premium whick |s almost equal to sale
price, with 2 nominal annual rent, whereas gthers have
lesser premlum, and more substantial annual rent.

26, There are standard methods for determining tha

annual rental valug with reference to the value of a

freehoid property. There are Jlsa standard methods for

detarmining the valua of freahold {ownership) rights with

reference to the annugl rental income il regular 125525,

But it is very difficult to arrive at the market value of 3

freehold properly with reference to the premium for a

leasehold plot allotted by ODA. As the period of lease 15

long,- the rent is wery nomnlnal, sometimies there s &

rendency among the puslic o equate the lease premiJm
rate failotment pricel chargad by DOA, 85 being egual to
the market value of the property,

37, Howeyer, In view of the aifficulties referred 10 -
Jabove, it is nob:safe oF advisable to rely upon ine.
© zilotment ratesjauction rates in regard to the piots formea

by DDA 0 & developed layout, in determining the market

value of the adjoining undeveloped freehold l2nds. The

DA brochure price Das therefore to be excluded as helng

Aot relevant.”

38~ | The evidence on the subject has baen discussed by the
learned Reference Court and | reproduce the same by axtraciing

from LAC Reference Mo,117A4/2009. The argument advances

hefore the lsarnsd peference Court, befnd the same a8 was

sdvanced before me, has been noted by the leamed Referefice

Court with reference to the evidencs relied upon, it resdsi-

*Ld. Counset for_the_peiitioners pas furkhat submitted -

that DDA & DSIDT silotted plots in Marela Residential
srep and Narels Industrial Area at much Lighar rate.
He has relied upon allatrnent leiter dated 04,01,2000
issued by DDA of the plot no.5Z, PKL 03, Sectar A5,
Narela.which was sllotted to Sh, Hem Chander at tha’
pre-determined rate of T3028/- which he nas proved as
Ex. PWE/L, Aliotment lefter dated 25.05.2002 of piof
no.55 Pocket 03, Sector-0h orea measuring 70 30
matres in which rate was fixed =s 3,080 per 4.

_ metres, which is £y BWE2 both this and aligtment letter
dated 09.07.90 of industrial plot allotied by DsInC i.e.

LA AppMo.266/2008 & epnnected mavters . Pappélof T4
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plot no.270, n‘e&surrng 350 =q. yards -at karela

_ Industral Complex at the rate of T650 sg. metras which

s Ex. PW3/1 and another allotment 'ater ds stad
25.04.2000 of industrial plot which is Cx. PW3/2, which

- was sold at 3000 per sq. metres..

Further Ld. Counsel has submitted that from the
statement of PWY. Kanwal Singh & document Ex.

" PW11/1, which is detall of land acauired. It is apparent
‘that total land acquired is 7200 brgha. Thus total cost
of. development—per bigha weuld be 1794400000 =

- 2243911 wheareas Ld. Counsel has submitied that DDA
by selling alkernate plot In Marela Residantial Scheme @
13208 would be T2531408/- per bigha.

Ang If 30% of the total area utilized for rn-ads
park drain etc. total area comes Tor sale is 70% so the
prica. of per tleha would comes to E25314ﬂ'~" — 750433 =
177158658 per bigha). And frer ‘deducting
development charges from sale r:nnl:e of one bigha i.e.
TI771086 - 24BS§11 = 15210?5 per bighs, whers 25
petitioner has been given rate only T3,27.08374 per

‘Sirnilarly he has tried to demonstrate tha profits
earned by DESIGC. He has relied upon testimony of &y
R0, Sharma, Asstt, Manager, DSIDT who has produced
aocuments Ex. PWTTA (Coily). Ld. Counsel has arguad
that total expenditure incurred on development o
Marala Project by DSIDC was 720526001 till 2001 and
total area of plots with DSIOC was 11247 hectare i.e,
1351250 5q. yard, Therefora, total earmning of DSIDC is
T2142517 per bigha, calculation is as under:

 Total'area under plots | = | 112,47 hec |2 361250 5q. |
wards. ; ; L
$3000/ per 5q. vards

Price per sq. metﬁa in
the year 2000 &t
_which DSIDC sold plot |

[ZA0B3750000

Total earning - = .
Total expenditure = 17720525901
Totai profit = | ¥336322309%

— e Profitcomes to T2470 per sg. vard of ?EE';TEWJ ey
bigha {i.e. 336322309% divided by 1361250 sg. vards)

and.the LAC has paid compensatier8-1327083 ner higha

only, meaning thereby that DSIDC has earmed a profit of

12142617 per higha. '
Ld. Couns=l for the petitmners has further arguec‘

' that LAC has awarded compensation @ 327083 per

=
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' bigha for the land [n_guestion if inu% sppreciation of the

" ——

_said price is considered-an- ~acanat—of-land,—the—figtira -

— —————COMEsS 1o Y654 166, IF the-amount is deducted from sale

. _ .brice_per bigha le. 224700000, the floure coimes ko
TIB15834 per bigha & petltioner is entitled for the same.”

28.——MNov,we-de—nst-have evidence as to what was the

. extent of plotted land sold by DSIDC or DDA wlth referance ig

the Bawana Industriai Esiate d&uﬂlup@d by DSIDC anc Marela -

! Hesmi-snt'al scheme develdped hy DDA. Whether it was ?ﬂ% Ly

75%, we do not know. The mchaate evidence has resuited in
the same factors, being 3 in number which were noted Dy the

Supreme Cewnt in Lal Chang's case (supra), which render this

: euh:lencc asz most unrelizble to gdetermiine the vame oF Jand in

'30. It is no doubt true, as heid even—by the —earned-

the slmjeci, CRsSes.

Reference Court, that with the develocpment of Bawana

Residentizi Scheime, the subject lands had accuired & hUL|d'|F|"
potentiality, but the question would be what would be the ualue_
to which the buliding potentiality would translate Itself, :
31. I hoid that the leamed Hlafa*"ﬁnce Court, keaping in *.r'i‘éw_
the ﬂbﬂﬁnf&tmn and the ﬂndmg&. of the Supreme Court in Lgf
Ma case {supra) has rightly rejectad said evidence as

- reliablz, Onthe issue of potentaiity relating itseif to the valuae, |

promise the reader of the decision, te deal with the same whiie |

‘shall be discussing as to what shouwld hE.‘Iﬂ'IE fair market vaive of

!:_he langs.

FE The third submission in the aitemative was based unon

‘he ohservations of 2 Division Bench of this Eu:urt in Bodf Rams

~=-{ase {supra), e submissionis s Toted in para 12 hersin

_above. The land ocwners require .the _price determined. In

Dharambir's case {supra) relating to the notification gated
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30101983 n Sum_of 716,750 parbigha fQ-!‘—.Lb-!—]EQ“ Mamurpur

ta be treated as the basls and prugresslueiy increased, firsthy by
6% per annum, then by 10% per annum and wmstly by 129% per
annum for -'{ji_fferent periods and thereby determine tne .fair.
market value for the 8 notifications in question.

23, It & highlighted that In Eﬁgf Rairr's case {=uprq;, ikt

T T | L] o g ] SR oY

_reference to the base date as of the vear 1958, for the year
1976 i.e. @ period spanning 17 vears the Division Benck of this
Court applied the progressive increase method by Frstiy
enhancing the price per annum by 6% till the year 1G85 and

then by 1G6% per annum till the year 1273 and finaliy by 12% for

tha remaining 3 years.

34. ‘Howsver, In L2/ Chand's case (supral the Supreme
Court categorically opined as under: |

“Whethar the Award relating to erguisition on 24-10-
I&G1 s relevaniy
47. . The appellants contend that sorne - lends i
Rithala were acguired under Section 4(1) Notificatlon
dated 24-10-1961 for the plannad development of Delhi
and compensation was swarded at the rale of Rs 7000
per bigha, Their .contention is that as the present
acquisition is in the year 1981, the market value of the
acoubed land sheould be determined wlth reference ic
the market value determinad for the 19561 acgulsition
by providing an appropriate  increase at  the .
cumulativefcompounded rate of 12% per znnum, This,
Court had occasion to examine this issue recently. In
ONGC Ltd. v, Rameshbhal fivanbhai | atﬂfl; this Cow
held: (SCC p. 751, para 15) . )
15 Normally, recourse is taken to the mode of
detarmining -the' market wvalue by Zroviding

“appropriste escaiation over the provet market
vaiue of nearby lands in previous vears {as
evioenced by -2ale ransactions—oreoguisitions)

“whera there ls. no  evidencs of 1'13’
contamporanasus sale transactions — -qr
acquisitions of comparegble lands in  the
neighbourhood. The said method is reasonatly
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safe " owhere --— e refiadion. —— sale |
transactlons/facquisitions precede the subject

to five years, Beyond that it may be unsafe evan
P it refates to & neighbouring land. Vhat ms v De
@ refable standard if the gap is of only a few
years, may become unssfe and unrsliable
stancaarg wihere the gap /s larger. For exs mple,
for determining the market value of a laad

e ——

35.

- acguired—in—i992, adooting the annual Increass
methad with reference to a sale. or acquisition in
1370 or 1980 may have many pitfalls. This is
because, over the course of years, the ‘rate’ of
anhual Increase mav itself undergc * drastic
change apart from the likelihood of occurrence of
varving periods of stagnation in prices or sudden
spuris in prices affecting the vervy standard of
increase.” - :

' [emphasis supplied)

48.  Even If the relled upon transaction Is cniy two o

three years prior to the acquisition, the court shouid,
before adopting a standard escalation, satisfy its&ll that
there were no adverse circumsiances, Sor exarnpie, f

the acquisition is of this year 2009, it may not be

possible to determine the market value, basad on the

2007 or 2008 prices, by providing an increase of 129% or -
15% per year, as the newspaper reporis disciose that

the price of immavable propertles in most areas of the

.country came dawn by maora than 40% to 50%. from Lhe
2007 rales. Cavtion is therefore necessary before

incraasing the price with reference to the olg
transactions. Be that as it rmay. It is clear that the award

‘made in regard e a 1261 acqulsition wili not be of any

use for determining the market value for @ 188%
aCCulsition,”

it is apparent that tha ratio of law lald Gown by the
Dlvision Bench in Bagf Aznv's-cass{supra) runs in the teeth of

tha |aw Clr!EE_lEl;Efj By thé__édpmﬁé Court in. fat Chands case
eupral which decision follews—an—earlier decision™ of the
Suprerngs Court reperted a5 2008 (14) 580 745 ONGC Lid, 45

Rameshbhai fivanbbai Patel
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- 36: -—--hrthE—'rrrs'tarfl—r:a"sE—thEre s anoEnEr "guqﬂ‘ré_amﬁ"'nnt'm'

follow the law laid l:iawn n QE? Banrs case {supra}l far the
reason | find that & Co-ordinate Division Bench of this Court, in
the decision reported as 88 {2000} DLT 650 (DB) Saraswati ;,?ew
& Anr. Vs UO! & Ors, pertaining to agricultural lands in viltage
Mamurpur - Naretal_ did not apply the progrossive percentage
Increase with reference to the price determined in _&Frﬂ@!ﬁﬁ
tase {(supra} as of the year 1863, which would have resulied in

. the land price being determined in village Mamurpur - Narz2la as

of 14.3.1980 @ <2010/- per annum per bigha and. gave the
ncrease @ T1000/ per higha. If Bedi Ram’s principle was
appliec the wice would-kave come to approximately 750,000/
per bigha but the learned Division Bench determined the same
at $33,000/ per bigia, "

37.  That apart, as would be noted hereln afiar by me, whiie
dlscussing on the issue oF the fair market value of subject lands,
in the unreported decision of a Divisicn Bench of this Court In

LA.APP.N0 BE6/2005 decided on-11.5.2006, Mabander Singh vs,.

Y0 & Ors. and connectad Land Acquisition Appeals pertaining to

agriculturai lands In villzge Bawana, znd | highlight that one.
- village with wihici | a7 desaling is viliage Bawana, pertaining to a

notification deted 15.17.1596 issued wrider Saection 4 of the Land
Acquisition Act '-ﬁrﬁﬂa‘e-u-.'udar 3604 bigha and 18 biswa: of
agriculivrat land in viliage Bawana was scquired for an industrial
estate L2, Bawana Industrial Estate, the fair market value as of

' 15.11,1%£'ﬁ35 determined @ ¥1,59,904.63 bigha which ecuals:

to ¥9,59,542.46 per acre and relevant would it he for me ko
highfight that if the notification dated 25.7.1987 by which price

fer agricuitural land being the minimum price determined by tha &

Governreent was ¥10 lakhs per acra as of 1.4.19587, tha orica
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determined by the Division Bench w::mld E{;ual the m-mmun’
- price notifled by the Government,

RS 0 41—.—&%#‘&—!:—&- 'tﬁ'kE—thE—m—‘-s—uf""lﬁ 111996 @ 1

79 59 ::42 46 per acre, pertaining to the notifications with which

| am cuncer"ned the price would be approximately the same as -

getermined by the learnad Heferente Caurt if | give benefit of
mugresswe mcrease by 13% per annum. Sut, | Ieaue :t at that
for the moment for the reason, as assured by me herein apove, |
would be holistically: discussing the subject while apining unon
the.fair market value of the subject lands a5 on date of the &
netifications i guestion, | B
38, . The faurth argument; which was advanced only Dy
zh.5.Chaturvedi, learned counsel who apoeared for Ram I-ilsnan
. 8nd others, the appellanj in LAAPP.No.268/2008 and who are
the respondents in the Cross Appeal tlled by Unign of india |.a.
@ LAAPP.NG.292/2008, is as noted in para 13 sbove ie, the
" testimony of Ram }{:sha_ﬂ that from the subject fands belonging

to the family they ware earning I1 lakh per higha by sale of

agricultural produce,

éil:li The iearned Reference Court has not accepted h-ﬂ_

nesnmnny of Ram Kishtan beczuse he gave no proof in suppoit of
his oral testimony.

41, . T_hé reasoning of the Court that there was no crop

stan:iing an the L3 wh'en its possession was taken Vel on |
4,10.2000 would reguire an inference tc be drawn that the

"acqu:red lands Dﬂlﬂngi.ng to the family wera not Leing put to
-agricutturz| use and growling 3 to 4 Crops per yéE_-r_.. E i‘aﬁacb:ug'
no doubt, for the reason it is matter of common knowledgs that
2y the 3™ week of September rice Is Rarvesied in Dalki and if
vegetables are grown, even they are harvestad and the [5nd is
left fallow for some time, to be readied to gn:rw. wheat which is
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“"_sﬁwn arcund the f‘rst week ar the. secnnd weak of Movember

-

. each yaar.,

42, But the other reasnnmq of there reing ng evidence led

in the form of documents is relevant. Now, as per the testirmony
of Ram Kishan he.was working as an Admmrﬁtra-.lva Officer in

the Municipal Corporation of Delhi il 31.2,1996 i.e. was.not 2

tiller himself till said peried and thereafiar E-EII""IEE a. pension, f

the farmly, as ‘claimed i oy him, was eamlng £1 laih per bisha,
-the lands bEfﬂr‘ang to the famlly, which admesasure 12 hugﬂ

-and 18 giswa, the annual -!-F"-'El”"IE wolld be -:19 laikhs and ons

LE

-finds-4& strange that net 3 penny -was invastad in 2 bank or a
‘security . wherefrom Int_eregt or, dividend could be earmed.
Beasides, there is no proof of sui:h high' volume of sales heing
effected In the local Mandi or otherwise The trader to whons
the produce was soid has not beeﬂ examma_c - Mo oroof of
number of WDF}EEFE Eﬂ’tDFﬂ“Eﬂ diesel pirchaced to run the tube-
well, If-any, to irrigate :he-ﬂelds or elactricity Blls paid I the
pump was electrically driven has bear furnished and if the fields
were irrigated Ly canai water, na proof of .aa'ij.r pavmenl made to
the irrtgation dEpartm'ent has been furmished. Thus, the isarneo
Trial judae is fully Justif'ied in not aacpting the visld basis, by

- capitalizing the same, to determine the fair market vaione of
lands.  There is no reliable evidence on the lsete of the vield
and the self serving deposition of Ram Klishen kas baen righth

rejecred,

43, it thare is reliable avidence of an indspencent exderk of
there & ctherwise rellsble evidence, as was found in the
dec|5|n~n Df the Supreme Cowrt rpr:\::.-r’rec: as [T 1907 (1) 5C 444

Et“afe m" Cufsfat & Ors, Vs, Rama EE"":&; & Oz, periaining o tha
y:elq frem agricuiturs! land, ﬂ‘il}‘ then it would be safe to

determine fair market walue by zpplying the principle of
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: capﬁ*afr*mg T LT yri‘ﬂ'd EEEJE-ﬁﬂd—Lhﬂf too, ths {_:IF_‘rJE-'-mIH-g
iJEIi"Ig 1C times the annual yield ang Tt 20 tiGas as was songht
ko be projected,

44. The fifth argument- which was advanced =1 mten::’
hereln above in para 14, by Sh.T.P.5.Kang, Advocate was that

the mean average principie be 2 adopted with referﬁnte tg the
rnhﬁcatmﬂ cdated 24.1.2008.

g5, In pare 7 above, | have put in a tabular form, tha
minimum erices hotiied for agriculturai land in Delhi from time
te time. | highlight that the notifications with which | am

concerned are dated 7.8,2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001, 22.8.2001,
12,2001, 16.5.2002, 25.5.2002 zad 27.1.2003 2. the vesrs
are 2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003. From the tabie in para 7
‘above, we fing that minimum prices have besn notified as o
Q@ 142000, 1.4.2001 and 30.8.2005. Thus, thers would be no
- peed to faclor in the minimum price notifled under the
notification dated 24.1.2008 which is w.ef, 8.12.2007 ie. i5 4
Years away from the laet yoar with which | am CONCEMED e, 118
- year 2003. | hightight that reckoned w..f. the year 2000 i.e. the
first year with which | am concerned, the notification would be 7
yeers away. he law af Etatiﬂfics which governs mezan average
a% cme- of the recognized modas o determiwe 2 velue, in
between 2 given values, reguirss the 2 and Hohiis o be he
 ones which would he clesest to-the-paint for which the mean
‘ average has to be detarmined.

— 48 .1am leit.ip deal with the I.,ht submission. a5 neted in

~pare IS herein zboveard for which | nighlight that the Fearned

Reference Court has, perizining to the notification :-.c.i?—ﬂ

2712003 determined the fair marke: vaiue in soma aaferances
Wwith r&gnnc* tu a szle :Ic*ecf daten 200.5.2002 where under
higha and 13 biswa of land was ql:lh:l In village Rajapyr iaian and
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ek - . ci
has adeterpined that based: 1:}'|:'1ireﬁr|

Lrie price as of said date

Jym%s-um—te—i‘—la?@'d 14391&—pﬂr -&EFE—f!ﬁﬂ"rﬂ-Er‘Pﬂslr‘rffﬂﬁE‘mimE far £
months 'w 12% per. cmnum I‘:jr 'tr“e date 27.1. fl]l:l:l the price

; wnuIrJ be 710, lu 037/ per al::rﬂ U
ACre, :

. is apparent that lahd - COMprs LL‘f.;Jh

ded {,‘-ff to T15, T SAMOF- Gear

hasra M0.200 adrmcasuring

-4?..' With rel’urem‘P ._|:. U"ID .E-.Wdi(d Nc:ulﬂ,ufDEfMu.f F2004-05 it

1 l}ig,h..a and 13 L:m-u'-:i WIAS @ {“ategnrpr 'C'land, The sale deed in
auestion l:ur:r“Lmns ’rD T:hr: same land er indeed there is logic that

if said sale dead had tn be GECEMtEd
watue of CEEEQDF}-’ E' land. xlm per
Lollector T1.7 lakhs per acre wnul
d“pr"“'i':uli}ﬁﬁ for land in Cetegory ‘B¢

ik weauld, fEﬂEE..L Fair marksat
1Earr|Ld Lanr] Aoguisiticn
be lequlrm to fill up the
and further. sum of T1.7

SRS ISPERM |-+ pf*l_nuﬁ_muldﬂm_ mq-:nnadu{}; Al U|_'r the degressions in
' Lutegnw ‘C' land, T'I""ﬁl ifg ’therﬂhy depressions [n Category ‘B

- lznd we-re less vis- - ‘u’lb Fatet:,lc:ry ]

Beuch of this Court in LA APP

- rp.erenr_e ta Catec;{r[y"# 1an::i nthL
wrould havi to be reduced 1nﬁ1\rtce-x
Iznd, the price for Cdl.;-_g._u'w ’P land

land; In other woras, with

—inery

IJHL‘.E nf: L.ai‘.-:.:;;ﬂr}f ' land
erso, vis-a-vis Category 'O
and for Category “A' land

wauld be reguired to b !n-::r-:awr:'l sujtably,

48. . 1 now Etn1Er‘ lhE final ﬁtage al iy discussion.: In view ot

the evidonce !1erem abowe nuterj
' :reasmnirlg'm:up’recﬁ by tne |E-:..H'Ej{1'|j La
the learneu Hefemnc,e Court,. ilpnqﬂ

and reflecting useon the
vl Acquisition-Collector and
tho guestion: VWhat shoulrd

he the Tair market h-c'.'||EJP of: the subject I.amrs ar of 7.8.2000,

11.9, EEGD 2.5. 2001, Z2.g ?ﬂl}l

25.5.2002° . and 2712003 m'm ‘the dates on  which the .

?.12-.&[]{1.1, 1652000,

nl.‘.lj:lTl.EEltlnr'l!ﬁ w_ere_l Juuj undﬂr Sectujn 4 af the Land Acguisition

Act lEEM

A8, .| have, in pEFd' 37 abﬂﬁfe. ne

ted aidecision of & Divisicn

_Mm.ﬁﬁﬁfi[}{}ﬁ decided  on
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- population growth,,

‘sbserved that notwithstanding this, for
: . WES aotifiad as cont emplalc_rj hg.x Se

Developmens ."i-'.:t 1957, ‘the Iands. colntrnuecl to bhe usea for
, -agu.u;ultuml purposes and there: was o evidence .that till the

11.5 2006, Maha 'r5.r'.r.1 fr L ’«a'l.i"rlil'f

The said dedision wuuh:i be relewant an
an issue which | l“_lalft.":DFDFﬂIEEd,:'I;.G-!EHS

that the subject” lands Le. the Jahds

| 'Bench Was cum:n:—*rnF'd had dcqull'ecf i

ElE discussed in paras 25 to 28 ﬂFLhE it
Ul'll-_‘-'l"l_

-

Territory of Delhij was attracting migrants.

. wherein perlaining to

'—VHEE‘Q‘E—EH-WEﬂE—J-H'H—ﬁ“]‘!HfEt—ﬁEIIUB deti me-:l as af ‘1% 11. 1'&‘95
s ¥l EQ Eﬂ}r" &8 Epr h!gf g whle_h eqtn]z

tcz ?Q 58.542.45 per acra.,
the issue of potenidallty,
cuss. The decision notes
with “whict: the Division

potentiallty inasmuch as,
EciEiu_n;' rural areas i Ehii.

Based on

b Ullfug&b i rural Delhl wﬂr‘r: identified for

providing  major ht—‘tahh 'i'acllltltsl, 51_'I"1 i}l':. m.arlf.ets and  rural

Industry, one of whlrh Uizt vil;age Bawana. It was ‘noted that

“G.T.arnal Road and Llﬂ-l"l'i'ak Hoadw.fere pmuiding g::-ad BCcCess to

il age I!aw:ma and, that the Maarer Pld
year 1990 had ]ndmated ‘rhr—~ I-mdluse |
Cihe future o e

n for Delhi notifled in the
1 the area torbe changed
but had also

mﬂuaﬁ rial F__ml:l COTH rr‘uEi'l:i‘rI

the e reasnn he zonal plan

ction 11A OF the Delhi

vear 1991:- ghy land .use Had been ﬂc’rualiy changed and put to
the wuse EDI‘ITEmDIEItEd by the Masrer Plan.
Case, 5ubjec‘1

As in the Instant

where aII Iands were continucusly  put to

agncuuural use. same was the case NG
To ]:Jut it pithily, thﬂr pq:r’u:ntnl use’ UT th

ted in the said decision.

c lands giving birth to a

pD'tEr‘l"]'ﬂ lEII'IEi ‘ufﬂ]LlE 'h'-flth FEFEI‘EI‘IEE‘TCI the area bE'r'IEj gKnoven to

all as bemg required in the fn’rur!:-*-l fo

faund rn::t resultmg in: tlw pﬂteh’uai ‘he|
ko the puLeuuaIlL; L. the lands I:Jelng,
of baing built upon.
not &0, expres

I::u:ln:llng PUrpOses, Was
|'|g valued with refersnce

in the near l'uture capable

- To put it mﬁaren.tly the. decision, thou gh _

sly, stallng, would be a propBsition that there iz

difference 'hei?l.f-_reeh' the Llndewié'l-:_;fpec%_.iand having l:uLuI::llng

L App-No 2862002 & connected maitess
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pmtﬂntial‘ty' in praseni  vis- EJ—:vIJ - land having & building

r.mlentia Iy, in Futuro. As a]rnadg,f ncﬂ:r:r:' by me in para 26 abowve,
a5 of the rz’a:u.r. 15111966, falr marI{F-L value delermined wa

79,593,542, 46 per acnﬂ'mnd whlrh I-highlight once again is the

same-as wouid b deter‘m rcd wnh reference 1o the notification
| . i

belng closest »in point _of time ile. the notificalion dated

25,7,1897 WhEI’E'LIHdFr for ‘aqrimlm 'a[ lands In Delhi minimurm

price Tixed by rhc- fmwﬁl nment a_, of 1 -=1 1957 was TLO lakhys poer

acre, ImeresLIr*uh,n_'rhe same Division Bénch had pronaunced
ancther judgmeant reported as EDI:} VoAD (Delhi} 13 Gaded
Singh vs. U0 & Anr. whare pemm ng o agricultural lands in
mlldge Holarnhi Kalan where i—HD bigha and 6 Liswa land was
auqu;red pursuant to the mrﬂﬁ_& notification dated 15.11.14005
fair market. value dei'éi’mir}ec:.i [or Category “A" lands was
9,78, 1?1’ preai acre and jor ategur; ‘B lands was 79,510,012 15
pEr acre i.e, r_H:ar approximate to -the falr marlkel vaiue of fands
i wvillage anma' It t':u:d*: *'n Ei:u-s I'*rghlllghb;u that whilo
detn_umlnrng the Fair marlaet \faIUD a?s of 15.11.1996 in villags
Folambt Kalan, eurdenheu Feeiegh 'the opservations of the Court in

para 19 and 20 of. thﬂ-drﬂcmc_rn location and pﬁtEﬂTIHEI ¥ owith
r‘EFEi‘EHEE to DEVLImeenL wurkf cmr“ d oui in the surrounding
lands was considered, b would I'ilghllqht that another Wvision
sench of this Court, in another adjﬁlr+ng village in the same "W
e, beliveen. Il.{arn'a. moad jand Rohtak Road, ie. vilage
b:nqhnla rﬁEu,Eu"‘nrﬂen Talr market. vhlue as of 1941903 (7
T1,30,523- perbigha |.e. 75,26 510.40 per acre, The decisicn iz

' -I’-EPIZH‘IDJ:LEIEJ 004 {4) AD(Dielhi} ?EI' Rarm Chander V5, Lol and the

| s RAME. Dma»-»un-E@nch astper the decis D—H—{‘#Huriﬂd d—"*u- LR (2004]

LT U5 Hukenr '-TmL,":r b LACH, - ;}m'tmngn_q to @ n-::-hhcu_tlml Uated

14.1.1984 for village. u.nghmin deLeﬂT ined falr markel value @
€1,40,230/ per bigha i.&l {F‘,?E,I:Dd,fn REr acre,
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S T TThE _hmmdaui ]L,uumhu_!:au _nJ:J:aﬂ_'. in - Lha ,JL“ECEE"]HLJ

e e e e et e e e

: ':,.p:qrawamhd a5 also tha various n-ntlﬂr::aﬂ-:nnﬁ I"‘Eued 'ﬁ‘Drn Cirpe ko

'i';me by the Governmant of NCT Dplm otifying minimum price
tor agricultural Iands In Cethi a5 - ’raburafpd by me +in pam /
Hbm-'e bring auk tWD vEry Iﬂ"JfJDFtLITIL.leEtE relevant tﬁ determine
ihe gmw’rhm,&-E in the prices of L.l:jnculti.i'al land in Celhi over the
vears. commencing from  the :'fﬁal'; 19C0. . As 0f 27.4,199D
minimum price was ¥4.65 lalkhs pégi‘-acrz which rose to §10 lakhs

Her acra as of 1.4.1997 i.e. the ificrease is ¥5.45 'akhs spredd
?D\fer‘ 7 years wiich gives us o 1}_5'!1}5::1'}*:,. increase in ¥ yeors and

Lhe average price increase wollld be l:ii.-fl.’-lﬁ%- The price rise
gwver the next 1 year s by 11.2% and t lereaﬂ'_er Iy 11% for the

nizxt 2 vears and 11.5% for the HE}{T:},-’E rie asof 142001, it
showes that due to urbanization, between the year 1320 and
14097 pr'l:':e?-s rows 1'§:Ir'lp,{ SlmT'[_]Iy_.. and gonod carrobharative
s evidence mr this would be the aaclslon jof the Division Bench of

_.th Cﬂ' it f:afrajs t:a,-e uru'}ra] which | have discussed in

-ars 49 EJ.L]D'-.-'E

51. | ﬂeed_m elaborate a lithle more with respecl o The

.lji_-;f;‘l}'ii;')r] i afrgls case, Riscussing tI'T evidence poriaining Lo

v markel valug of agriculiural lahd in village Holzmbi Ralan as
ol 15.11.10%6, in pa'raEf-E! to 17 thle Cowrt discussed the

waluation on the. basis ofiagricullural yisld and found thal ine
5 1

Qross return per acre Per :—ninuﬁn s T95,000/ Tor multiple

_.ram’rah?gﬂ the Iand [Jt!LE"-dt L Ia:-ah‘

;D: ache, Dl'in:uzumu il

'“Jncmd methcd of land prices’ o m'mpqrw le lands in the

—‘_'rti'r:rﬂ'..lndjt"tu areas inc L:rd+ﬁf.g-1mrt-11,irﬁlutf| in para. 19 oawards the

LEI’.Jll: discussed the matter 1N11_h TE'JPFE’HC“'F} land. pricas in

adjoining village Bhorgarh u-.rhere_.hCI:IGci,ﬂDwn& nad come up and

— 7 HasEdl or EE[E instancas found ihat li)i-lt:-&{i» nn the said sale
. : N
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© .. thergafter the extended potefitialil

-
...... 1

instances and: civing - bein E-ﬂti—u::?F—ir;rd-tﬁtriﬂh_rmi:iun' The—femd—ri.
would come to 10,003,364/ pen acre (Hefer para 31;. The Court
then conszidered the-prices ﬂU{Eiﬂl‘:*.;Li py the Government as Pei

policy dated 1.4.1.297 znd ||-||_Jj5: wWailked nut_the mearn Bveran s

figure of 376,121/ per ':lr_'{é Toy Category A" lanos and
¥0,51,121/ per acre for EHL%!Q:IL'J':T“-.F' ‘B’ lands. - The dedisicn
highlights that'the patentiality; had been well-factored in wihen
the Governrment issued the ITﬁir‘lih{le prl:_‘e. notitication wie.?,
: 1.4.1987, evidenced by the fa&t that sven with rezpect o s3I
transactions the Court fournd izl!a.l. aslaga‘.nst the mminimum prics
notified as of 1,4.1%? 2l T10 ial-:.hs per acre, sase instances wers
Righlighting thal the _pril;,e was T10,03, 364/ pEr atre.

E 52, ., The declsion in Mahonder Singlys case, pertaining oo

willape Bawana, raf_e.rr::-d le by me in para 49 above, highlignis
with roference to para 28 o 31 of the decision thal the Masicr
Pian Jor. Delhi 1990 had hean talker into account by the Courl
which Was _pt‘{:]&t:ﬁhgi rasidential, [commercial and TraLstris)

fuilre exploitation of agricuitural land in Delhi and on the 1A

of potentiality had noted that, tm':mrfthé.tan-r&ing the Master Flan

,_L:u,pr'n:ni&ttiﬂgﬂﬂd the lands thebretically aoquiring o potentisity,
the same had nnt.trans!ﬁted ir;l'.m A :jéali‘b,r avidenced Dy the fact
that tifl the year 1996 Le the Elﬁtu c!f the I"u:ltiﬁ:_'aﬂﬂr'.' with winich
kthe Division Eencrq_wa:_% cnnr_er;na_tli. \,{irt;mlh.r ra develspmant hat
taken place in village Bawans- pnd Hplambi Kaelan and nobody
had exnloited the. potential. iAs [ have already highlighted in

pa_ra A9 above there is 2 gap ibet'.rﬁLﬂn what would be onpected

. to be the market growth antJIi;w"hH tha market actually grows.

The decisions In Gajrars case and Mahcnger SHiAWTs LAt
: ; I i . \ ] T
highlight that potentiality translated Kselt inko & reality betwesn

1990 and 1597 when prices roseby|about 16.5% per annum IR

y dig not translabe with the
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rpqumte meamentum Lmuj the acrmﬁjmﬂn fall IID bebweer 10%,

per aﬂnmﬂ o 11% per annurn, ."I1_E__ reason could be that

_r:e_ulﬂ.l.ia_lar_n.{: Master Plan: T_I:}TJ.JFIPH 15490 & feicly large sreq camo

to be developed, hoth residential, cormmercial and Inclus izl and
probably there. was Ll’.i'l'_j qn EI‘u""-J.I|Hh||Il_,.‘ of developed land ansd
the hlmger Df the' mar]’et E:ul sal LJthEIL‘J.
ﬂ Thc empirical U-.u'llf.iLrlLE’lr'l the [nstant caso, apart from
the 2 sale deeds relied’ upﬂn.by the land owners, in r::-s;ﬁev:t
vwhereof -Lhe leamed Referencod Court has given good reasons
not to rely upon and for which 1 have given further reEasnns i
paras £1 arci 22 hereinahove far not relying upon, being farcifu’
sale pesds, o detc'm]nﬂ Feair |r.ar1{:=t valle, wa hawﬂ with Ls rhe
. sole deed relied ppon I;J:,f tha I-r:alme*;j Land a'-‘m:qulsh.rm Collectbor
pUrswant 'u‘.’i'l,E!l'l:TI].!r] SCITH IFEI:E'I!_‘EI"IEEF n village Rajapur Katsn
the leamed Reference Courl hat hzld that as per the said sale
deed £x,R:2 as of the date of the sale i.e. 20.5.2002 the fair
market value of agricultua Ialgud*'_; v-T:ruld be T19,16.040/~ per
acre as of 27.1.2003 an ‘%h-:—'.: r:ﬂea@l}ihg that 1 bigha and 13 biswa
of land which Wwas sold for ‘-:b.’d':h‘i:i'é!;ul"h and $70,160/- wias paid os
stamp  duty would mean .tI“.E;t | Th 09,850/ (35,239,600 +
70,1604 wera .spent would yield the price 17,774,009/ por
acre as of the date of the sale Lel 20.52002.

‘54, Thus, the best 'uffh';r,h! coult be said as the most
IE?du&'ﬂbie 5ituatibn fﬁr! the '1anl'dim'mem wmulld ne that with
-reference to the sale ueed da't;:_*d: 20.5.2002 for Category 'C'
lands the price i.e. fair market u;amu Gf lands in the area would
e ¥17,74,109/- per acre: For Catc@cvr&.* ‘B and Category A lana
the price would ‘have to be Sluita'_l}llﬁl_.'r chhanced and nere we find
anothar zrea of dispule Tor 1-':.hE TEason, cas noted by me

hercinabove rn ':.lmnpﬂid {a) Uf para 15 tine learned Lanag

Acquisition  -Collector  in riurerem awards has deducted

LA App o 2040/ 80 & connected rmatters - | ' Page 5 of T4




-

sometimes 1.2 lakhs per a-::ré ":-errﬁEtimFS TL.06 lakhs per acre
-and sometimas 1.7 lalkhs per acra from the price of L_EI-,_I.:'_I;]L’I‘}-'
TR I;‘mdt i rjﬂtermmF the prau& for Category 'I3

lands and
wherever (ands ware in Cutegﬂry " as 1ﬂ.'ei{--tht: price has been
deducted further by 1.7 rdl-:hslp—w aure.
55 Mow, nelther side has’t rought any evidence on rocosd

as to what would be the 'mnnei;_req_ﬂnreci to he spent to level the

. fafds-and-netethat E'aieﬁaﬂzaﬂﬂn i3 posced-only on the basis of

corain lands having pits and depressions of variaus deptis

—Fﬂiﬁf‘l‘ﬂg—tﬁﬁ same to be leveled ard this would require money

Lo be spert, Bul an what b"|5|3 has the Lana Acouisiticn

CDlID-"‘tDT led b :nﬂ['ﬂf] avnrr:ls. that ¥1.2 2 |E||{|‘.|5 per acre would be

- spent and in some that £1.56 lakhs per acre would he spent ard

in some that ¥1.7 lslkhs pear :'ilf_n'—'.'. wauld be spent? Theare is just
no clue. '

56 In Gajfral Sipgft's case (sypra), the price differential
worked oulb yr;ras 25,000 per acre| | have rmtﬂd hersinabove
l.ha_l the acquisition In ML_EEE# case partained to the daie
15.11.1895. in Gairaf Singl's :asl

land determined was I8,76,121/- per acre and for Lategory B

the pricu'fm' Categary A

fand the =,‘_1r"|::E dekermined wﬁg RO 214 per BLre and the
ice differential comes to abolt ? O with 'rE.-zernn:n: Y0 the
price of Ea"er:ll:lr}f ‘A Land,

B i thus hold. that {“a,gra,g Singfi's case should be my

" guiding star for price differentipl in the Instant cases as well and

thus 1. hold that wherever Latﬂgur_-f A Category B oand

K .‘ Category ‘'C' have to bo diffefentiaticd on price, the differential

should be 2.5%. . . : |
58. Thus, if T17,74,10%/-, rounded off to X17.75 lakhs per

| acreWOTG e the price ToT 8 Uateggry (O lamhiviliage Rajapur
Kalan as of 20.5.2002 and highlignting that {he sale.deed ExR 7

LA App Mo 2662008, & comeetrd mallers Paye 55 af 74
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Cadmittedly  periains o a Ei}tégm'; SC' o land, the price for
Crﬂe‘-gm‘y ‘B land would bei :T18. ’D;talr:hs per, aore_and for

Categﬂly A land would be ?18 h':h al-:h-; per acre,

53, - Talrmq the mulcal reaqnnln a little further it assumeas
importance that a5 ~[ear themmlml?rlur‘.n prige' notified Ly Lhe
Govemment as’of 1.4.2000 the per acre brice was T13.82 lakhs
and as u::f 1.4.2001 the. '-'ame wa'f‘ 1.7 lakhs per acre f.e. the

-pEl‘CEntaqE inCcrease I::etw'r.lnﬂ-r: tuu:‘ yegr was 11. 5% per annum. if

| treat Category ‘A’ land: ere;at T1p.655! Jakh.. as of 20.5.2002
hased.on the sale deed _E:-:-H--E:, deducting the price by 11% per

- annum, the price as of ].,4.2ﬂj|_:.|1'.'|".|'{!u[ﬂ come to approximeate’y
%1640, lakhs per acre and Lhis' would highlight that when

contrasted with the m]nlmum'prir.e_-nntiﬁed by the Government
at T15.7 lakhis per acre as of L.4.2001, the price differential s
T70,000/- per acre le, 4. -fitu% Smce exactness can nover be
achiaved whlle deter rnlnmg fal [r m ark:et value of a larga chunic of
fand w ith reterence to & fow 5?:_|Ie (Ireds whr-}ra small parcels of
tand are S_IJ;EIJ for the reason m.ren ithin a colony, the size, the

'_jncatlm-']'! t'H_E-i‘r'nntagé ekc. of a piece jof land would vary Lhe price
by plus or minus 5%. :Wha{-‘ I wii'.h D'highlim'ht is thal awven I
- sale ﬂi'-“'F'd in. guestion wplrﬁ tq Us:a | fair index 85 per wehich the

rmrumum price nutﬂ"ed by the Gmf rorneit hd‘.: an elament of
ra1.|un.:ﬂ|t},r an_ci acceptakiility, -!-It n I_EljS to be highlighted thal
though under narmal l:"ll'l'Ll!'ﬂ"'t';a.ﬂICEE: a sale on a particular cate

is nmma]'y nok-heald gurm EulﬂEt‘lcE tg Worl GIN a land price on a
date prior thereto but may t]fi. UbEd a5 E‘JIdEHEE *a determine

having already Impal:ted the lcfmd D
- lo fathom the eoxlstence of mar!{c

Iznid “price on wbagquent daiiﬂs g
parmuiar date is the fesult ﬂf]uarm

_bau!cwér-d;. Buk; in 'l."h_e' in.f._'cé [‘ilt: {CAS

¢ the reason a price @n a
s market forces/condgitions
ice and it would be ditficult

e, with referance o the 5

: '
!
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- muariet” value of - land g5 on the d

MMms—dmad—LMﬂDﬂ .Ll o, EI]L"I'D —-.-i—J—EGH—l— 24 02001
and 7,12.2001, the differential permd is I:mall maﬁmuch as the

sale decd In question I.S daked 25, b-ED 2 .:ind thus in the peculiar
facls of the instant case, the 5-:1I:—: dead in 'II.!I.IEEU'DI“I winich itself
.|'I|HE been prm;ected by the l,]_1.|_r,1n of India as an emdence afl
marliet Ualue.nf land as on said jd_ate, would be a relevant pir:t_e
of evidence 1o be talken into E!acmu

t while ‘determining the
tes 7.8.200f, 11.9.2000,
2.5.2001, 22.8.2001 and 7.12.2001,

GIAN The argument that village Narela had abways been

- treated locationally advantageous for the reason the township of

Marela was in existence since-long land this was recognized
wihen, pursuant to a rmlil‘lcatiﬁn]issu%d in the year 1963, wvis-n-

- wis the adjoining villages T2 per square yard price advantage

Was g'iwen to lands in viilage Naljel_a i-rL Digranihics case, Innsas
sight of the fact that the i'_;nriré differential due to locational
advantage’ was keeplng in wr—*wl the flealities in the year 1994,
Qver the period of time, a5 u.bam.f_atmn tock place in Delhi anrd
more and more areas came under plotted developmenl which
included aru_i':l Iq'fﬂurtk1~L"Je5t of Defhiil.e. the areo with which |
.am énné:a!rruad tu:u:lﬁy, the price differential faded and by the year

2000 and anward, il has beceme nun—Trmtent.
AT | thug -hoid that pertaitiing to the notifications tated
7.8.2000, 11.9.2000, 2.5.2001,}22.8/2001 and 7:12.20€1 the

langd prices wnould have to I:Jr:'detiern_tinéd on the basis of the

. mElﬁmurs-‘l price nofiied Dy the | Government ‘as  also wiih

reference io the sale rleed dated 25 5, 2002 for the feason | fimd

" no pther-cogent evidence wherefrom land price as on said dakes

fould e determmined. - Pertaining th the nm.tificatin'ﬂ'éi""r_iated
16.5,2002, 23.5.2002 and 27.1.20G3, F‘u—: tand price needs to he
deed dated 25 Ah02

dotermined with respect to ihe sale

=
-1
a8
a
by |
FH
e
=N

Téufpp Mo 2662008 & connected mailers |




Cbpcalse wrth IETPFH}F% - H'Ili?' Hdld Eaie lpﬂ-n:- it.is. apﬁarﬂﬂt -
lanil price as of said date comes tu nare|than it determined wilh

respect Lo the notifitation dated'9.8.2001 wherein minimum (5?.\

. lard price notified was T15.7 lakhs pef acre with effect from /
1.4.2001. _
Be. WWith respect to tf]r:'prh:_e-! 'di'fferential far Cafeqcr;-; A

ani Eategtu':,-.r E lands, nuting. that pertalning to the said

i otiflcations c,ategqrizatlcrn has been dong only pertaining to the
i land acquifed "in village Pooth..Khurd and Holaml Kalan
2N (pertaining to the notification dated EE BE{JDI oy, Villaoe
Fawana [Khéera hhurd el ﬂﬁd Alipur {pertairing to the

: notification - dated 22.8.2001) 1| .hiuld that vis-a-vis the sald
notitications, after increasing ihe prire for the date differentizl,

fixing he same for Categuary ‘A |c]T‘.-l_‘]'-1| deduction has to oo

| effected oy decreasing the same by 2.5% ta determine the price

ir Category 'B' 'and. T ' '

"o Fefore [ worle out the compensation and since it would

he eyvidenced that pertaining to. Categgry "4° lands,. the land
prices  would |*‘|E1r-;ai|"|a|1lyr increase: in| @ few cases ang

substa:n'naiiy in the other,. L-.1r1|dﬁg nme of discorgant would

- ermerge with respect to the land price dat1=rrn|ned pertalning Lo
" the notification dated, 23.5.2002 pertaining to villade Holambi
Kalan wherein the learned Hmemme Colirt has determined the

fair market wvalue at T22,14,73,900/- per| acre as ol 23,5002,

. ondl Fheed t;:I—hEg‘tﬁ?ght"ﬂTaT"ﬁEli"i‘._a'i.ri_i:r:g_'fﬁlthe same notification
Neotad 2352002 in reistion o village Alpur the learned
qum"lre Court has dei.tzrl'nlmgd the-|fair market value ot

u

%17,85,240/- per nore .awd | ﬂnd' that! pertaining to wvillage
Hd]m:m Kalan and bancrm, Jﬁriﬁl“ﬂ‘?@‘m 1the notificotion dated
~27.1.2003 the fair market value 3 qﬁEtEd for Category A" lanas

D e e Y ¥

5 T10,16,040/4 in some cases _a;n-J 19,13, 7608 1n o fow,
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Cmeaning ’L'hF'I'E:-tI",.‘ 'f'h'a[." tuch: .Eé':SS'E':[

unmpensatmn has h-een

warked outin thF YEar 2005 vis: ,:u i the n:umpen'adnﬂn W el
out for H['.‘I[-IFT bi Ir{aian ertammg

23.5.2002 and the TERS0N. ﬁ:ur LI!|:-_~.

l_

I IE-J'IE'_ t‘|n1_'|ﬁf:at|ﬂn dared
brasion. Is that 0 sald

|1D[|]‘|-L;1t|r:m the lahd price ULi'-’."rfI’?Ir"IPﬂ n Gafrals case (Jup|a1 A5
Gl 15.11.1988 has been taken and mhre:u.rd Ak the rakte of 12%
Per anfuim z:ampnundpd

kil Igg-.—, Fcoth Churg Nﬂllﬁtgtm
N I it 'referenf:r: ‘to

'i:hE'!l notj

wherein with effect from 1.-*-'1.32‘{.5'Lj]'ﬂ. i

1 datec 7.8.2000

fication dated S.8.2001

imum price notifiad pei

acra is T13.82 lakhs and requiring said price to be siitably
- updated to ri_m:h the . date of 1I*|e notification e 702000 an:

with. reforonce

to the saie EH:Ei:i dated 25.5.2002 wherein “or

Category "¢ Tands, fand price pe_l acre comes to ¥17,74,109/-,
roundac off to ¥L7,75 000/ per af;rﬂ','a;nu for Categu-ry FYOlands

i

ncreasing the same by 2.5%

the prir_"E

comes to 18,2 lakhs ey

.al::r'f-: and  further ICreasing L:nyu 2.5% .Lhe prices comes o

E18,65,500)- par &

zcre for Eau:um‘! ﬁ I

ands- and decreasing the

said pﬂbes by 11% to refiect 'I:he price 1.|¢|tl1 reforence 1o the sale

“deed for the date . ?EEDGD

the mean average pice far

 Category “Af lands in villaga PDD"h Khurd comes Lo T14.73 |z

MEr BCTE ANa decreasing the same

£14,36,125/- par acre for, Category ‘B’

with Catedery ‘B fands

|E1:!HIEL‘i 'tueremr.: Fnurt hzs, w‘.flt&'lnut

I:ry“'?..ﬁ‘}*h, it comos  tor,
lands. Moting thal the
ATy feasons, done away

and_um.;rm price owarded 5

©. . T14,37,280/- per acie, the nr%:ﬁa'dlﬂ&r&ntia! wiorked out by o

i

comes tor d |T|Eag;—:r‘ 71, DDP.-‘ per arrF apd thus.qua Category 'BY

fands | maintaln LhP amount, awmded L*; the teameod Referance

C Courh,

G

- &il Land Acquisition &ppeals filed by the Union of india

and cress objections wherever-filcd By Union of India in the

LA Apn o E'E-En 2008 & connected mattars
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appeals filed by land owners iry 'ﬂeq-]'::'e ¢ wheréof grid has baen.

‘prepared and labeled ::r-: ‘GRIMN-A" herei al:rcnure are c[|5rr||5€c—:d

o
L

66. - Al Land Acqulsihun i\ppeaIE ﬁIE-u;E by the iand owners
‘and Cross- 'Dl]'EI"{IGﬂ Fled|hy thn:- land owners in appeals filed by
Union of India are alln:uwer_: by rjettmelng compensation payablo
for Categclr_'pf A !am:ls m 'hri|||JQE I—‘unth Khurd pertaining to the
notification c}atedg-l.-f-‘.».zﬂ[}ﬂ in sum _qf-T_:.fl.'fh'u ]akhs_'per Aacre and

for Cutﬂgu;";{ ‘B -lancs the

scompensation  awarded  at

114,37, ;P'E[lu"- per acre |s. ma]nt-:'rn'ed and thus quu:h' appeals or
CIross IEfElEF'CE"% which ps r“t-am tn Category ‘B' lands wro

Eit‘:-l'ﬂ!'—?EEﬂ

-

7. PERENING-te such appeal where the compensation

stands enhanced statutory bené?iij's as per the Land Acquisition
Act 1884 as explained in the Judgment reported @s Suirder Vs,
L0 2001 {QBJ DLY 568 shall be granted, except for the period

whera there is a delay in filing tHe appegl or cross objection, iur

s .whith peied of delay no interest on the enhanced compensation

shall be patd, . These appeilantﬁj OT' CHOSS objecters would be

. entitled to perDrtJDnaLE Eust
i

I'{ultar" N:'i:lhc:qtim dated 7.82000

; GB. For the reascmmg gwen m pargs 64 o ur‘ hereinaboye
nertaining to the nutlf‘catmn L-EIITiE}I dated 7.8 ?DDD relating Lo
village Hﬁlamb[ Kalan, all: ar:-pnalsl a5 per 'GRID-B’ "I:EI’E',IHHLI!{""JF

: and rmss ‘objectlons tﬂne:’ d'lsp-.‘_‘rh-ed of enhancing the
u}m;:enﬂatlnn to ﬂ-i 75 lakhs '.ler a-_reLand ! highhgl'nt that as

per the award and eveér ds per Lhr: ref
wara of umfcr'rm FEIFQDF}I’ Neediess o ¢

lreme all subject lands
sLate appesls filea by o

Union Df Indla and cross rJI:uerch:ns whprr-xrér'ﬂh_ad are dismissed

' Apneals and cross uhjectmns filed h'_-,r laind QWhers are allowed by -
- enhancing .the cumpensatmn to ﬂd._’?.ﬁ lalkkhs par acre togelher

with statutory benefits as per tHE!Land Acquisition ALt 1894 as

LA Agp Mo 268/2008 & connected mattors
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' prldmﬂni im ’rl1r- juclgrnt:nt lmpprted as 5unq_’E'r l.»"':- LK 2007 (93]

DLT 569, Except for the pprmd w.lhq:,m,_-Lheru is a delay in filing

-———’r:he appeal or. cross DIJjECth fog which period of delay o

intersst on I_hL entanced Lt:rmprfn‘:atipn_s_t}_ql.ﬂl;__he paid,  These

appellants: Or Cross i:ui:-]Et:tDrs '.hmum ke entitfed to proportionate
cost,

"'IFIIIE{[E EEWEII’"E Nﬂtlﬁcanﬁn dated 7.8.2000

GO, Pertammq to. utllagﬂ Elawlan_a_ relating to the same
nDtrﬁLaLlurt Lia'rﬂ] 7832000 'mrhe-rﬁ Lhe |FE|FT'IEI:‘|' Here‘_-rﬂnv:e: Court

;_haﬁ..ﬂﬂt_erlha nced the mmpe|153t|ur for parity of reasoning, =i

market value for Category "A*landg is fixed at ¥14.75 lakhs per

" &CrEENd for Category. ‘B larids at ¥14,38,125- per. acre and

noting that Union of India has neither filed-arly appeal or cross

‘objection, appeals as per ‘GH_ID~|::‘ hersinabove are allowed by

Fixcing 'I'I"|t= compensation  as heroinbefore mentioned  and

needless tn state on the enhana F-d -:Drr-:pr:mat'u:rn the appe allEis,

shall bie entitied bey, statutory benef’ch s per the Land ﬁcqumﬂnr.
Act 1894 as Enpialneﬂ In the Judqm ent reported as Sypdec Vs
LOF-2001 {83)-DLT 5hJ excEpL for|the period whers there is o
delay in filing the appeal, for: whn:h period of delay no inkorest

- on the Dnhaﬂced Lumpensatm;n Eha}, e paid, These appellantsy

wiguld be entitied to pfmpmtmnafe th’r
‘ml'.agrs Khera [{m.ra Mot E,i'run dated 11.5.2000.

70.. ©yith reference to the notification dated 9.8.2001
wherein with eﬂ’ect from 1 41»_*:}{}!;} min_i.mum'prh:e notlfied per

acre |s-%13.82 lakhs per acre and requiring said price to be
suifabw - upc]ate_d“ to reach the date Of the. notification .=,

ST o QIEIDDEI ahd vnr'ith'réferenceim'theréale deed dated 249.5.2004

wherein for Category ' lands, l:m:j price per acre comes o

: ?1?,‘Jal,ldiz._...s_uunugri ofT 'i:u_ﬂ“.q'?f: L0 ner -acre, and for

Categary ‘D' lands Ins:reaﬂmq the same by ?...5-% the price comos

Lh.ﬁpp.[ﬂﬁ;{ﬁmﬂﬂﬂ &..cnm.r..c-.lml rr:atEv:Jers £ JRE : Page ol o7 T -
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to ¥18.2 _Iakha' per acre and fu.rther Increasing by 2.5% the pricas
comes tu—tl8.65-500{ —peracra for ‘Category “At-tands; and
decreasing the said prices by 11% to reflect the price with
reference to the cale deod for the date 252001 the mean
average pn_n:-E far Eategmy. ‘A" lands ‘in village Marels cornes to
¥16,16,500/- per acre -and chrﬂas[ng the same by 2.5%, it
comes o ]5 ?E (}27- per acre ﬂjr Category 'B' lands.. Moting
that the learned I'{Eferr:m‘;r_‘_ Court i'!as, without any reasons, done
BVRY - Wi%h Category ‘B |E]"f|i_d£ a-lifu':! uniform price. awarded is
X15,85570/- per acra and since for Catr—:-ﬁuw ‘O lands the price
worked uut by'm& is less by T0,000/- per acre which is & meager
amount, 1 held that for Category TE lands the price deterrnined
would be as per the reference bi;_:t for Category 'A Jands the

- '—-Mstéﬂd erhapced tn $16 lﬁ.i&ﬂ@eucr —

i .

o
-~
-

3 All Land Acguisition hppa_als as r.ler ‘GRID-E" filed oy the
taid cwners and cmﬁ'-'—ﬂh;"éctiuns filedd Dy the land owners in

aprmmla filed by Um{m of India ara allowed by uuuﬂ,emg
compensation payablx, for Ldu_any ‘A* lands in i ||r|gF' Marals
perlaining -to the notiflcation! dated 2.5.2001. in sum of
'ﬂﬂﬂlﬁ,i}ﬁﬁ;— per acre and as per tne r_'EfEFEIiCL". order Tor

Category *B' lands. Thus, appeals filed by the Union of Inidia a5

also cross objections filed by Union of India as also such appeals
which relakte o Categury- 'B" lands Tiled by land ownecrs are
daSmis-apd and the ones 1., the appeals and cross objection:
filed hy the Iand DY ers puLaInIng to Categuw ‘A0 lands are
allowed as aforesaid and needlea&. ¥ ';tale on the enhanded
Lumpenqatmn sLaLu’rnw h::mi-;ﬁha a5 por the Ldﬂd ﬂlcqumutmn A

LBQ-’E as explained in the Judgmpnt l‘ﬂpﬂ-l‘tEd as Sunder Vs QO

E:l:]ljl (93) NDLT 569 shall be granted exvept for the pedod whers

L"'I-EI’E 5 & n:j|=|a§.r in ﬂlnuq the appnal ft:rr' Whil:h per|odd nF delay no

LA App Mo 26612000 & comteeted multers | . TageiolRs




to T18.2 lakhs peracre and turther incrEaﬂlng by 2.5% the prices

Lomes to 18,653,500/~ per acre’ for’

t:ategqrfﬂ-__',&'- lands; and

- decreasing the zald prices by 11% to reflect the price with
refarence o tha: cala deed tor t:he:dslte-ll.g_zuuﬂ: the maan

1 w
average- price for Category ‘A'ilandg in village ‘Khera Khurd

comes Lo 14,853,500/~ per acreland

2.5%, it comes to T14,46,413/- per acré for Category ‘B’ lands,

1. Al band Acquisition Appeuls as per "GRID-D' filed by the

land owners and cross-objections fileg by the land owners in

appeals filed by Union of India are allowed by decresing
ﬁm‘npématinn payable for Eatgeeg!cry ‘4" lands in village Kheara
- Khurd pertaining fo the netification déted 11.9.2000 |p sum of
14,583,500/ per arre for Cetegory ‘& lands and ¥14,46,4%5/)
per acre fuy Calegory ‘B' lands. * | n{:nl[e that perl_'a':hing to this

notification and the village, the Union of Indla has not filed any

appeal. On the enhancad cuinp!en,sa ion statutory benefits 25
: ' e R AT ! ' 5 . L 4 -1 - .

per the Land Acquisition Ack 1894 as xplained in the judgmen:

reparted S5 Sunder Vs, L3 2001 (93} DLT 569 shall be grentad,

except for the perind where there is a

tor which peried of delay no

Fula:-.r i filing the apoeal,

ir1t++|'::5t on the evhanced

- ! . o
compensation shall be paid. Thesc appeilants woulo be entitled

0 propottionate cost

Village Heiwiz Motificatio

|
n daitzed 2.5.20010

77, With reju'ﬁrﬂnf:é & 5 t'hej hmti}‘icatiurr dated 9.8.2001

~ . acre is T15.7 lakhs per- acie and requiring said price W be

L

suitably updated: to Teach i‘.h_ei datg of the notification |e

2.5.2001 and with reference L0 fhe sdlo deed dated 25.5.2002

wherzin for Category 'C lands, "land

price per acre comes to

21774109/~ rounded off lo TL/75000/- per acre, and [of

Fral

~ Category ‘B

LA App Mo, 266/2008 & conneciod metlers

[ands increasing the samg by 2.5% the price comes

Pope 63 of Vi

decreasing the same by



Inierest on tho enhabced comperisation shall be paid, e

appei[ar‘it.s would be Eﬁ‘l’rlecl to pmpmtiunﬁte Cost.

b ._mlgl_@ta-rabi— -EEI-':‘EFI.‘ Motification datod 22.85, LT

1
?r’l. o With reference to ‘the olilication dated 9.8.2001
w'rﬁéﬁ?wﬁﬁreﬁﬂtt'ﬁﬂm"'t:ﬂi.?ﬂﬂl"minimum price notifiad ey

acre is T15,70 lakhs per acie and requiring said price [y bo

SuILéth.updath o reach ithn?- date of tha. notiffcation ie.
© 22.8.2001 and with referencel to the sale deed daLE:E 25.5.2002
whereir] f{:r Catugnw. ‘G lands, land price per ACle comes tn
¥17,74,108)-, rounded off fo T17,75,000/ per acre, ond for
Category "B’ lands Increasing Lhe same by 2.5% the brice comes
to 18.2 lakhs per acréand further I'|4:|'r:.35|'ng by 2.5% the prices

comes to TIB,65 5004 per mcre for Category ‘A lands: and
- decreasing the said prices by 11% to refleet—tha price with
_teference’lo the sale deed for the date 22.8.2001; the mean

. average price for Cateum”y' ‘A larids in wvillage Holainli Kzlan

EDJT‘IF'E- to The,74,500/- per acre -md decreasing Lhe same b
Rl '3%, it comes to ¥16,32,637, 1[] pen acre for Catagary ‘B lands.

Moting -that the learned rteFfrem_E Court has, without any
reasons, done away with Catﬁgury 'B* fands and ualform price
awarded is T16,43 HiTJ— per aci o the price differentlal worked
out Py me comes Lo a ‘meagar T0 ﬂ,DDf pEr acre-and thus gun
C‘aqunw"B’ I’mds i malnLam the amoint awamﬂd by the

iearncd Reference Court. | i
]

ey All'Land acquisitlon Ar:;rnealé[ filed by the Union of |ndis

- and'cross objections whmewﬁr ﬂleul by Union of Irdia in the

appals filed by land owners in rEEjnect whereof grid has beer

prepare—d and labeled as 'GRID-F' E.: 'GRID-G' hpre|n‘1[}|:r-.a|_:- F e
dismissed.

G, All Land Acqujsition ﬂppeal}s filech by the land vwnars

and cross-objections filed by the Ianul oWners in appaals fited by

. _L-ﬂ..&pp.?ﬂt:.lﬁﬂﬂ D08 & vonnecte] matters Pn_a;n: 64 of 74
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Union of india are allowed by dP:‘:rel ing compensalion payable

for Categr::r;-.r Uy Jand'a i wliaqe’ Elﬂfa Ll alan perl'alr.lng Lo L'f'lL'

notification dated’ 22 8.2001in surn of ¥16, 74,500/ per aure anc

_ﬂ:ur EateE;-nw"B’ iands the cormperisation awar‘deﬂ al

710,43, Ell"i.n’ pPr acte is ma:ntalﬁed and Lhus such anpn-_alq i
CINSS i"EfEr‘Erlf_.Eb wh:r:h pE-rl.-::,m to Categnly ‘B fands are

?T.. Pﬂaltuining to such apf:mal where the ccrnp-::nsatimrf

5£and5 En'hanl:é_d E'rl.'é"l:-utury benefits ds per tho Land Accuisition

‘Act 1894 as explained in the Jﬁdgr‘npnt reported as sund'or s

LG 3001 {93} DL'T 565 shall bE -l_:;lldnLLI:f pxcopt for the period

where there is 3 [lElE'!.-" in filing the appeal Qr cross objection, for

which “EHDCI of delay I‘:Lﬁ |r1ta=n=-;f on the enhanced compensation

Enﬂtled Lo pmpurtmnate COSE.

shall he. paid. IhESE apjellanla Or| Cross 'DIJJEEtI:IrFr would be

-aullige Al Pur 3‘~!-;-t411:;_t‘14:n dated 22.8.2007 °
T-"E.I With reference 1o |FI{E nqlttﬂr:atmn dated 9.0 ?DEI'I
whereir with’ eﬁ-:__r:t from L.&,J-UU_]. minimum price notified pe.
acre Is X15.70 lakhs per acre lad fequiring sald price to ba
5ulp1_ablg undated to reach the date of - the notification B,
22.8.2001 and with reference to the 5.:116: deen dated 25.5.2001
wherein far Category 'C 1ands§, land price per acre comes to

| 17,74,108F, rounded off to- ¥17,75,000/ per acre, and for

‘Catogery ‘B lands increasing the same by 1.5_%' the nrice comes

f0 18,2 lakhs Per acre and further ingreasing by 2.5% the prices
‘omes to <14,65, 500/~ per av‘I’P foy Category ‘A’ lands; and

Q’Hecremlﬂg the Said p!llcc* hy 11%| to reflect the price with

I‘EFET'ET'!EE to the SEJ!E died fﬂl". the dote-22.8.2001; the mean

' .m.-::-r"gt:t nrice For Earegur__r A_Lan[is In U!IIHgF All Pur comes to

16,74 500/ per acro and I:IEErE-_amhg the same by 2.5%., it
cones Lo ’Elﬁ,?:_‘z,ﬁ?}?'.ﬁt.[' per F.I':ZI";I:! for tatﬁgmry *B" lands. MNoti e

Lo dpp Ne 26652008 4 conmnecieil |1|r'.l.[l|::r~:i v | . Pﬂgt w3 ol

S o | St




e "‘t’r‘ral Lht. h'_.‘.:lr’rtE{i "'ﬁ:érentﬁ Lﬂ uri:_ha;,_-.

r::ut L any |r-_'.~a_.un:. done

uway vuith - Latpgnw ‘B 1ami5 qnd umfarm price H'I.“J'EJI'EJF‘IET 5
€15,434,811/- per acre, the [JIICL dlfFEFE!ﬂtlaf worked out by me
Gomes to a. meaqer T4 Di}{if per rj]LFE' and.thus qua Categery ‘B
ILde f maintum the amuunt amrarlded by the learncd Reference

Cuurl: : | '

10 Al Lan:fr AF‘QUIEIHDH ﬂuppéalﬁ fil
in respect whereof grid has [J'E'F'r] ﬁrnpar
S heremabﬂw are dismissed. ¥ nlme th

rtled any appesi r_‘rmllenqlnq t‘*e décisiar

r:r h'_,f the Union of india
ed and labeled as ‘GRID-
at land owners have nok
1 Of the Reference Court.

30. °  There shall ke no c-rder as to costs.

Emlaga Hulamhl [ghl.,rri I‘uu_gfﬁr:a’:i'nr

i dated 22.8,2001

S Vifith re.erem.e th he - notjf
whercin with &ffect from 1.4.2001 min

cation dated 9.8.7001
Imum price notified per

acre s T15.70 lakhs pér;a:m ana requiring said price o he

suitabhy updabgd to reach the date

of the nolification i.o.

) I
: .{R.E.EDD]. and witn referepce to the 531& deed dated 2552002

_"“'”Tlc}tlflg‘ that  the learnedi I'-!.r:ﬁ:renre Court has,

'l_ﬂ.ﬂ.pp.Hc-.Ef:-_EffiﬂE-H-:'L‘L'cn:ugueul:ﬂ h_mtem P _

whearain for Category 'C' iiands. F?nd Price per acre comes to
T17.74.108/-, rounded off to "ﬂ{ [ D}]DI— per acre, and for
Category ‘B fands | increasing the same IF}; 2.5% the price comes
ta "".LB falchs per acre and Fl.nl:hevumrea;.mq by 2.5% the prices
le'l'F_b to 718 65 200/ per acre ifar
decreasing the said prices by 1_1%

ategary. ‘A" lands; and
fellact the price with
reference to the sale deod for the daLI'L 22.8.2001; the mean

."-"‘E’EW—PﬂC _Em_t:aregma,; A Iand'“—ln 'l'-"H-l-EIﬁ-E-'-HﬁiEl‘ﬂlﬂ g -

tDmF'S o 186, ]‘fl 500/~ pﬂr acre and ﬁucreaarnc_} the same Loty
J?a’u, it r:urnea to 16,32 ﬁ::?‘.gl};mr acre for Cate 2001y ‘B’ lands.

without any
TRASONS,. ELL?'L'LE_E'A'ED_'-,E 1nuth_,l...-u:r.=-,gmr&: ‘B lands-and unitorm Brice
awarded s ?16 i) ELL ﬁer r:rtﬂim:: price differential warlag

- uut by rme cc comes'to a FﬁF‘E!I]"'r' i“}.,ﬂl]ﬂ,f per acre and Lhus qua

Dape 66 of 74
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Categnry R lands . -n'=|ull"l1lF.ilf|rlﬂ'lE"w?HﬂQUﬂL-—ﬂWdHit-d e the
‘learned Reference Cuurl: ' PR
o2, . The appeal fi|E1_. i:ng.r the Umion of India in respect
winereaf .grid  has - been pu—zpared and labeled as 'GRID-

hEl‘El’-nahG\fc i5 dismilssed. | note. 1ha1_ land owners have not filed
- any appeal ._hallengmg the d::'u&.[l:ln nf the HEI’EFEHEL Court,

.83, : “TEEFE slmll be no Drder as to 4:05['; :
Iltaqg F&gmgur .g @7l I‘t..-:.l'i:!i’I-:.-aLiglg1 HEL‘EL‘E 2202001
. B4, wJu. reference to the. noti ﬂra’f:mn dated  G.0. 2001

whergin with effect fram 1.4.2001 mipimum price notified per
acro is T15.70 lalhs per acre and requiring 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 ‘Cf lands, land jprice per acre comes to -

- X17,7/4,109/-, |'ﬂur|::|EH off to’ ?1? TJ,DCI"EI;’— per acre, and for
'Categnry,r 'B! lands increasing the! Eamq by 2.5% thee price comes
. to ¥18.2 |-:||=5h::; prer aure anc further lrll:r‘EaEIﬂg oy 2 5% the prices
comes to. ¥18,65 500/ per acre for Category ‘A" lands; and
dacreas rng t'IL said prices by 11% fto reflect the price with
reference to the sale decd for the dpte 22.8.2001; the mean

avétége price for Categary A faridsin vﬂlagﬂ Halapur Kalan
comes to ¥16,74,500/- qer an:rr_"and decreasing the same by
'2 5%, [t comes tc: T1@.32, E%T a0 per adre for Categm}r ‘B ;dru:lu
N{H’Inﬂ Chat the Iéﬂrned He.erence Lq::urt has, without any
reasons, dong away wPi:E* Cdttgury 1 lands and uniform price
gward._d Is, X186, 43,811/ per acre,. thE-- price differential worked
p..s:mt by ne. !.:Dml.,i o a. meage* 5:*9 00C/- per acre_and thus qui
Category 'B' lands- I maintain "E'he- amount awarded by the

learnad Referance Cm:rl_ ; |
85. All Land Acqulsition ﬂappc::ulﬁ 'filud by the Unien of India
znd - cross objoctions whernver filed by Union of India in the

].r%.ﬁp.p.ﬂu-?ﬁﬁfiﬂﬂﬂ ds conneeled maliers . Taged7ol74




‘appeslsiited by Tand own ETE-“ﬁ'I—-I‘E_"E_;}E_ﬁT Whereofgtid-has-bee -

prepared and |absled as 'GRID-|' heréinabove are dismissed,

86. - All Land Acquisition Appeals filed by the land gwners
and cross-pbjections filed by the land owners in appeals filed by

Union of India are allowed by decresing compensation payalle

for Category ‘&' lands In village Héiarju IKalan pertaining to the

.ﬂﬂflfiFHT‘IDH dated 22.B. 2[1!]1 in sum D'f i‘lﬁ 14,500/ per acre and
for Category ‘B’ iaﬂds the turn ensation awarded at
16,433,811/ per acre is maintained. and thus such-appeals or
.CFDEIE refereﬁn:e?which hertain td Cat.egn:lrv- B lands are

dismissed. . R

a7. Perfalning to such appﬂal '.wjere the compensalion

stands enhanced statutory” bpreht* as per the Land ﬂ'l:q'LtI"H_It!I'*
ACt 1294 as explained in the Judg-!mpnt reported as Sunder i,
Lo 2001 {@3,1 DET 565 shall be gran‘ted except for the period
. where there is £l C[D|aj,.-’ in filing the: appeal Or Cross mbjecaun Tor
which permd of delay no inter est i the fn hanced compensalion
shall be paid, - Theése appellants lor crss nbjecmrs would be
entitled to proportionate cost. : '
-Yillege Saroth Hotlfication:
S Wikt reference fﬂ ihe riov i‘fi'j;,ulit]n daled 9.8.200°
f :unrherem weitdn affect fn::m 1 4.2001% mlnllmum price natified per

_ '.acae is T15.70 Ialh5 per acre and e ulrmg saig price o be
: suitably urzndal',e::i to reach t|"IE date

xf the notificstion i.e.

B TN 2001 and with reference to. Lhe "-'EI-|E! teed datﬂd 25.2.2002

Cwherein for Category 'C Im‘njs, [and pm:e per acre comes to

—F.:fl. L4108/ rounded. off to I]_J T5,000/- per acre, and far

- Category *H! |33T'II'_‘-|..1_lHEFEEE|ﬂg the same by 2 .59 the price Comeas

ko ¥16.2 lakhs por acre and furﬂmﬂlhti‘uﬁng by 2. 5% the prices
COBes— tn 13,65 500/ per acre, |fur Category ‘A’ ands; ana
_r1'='|: E:ﬁlng the sald. prices by 11 7o tL reflact the price with

T—u“--.e“upﬁ-ﬂuiﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁ & conneeled matiors g ' Page 6l nf 74




reforence to the sale deed fn'r Lhe date 7.12.2001; the m%r
E‘-’E“JIJE}E' F"__If_ﬁj for LatE-r;crr}f A"Iandﬁ i '-...rillage Sahutl| COMEs o
'"I.I,AQ,SD_QI per acre. boting Lr!at al! l[ands in village Sanolh as
per the award and as per the Reﬁ_ar'eml;:e Court are of same value
| hold that for acquired lands in village Sanoth for Lho
notification dated 7. 12.2001 the'lant;i owners would e ontitled

to the enhanced compensation. [n’ Jum of T17,23,500/-.

89. Al Land f'u:qlusal:mn Appeals liled by the Union of India
and cross objections wherever flled by Union of India in Lhe
appeals filad by land owiners in resgect whereaf grid has besn

prepared and. I.ﬂheled a5 "GRID-K’ nereinabove are dismissed.

50, All Ldnc[ ACQLJISILEDH ﬂppeald filed by the land awners
EEF_EE_I_EJEE'" cbjections filed by the Iaru:J owners in appeals {iod by
Union of India are altovied by grantmg cnmpenﬁatmn N sum of
?1-7".2-5?.5':![}!— and HEIE":"E_-.J_"ITD skate on  the cnhanced
mmpehsatiﬂn statutery henefits. as. per the Land Acguisitron Act
1594 as -Exﬁ:ilainr:ti in the judgment reported as Sunder Vs, LCY
2000 {837 LLT 5649 shall be gjrar:il:ud, except for the period where
thare is a delay in filing the apﬁeal Of Cr0ss oljection, for winch

- perlod of delay no interest on the en 1a*1|:éd compensation shall

-be paid. These appellants or ETDES nnjectnr'a would bi entitled

to pmpur‘LIc}ﬂatr_ Cost. ! !

‘ur'illgg; Stghzu; Eﬂr‘f]’: “\!uh’fi:i:stiun dated 15.5 200
gy, Pr:rf:ammg to viliage Elmhrlur Garfi, as held oy me
hereinabove the larid price would b

vo to he determined with

: “I::I'Erence in the sale deed daté‘d I’IZI 2002 and for which fand

pru:e for Lategnry A lands _Iqa!;_ heen determined by me @t
18,65,500/ per acre and since there is just a difarence of 4
days hetwieen. the date of sale a.nd ithe notification | maintain
dated 16.5.2007 the land
at the rate of T18,65,500,-

that for the notification in L]ué_.LIun

owners are entitled 1o L_umperu:..jtmn

. : : > |
_ thpp.ﬂu.ﬂlﬁlﬁf’lﬂﬂﬁ & connected tnailess ! Page 6% of 74
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peracre and 1 highlight that as pér the|award ani Tha Fafarerce
" all lands are in the same tategmg, Appcalﬂ and cmss ohpectio

ﬁlcd bg,r thE Iand DW[‘IETEI a5 per |I‘.|'|.F" ‘GRID-L" are allowed and

needless _h::r stale on, tl*lle Eﬁ|_‘|d1'i{:l2d ‘compensation the Jand-
Cowners would be antitled o all Ilsta'a:mm}f penelits as per ine
,-Land  Acquisition Act‘.lij_éﬁél'- a5 iint_erprt-:ted in the judgment

'repm-ter‘j' as ig_m;r_ﬁ[_fi._jﬁﬁ_f EU{}-I;.{%!H} DLT 3649 except that In

.sUch appeals -or cross objections filed| by land owners where
'ijhere is delay, ho ._Interjeﬁ.ti-wr:mld he paid for the periad of delay,

Proporliongle vosts stand  awarced, Appeals - and  Cross

* abjectlons fiked by Union of India axe dijnis.ﬂed

*-ae“l]:llzugca 2habjpay 'Ezi!] Eii 'NII#'LHHE iom dated £3.5 gﬂs_r,:
92 Pertaining to  the nntlﬂcatlﬂh datel:j 2352002
nertaining to ui!lu{_;_e Shahpur Garhi, “|D"Iﬂg that the date of the
cale desd and tha naotification h.;,::a_ mfrﬁrﬂntml of unh aavs |

hold that pertaining to thig rm!jﬂ'n:atmn. since Land i of same
cmsﬁgc}r; 1I‘|e L:Ifld cwners would be r—;rtltled to Lurr|[JEr‘|';-c1L|ﬁ|1 al,
the rate’ of TLE,65,500/- with 5tatutﬂr1-.‘ IE:reneflf_H as per the Land
Acguisition Act 1894 as. Interpleted in ‘H"E dEEISID[] TepUried asy

- Sunder Vs, O} EDD_l 183) DLT __:b'.-j E:E.Lepl_ in such appeals or

cross objections filed by land owners wl:ere there is a delay, no

irterest would” be. paid for the péri::rd T delay. Proporlionate

Cosks stand. ;_tw:ljrded.' All 'seich appeatsiand cross objections by

land owners as per "GRID-M' stand allowed as aforesaid and all

)

appeals and .cross- objections filed by Unlon ™ of India are
dismissed.

}fﬁt]a'gq:. H@lathhf ‘{i i !"J:mﬁ.tt"rtutur‘ua m]af:ﬂ! VL

.-"hE nuted by e |:|er|'_dinl=r|g tm the notification doted

o B
L.'.J

3.5. EDE}E tEl‘ltIl'I'g tr.a village Holambi Khlan all fands have been

 treated in the '-'EIFHF‘ catagory oy the |Edr‘nt‘d Land Acrjuisition

i
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Cojlectur. and the ledrned HEfE]EL::E Court, The learned ‘}H

Heferem:u Coirt: hua awardﬂi L[QmpEHEHtLDrl in__sum__of_.

T22.14,239/- per ac ﬁ:*'_uuhwh | have found to be ewcessive

cross objections filed by the fand o
dismissed and appeals and Cross o

'inajsmm:h as for the date 23.5. EEHJE lI have held that fair masrket
value would ba ?115,&5.5[-]{}1-.;1?:1' Hr.r[: and thus all appeals ard

WNErs #@5 per 'GRID-N' are
niections Tllad by Unign of

Inciia Are d1|D'u'.'PIj Dy mudlf:.rlng the |1lﬂpugned decree passed by

the Ieamecl Reterance Court and r

2H:il_u:.rm_l the compenszation

poyable to 14,465,500/~ per acre oI which, needless to state,

with reference to the enhanced pi

ice wilh refmrence Lo the

award the 5tatutcar§'..r'berleﬁt5 alreatly

granted stand maintaines.

Mo costs.
iﬁliage Al Fur Elgﬂfi;ﬂt]ﬂ"'l ceted 23.5 5 2002
04, : F‘Lhammg 1o I_hL r|ut|ﬁt_a1:|::nm d-l’red 2352002 redzling

to village Al Pur, for p.}ui_.r of :‘E-_‘-Jﬁm
relatmg to village Holambi I{atan ar il

.-dppLala and _'cross . objections ﬁ|EL‘|

GRID-O' ara d]SIT:I[S ed and all BD'IEEEI

hy land owners as perisald Grd are|

s gua the said noiification

Shahpur Garhi | determing

fair market value payable at JE 65,500/~ per acre and s ali

by Union of India as per
s and cross ohjections filec

allowed by enharcing the

cormpansation payable to T14,65, 500/~ per scre on which

staRfutony hem?ﬂts as per. Land Acgui

shaii be paid save -EII'IIIZI E'-":-{L'E'pt i

Dhjm.tmns where there ds a defay, interest would not be paid fos
. - the period of delay. Froporiionate co '

sition Act-as Interpreted in

the judgment repmted 25 ‘-r{mﬂ'gg 5, Lof 2001 (D3] DLT 563

1 suUch appeats or Cross

s as well.

yillage Saneth Notification dated 27,3.2G03
95, Partaining to ihe ap'pe:alé and L;:‘BE:S_ abjections Py the
land owners and Uniorn of mdsa.ab pE r 'GRID-F* pertairing to Efiss
noliffication dated 27.1.2003 relatlﬂg to village Eannth I GLe

LA Appu.26 612008 & cnnnecterl matters
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that the leamed Land ﬁ.cqqiaiﬁnn- Colleckor has placed the lanas
in 3 categories and 1 find that the 1sarned Refersnce Court has
ur.r]lhpuféHy dla:ﬁ-ussiﬂn_ held thrﬂ lafids as of uniform categoiy
whail e awardi'hg'ﬁurr_upr.—:_hﬁatiqh. = T e

8. On the mean average basispwiich 1 have bheaean Tollawing
. by increasing the price as of 1.4. EGD] wilh refen:ricr:: o the

notification issued by the Gwernrnﬂrrl as also by increasing the

—*a-rﬂ-e—with ‘T‘E’f‘l’E‘JEI’lC‘E‘_tﬂ the sale ﬁeect cated .EU 2002 and

taking the mean average, for Catequw ‘A’ lands hw price comas
m flﬂ!ﬂb[}i}fa |:|E~1‘ Acre & em{i for Ce L_.EItEli]D]"-_.-" El' land thr_ [arice

comes to {1_8.911,912._1& per acre and for Cuteqm’y ‘L’ iznds the
e v - ; |

price comes to T18,47,539.68! per ycre. | find that the learncd
Reforance Court hés’-unifcrniif.f'L!rjtj:minade fair market valuo at
$19,13,765/- and thus such appeals or Cross oixjactions which
have bean ﬂli’:{i by land owners thl:n same have to he dismissod

Wl 50 tar they pertainto Category g’ and Calegery 'C" lands antd

. Zimilar would be the fate of appeals|and cross phijections filed by
. Union af India pertaining bt Categony "A lands. The said appegls

and cross mﬁ::jéttimns as per ‘GRID-P| are dismis ssad, Appeals and

© cross objections fled by landi ownors pﬁrtalﬂmg ty Category "&

Ianﬂs. are allowed by dEL'rr:eirig mnﬂpenﬁatt{:n payalble in surm of

. . ¥19,43,5004- per acre and ﬂF‘Fd1E55 to state an the erhanced

compansation statutory benefits ad per the Land Acquisition Act
1894 as interpreted inihe Jp;ﬁgmmlt reported as Sugod Vs, (O
2001 (93) DT 569 '_5'|"|';:"|]i_l b:ﬂ _?r:nf—:d'ﬂ_' _s'é'n_.'f'é""_':{nd except in sUCh
appeals and t'.'l;I:l‘_-i":i ﬁt:rjectiunfa. whera Lhe_ﬁ: is'a delay. 'intﬂres:

would not be pald for the period ofidelay. Proportlonate costs o

well, 'I‘hn'appealr ant cmrif; ubjéctiuns Aled by Unien of indis

- pertaining to Category "B ang Lat&guw ‘C° tlands are allowed Dy

(i I'Fﬁj—t-ﬁﬂ‘---IE|ELEE|‘EHE¢---dECFEE—§+H the Reference Qrder '::-'_~,e
reducing the compensation for  Category 'BY tand o

1. App Mo 26612008 & convectad matters Yape TE ol 74
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R g 1‘159491250 per ane anrl Tor Camqmy 'C land r}%’

L T .. L ?15 41' '3:',.5 ﬁB per E'JCI'E ; -:',". L . /

*JHFQE Eafapur F:ql.;u_[-a_;gtlﬁcatigh dated 27.1.20032

GF. For parity of reasoning 3 Der para 56 éut.ruve Gertoining
(¥ vi[laq'r.ﬂ- Sanoth, similar EDH"F'[.'I:J".-'E action is to b reulren
pertammg tn Ian#s acquired pursuant o notification ol bt
271 2003 reiatlng to ml!age Fajapur [Kalan ahd where .t [ind that
the learned Hafer&ncc Court ﬁa’s in 'S-JFTIE. Cases ax-vla:-'d-:ci
car’rpenaatmn in zﬂlm of 11@13 765/~ per acre and in somo
Cases uL 713,16,040/- per.acre by treating all Ian’i'-' of unitorye
:_:_ategﬂryr. On’ the: mean.gau_rerage basis which | have been
'fuflﬁw'in;g_ by increasing the price;as of 1.4.2001 with reference
Ci _-. ) to the notification isleedf'b_#'_itﬁe G'I_'.“l'u"{:‘l'riETIEFIt-ﬁS also |y
. ir‘lcreasing the SEME withr&eréﬁm th the sole rleéﬂ tlated

K . 20.5.2002 and taklig the mean alveraqp far Category A" lands
— - oobhe pﬂr:a- Comes tﬂ—&&dd%ﬁﬂ#m&l‘ acre~and for Category ‘1
ﬁ ' land th pIIEE comes to T18,04 9]{? b0 per acre and for Category

' “C lands the price comes t ¥18,47,539.68 per acre. Thus sucl
cappeals or ETCIES'DD?ECtiDﬁS'-HTIIhIiE]1 have Eaen filec |y laid
owners-the same have to be dlann'at:ﬁd in so far they pertain oo

; Latu:gr:,ry ‘B and Category T Ia!ndq and similar would be ihs
fate of appeals and L]ﬂE-S-Db_lEEEtI'DFIS filed by Union of Indla
-f.'.lt':‘.!‘ti'lil"lirlg to Category ‘A IandE.i - The said .appeals and cross
nt‘:;je::tiuns as per ‘GRID-Q - are ﬂ1sm_isséd, - Appeals fm-d CIUss
abjections filad by land owners péa_itaining_-tu Category “A° lamwds
érE'ai_IuwécIi by Uecraeing: compensation [:la:.ra'ule. i sem of
B ‘ | 119,423,500/~ per acre anﬁ"ﬁe’eﬁr:?éﬂ' toslalemrite enhanced
" compensation statutory benefits g5 per the Land Acguisitlon Act
1884 as interprated in th?'jl'li:igméﬁt reported as Swmder Ve UOY

= i SRR 5.1} i 497 DLT—-—’:;‘?@—Hﬂ-H -be—péﬁ:l—ﬁaue and ExLepL in Such
' a-:peala and crms CIDJECHDHS whm:_ thﬂr'f_': 15 a aclay, Interesi
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.- . : 1'n.'f,'-1}|'i2| nUt bE Flldjlf T'E'r t..h'E' j.__.'l:_.]'lﬂld o7 {ij;'_‘.']i]'}-" FFGPDFLHJII:_'HE costs B /}q‘,—
well,  The agpea!s_ 'rmrj Cross ﬂtuuqtmnq filed by Uricn o1 Irdia -
pertaining lo Category-'B* and _CnlEL ory ‘G lands are aillowed by

mudifying Lhe relatable dacree in the Reference- Order py

—_— e — ——

-Fﬂﬁw_—f..q—the— pﬂmEG‘FﬁﬁHﬂ'ﬁ‘—fﬂI‘ LE'EI‘I'?EI}L‘.IFJ-': ‘B land o
- F14,94, f‘1? 30 per sore and for . Category  ‘C" land” ftu

_xlﬂ,-"f?.':rﬂ@-ﬁﬁ per acre,
fw T —rr"ﬁ"ﬂ"-"' '
TL-::I'E'I i " -
% J ﬂiﬁrﬂ T:E:ﬁ!;sfﬁ?i-._ X

g - LJ
: ILEEJRD_EEP NANDRAOE)
! MDEE
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