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CORAM S '
HON BLE MR JUSTICE PRADEEP NANDRAJOG

'1.. Whether the Reporters Qf Iocal papers may be allowed

to see the judgment? !

2. To be referred to Reporter or hot? | .
3. 'Whether the Judgment should be reported in the Dlgest7 ?

"lPRADEEP NANDRA]OG 1. (Oral) | | L
1. I am decrdmg the above captroned appeals and

_relatable civil mlscellaheous appllcatlons which are by Way of
. Cross obJect|0hs all of Wthh have been Ilsted heremabove ' |

)

~ +  LAAPP. 1029/2010 & CM No0.5948/2011, ' LAAPP.
©/1030/2010, LA.APP.. 1031/2010, LA.APP. 1033%/2010* & CM
 N0.6645/2011, LAAPP. - 1062/2010, - 1063/2010 & QM -
' N0.6943/2011, LA.APP. 1064/2010, LA.APP. 1066/2010 LAAPP.

_'..(Relatmg to . Notification u/s 4 dated 17.06. 2005 & Award, |
- No.1/2006-07, Village- Bakkarwala) AR "
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"-_L(Relatmg to Notlﬂcatron u/s 4 dated 24 09. 2003 & Awardv, ;
':No 3/2004 05, anlage Bakkarwala) , o N
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market value of land in the revenue estate of Vlllage Bakkarwala

1o |

- 2. R " The present dec1510n concerns issue, of flxatlon of falr

and v1llage Mundka o 3 N ‘r .
3. Th;e dates on Wthh falr market value of the land has
to be determlned may be graphically noted as under - | ‘
S. a:.No. Name of Vlllaqe »Date of notlﬁcatlon under

o | . ",Sectlon 4 of the LA Act 1

1. - Bakkarwala  24.9.2003

20 Bakkarwala -17.6.2005.

- 3. - Mundka. . +25.2.1997 L

4, - Mundka 21.3.2003 e

. 5. ?-l\/I-undka - 17... 2005 ' .:_-_@ . |
4. - It may be hlghl|ghted that the notlﬂcatlon at serlal.;

'»_,'No 2 herelnabove pertalmng to vnllage Bakkarwala is the same’

pursuant whereto lands were acqunred ln the revenue estate of

o Vlllage Mundka; as per serial No.5 above. , ’ : _
5. Abuttlng NH-10, leadlng from the crty of Delhl to the
| ) townshlp of Rohtak-in the State of Haryana are vrllages Mundka L

"'.dlfference between the topology of the. two Vlllages is; whereas
. the land “of vnllage Mundka - abuts NH 10, that of village *
' BakKarwala does not 'so abut belng on the other s;de of the;'.‘:
_.Southern boundary of revenue estate of vnllage Mundka o

.Ghevra and then VIllage Tikri Kalan.” [T f -

LA.APP. 784/2005 & connected S e PageSof 19
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"Ghevra and Tikri Kalan. Vlllage Bakkarwala hes towards the.
“other side of the Southern boundary of. vrllage Mundka The_‘

6. . As we proceed from tl§e Clty of Delhi to the townshlp ;
of Rohtak V|llage Mundka is crossed ﬂrst followed by vrllage .

.7.‘- . Agrlcultural lands in vnllage Mundka were achIredf

ol o e e o e % =
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- pursuant to a notlfrcatlon dated 25 2 1997‘ |ssued under Sectlon}

4 of the Land Acqursrtron Act as per award No 2/1999/2000 B
\ 'Agrlcultural lands in the revenue estate of \/Hlage Mundka Were |
- further acquired pursuant to a notification dated 2132003'_ IR
issued under Section 4 of the Land Acqursmon Act as per award o

’.f'No 3/2005 06 as also award No. 1/2005 06. Further lands .in the a

.revenue estate of the same. vrllage Were acqurred pursuant to I
| ' notrﬂcatlon dated 17 6. 2005 lssued under Sectlon 4 of the Land. o '
" -Acqws:tlon Act as.per Award No. 13/2006 07. " |
-8, Agrlcultural lands in the revenue estate of v1|lage?"‘
Bakkarwala were acqwred pursuant to ‘a notlfrcatron dated‘ S
24.9. 2003 rssued under Sectron 4 of the Land Acqu|51t|on Act as "
. per Award No. 3/2004 05 Further Iands |n the revenue estate of R

‘the same vrllage were- acqu|red pursuant to a notlflcat|on dated,}-‘
17.6.2005 (the same not|f|cat|on under Wthh lands |n vrllage
’Mundka were acqurred) as per award No. 1/2006 07 "
9. 7 In a nut shell, the Land Acqursrtlon Collector_'::
“-determrned the fair market value of the acqurred Iands under-all

. _the awards wrth reference to the. mmlmum pnce for agncultural' -
f.Iand ‘as nOtIerd by the Government of NCT: Delhl _ o
100 0 For clarity. -lv may note that pertamnng to the
._notrflcatlon dated 25.2. 1997 -under: Wthh agrrcultural Iands in . ]
the revenue estate of vrllage Mundka were acqurred the Iearned o
Land Acqursrtron Collector determlned the falr market value wrth ;
‘reference to the mrmmum prlce for agncultural Iand notlfled
» _wrth effect from 1. 4. 1997 @ X10 lacs per acre and srnce the date .

._»of Sectron 4 notrfrcatlon was antenor in pornt of t|me drscounted .

_LAAPP. 784/2005&connected o A Page6of19
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was further dlscounted by 90, OOO/ per acre. Pertalnlng to the_'_ ’
" notifications  dated 21.3.2003 and 24.9. 2903 the Land
Acqursrtlon Collector relied upon the notrﬂcatron flxmg the_};f B
m|n|mum pnce of agncultural land as of 1 4. 2001 and gave no;'_-z'_ |

R -market value of the lands to be determlned was as of 21 3. 2003..
and 24.9. 2003 "~ Even’ pertarnlng to the notrflcatlon dated

: "the price for one y‘ear'@ 11. 5% per annum, ThlS prlce was_
' adopted for category A lands For Iands in category B the value B

. benefrt of- enhancement wrth reference to’ the fact that the falr e

1762005 Wthh requrred fair market value of land to be

g determlned in the revenue estate of vrllage Bakkarwala and
vrIlage Mundka as of 17.6. 2005 the Land" Acqulsrtron Collector_'} |
determrned ‘the same with reference to the’ notlflcatlon flxmg_;_
o mlnrmum value of agncultural lands in Delhi as of 1.4.2001 and ,
gave no lncrease S L - :
11, - Aggneved by the determrnatlon of the falr market‘ |
value of the Iands by the Land Acqursrtlon Collector the land
owners sought a reference under Sectlon 18 xof the Land .

Acqurs:tron Act 1894 and on the reference belng made vnde

- various Judgments and decrees Wthh are under challenge ln
- the above, captloned appeals the Referencef Court took_ o
! correctrve actron as per the vrew of the Reference Court and =
enhanced the fair market value SR g i ‘ |

12. o Ina nut shell, pertalnlng to the notrflcatlon dated:»"' o

25.2. 1997 vide which agncultural lands in vrllage Mundka were

‘_l

i

LA
.l

§

T L el

'acqulred the Reference Court adopted the same notlftcatlon as .
‘was adopted by the Land Acqunsnt|on Collector under Wthh the

" LAAPP. 784/2005&connected IR S Page7of19
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“Government of NCT De|h| had flxed the mlnlmum value tfor”.!‘

- agricultural lands in Delh| ie. 1.4, 1997 but as agalnst the Land :
Acqursmon Collector depressrng the pnce @ 11. 5% for full oneft'

| 'year adoptlng the percentage 11.5, deCreased the value by‘
only 34 days. |nasmuch as the date wrth reference whereto
Government had notlfled the-minimum value was 1. 4, 1997 and B

~ the notrfrcatlon under Sectlon 4 of the i and Acqwsrtion Act was |
| dated 25.2.1997. ‘This was the value fixed for- category A lands o
E and for category B Iands W|th reference to the values for'
| category Aland depressed the same by 390, OOO/— jper acre '_
”1-3. Thus for category A lands the Reference Court |

| determrned the fa|r market value @ 29,89 288/ per. acre and forf” |
category B Iand the same was determlned @ ?8 99 288/- perl o

acre. . 2 l\; :

B _1-4. o Pertaining to the notlflcatlons dated 21 3. 2003 and
24.9. 2003 whereunder agrlcultural Iands in vrllage Mundka and "
"V|llage Bakkarwa!a respectlvely were acqurred the Referen'cef__
'Court tool< note -of the fact that after the Government had "
notlfled the minimum rates for agrlcultural Iands in Delhi as‘off ,

- 1 4.2001 the next rewsron was as of 30.8. 2005 _lUsmg the sald j S
. dates and the m|n|mum price notified by the Government of NCT v

| average What the Reference Court did was to adopt the value’ o

?“as of 142001 and mcreasrng the same by 10% per annum
determlned the enhanced prlce as of  21.3. 2003 as. also

.-2492003 : Thereafter the Reference Court took the value "

. notlfled as of 30 8. 2005 and depressrng the same by 10% per:j

I
1
|
{
Pl
!
{
I

2
ot = - -

| Delh| the Reference Court adopted the pnncrple of mean .
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,l . .

;-annum determlned the sum arrlved at as. of 21 3 2003 as also o
24.9. 2003 The two sums arnved at were added and lelded by
_'tvvo to arnve at the mean f‘gure as of 21 3. 2003 WhICh l notev

'comes to 715, 92, 083.33 per acre: (In some decrsmns | note the L

“sum arrived at is ¥15,92, 215/-). FOF the date 249 2003 thl
pnce determlned was ?20 41, OOO/ per acre L R 1*

15. ! Pertalnmg to the notlflcatlon dated 176200‘5

pursuant whereto agncultural Iands were acqurred in V|llage~5t o

Bakkarwala and Mundka the learned Reference Court adopted,;_’
'”'the mlnlmum prlce for agncultural lands notlfled by the o

fGovernment of NCT Delhl W|th effect from ‘1.4. 2001 and glvm‘
- mcrease @10% -per annum determlned ‘the . value and Wlth-' y

respect to the lands |n vnllage Mundka on account of locatlonal, -
| dvantage being abuttlng “NH- 10 gave 5% more and B

N Vfdetermlned the falr market value as of 17.6. 2005 |n sum of

| ?21 37 017 75 per acre and for v1llage Bakkarwala the prlce B
B determlned was 320,35,255/- per acre. ‘ T A
.:1_6. ~In the aforesald backdrop of the factual scenarlo ln' |

. which I have penned proflled the reasoning i of the . Land e

| Ach|Slt|on Collector as also that of the Reference Court I delve

mto the arguments advanced before me durlng hearlng today _
17. Wlth reference. to the | eV|dence led in LAC ,

No:!384/2004 Jamna Vs. UOL& Ors it was urged by Sh.LB. Rail
. learned counsel for the appellant |n LA App.No. 784/2005 whlch |

--argument was adopted by other learned counsel who appeared
- for the other appellants that the learned Tnal Judge was not -
_'_Justlfled in lgnorlng the sale deed Ex.P-1 whereunder 1 blgha

l§ -
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and 3 blswa of agrlcultural land in V|llage Mundka was sold as sof

5. 8 1996 for a sale conSIderatlon of %4, 75 OOO/ ?38 OOO/ wasn |

ﬂncurred towards sale duty -and th.us the: prlce of: the land would.
be ?‘5 13 000/- and Calculated wrth reference thereto land prICe o

- per blgha would come to %4, 46 OOO/ as of 5.8. 1996 Learned |

counsel- would urge that there lS no. reason not to hold that falr‘f' .

'market value of agrlcultural lands- in vrllage Mundka was :

24, 46 000/- per blgha as of 5.8. 1996. Takmg the argument

'forward it is urged that W|th reference to’ the sald price, falri',

market value needs to be determined - as of 2521993

_.' 21.3. 2003 and 17.6. 2005, i.e. -the dates when notlflcatlons under'
.'__Sectlorl 4" of the ‘Land Acqu|5|tlon Act were lssued pursuant__"
whereto agrlcultural lands vvere acqu1red in. Vlllage Mundka by |

- increasing the price progressuvely, if not by 12% per annum at : o

least by 10% per annum -t is urged that on the! same baS|sl

‘land prlce should be determmed for the agrlcultural Iands lni

vullage Bakkarwala Alternatlvely, it was urged that since
vlllages lerl l<a|an Mundka and Bakkarwala are contlguous‘

- villages, and in fact Vlllage lerl Kalan |s further towards the

e townshlp of Rohtak some mcrease be made in the. value of the

LA APP 784/2005&connected R b o Page 100f19

'land in village Mundka’ and Bakkarwala Wlth reference to thel ' . |
Judgment and - decree dated 19. 12 2008 decrdlng a . batch ofl .+ -

Land Ach|S|t|on Appeals lead -matter belng LA Appeal
No. 193/2006 Prarap Singh. (Deceased) Thr LRS l/5 Y0l as per

~ which fair market value .of land per blgha was determlned in. ‘
the revenue estate of village Tikri- Kalan as of{16.11.1995, 3 e

11 6 1996 and 17.12. 2002 at 32, 15 164/- for category A land

. 3
o

4

e e e et
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i

i

Iand and ?1 90 150/— for category B land; ?4 02, 850/- r

i
. \and ?"1 73, 500/ for category B Iand 32,35, 850 for category A

category A land and %3,24,850/- for‘category B land,:‘_ "

Ly

respectrvely

'

18.-+ - | may note here that |n various Iand acqursrtlon

references varlous partres have proved a number of saIe deeds

executed from time to’ tlme but durrng arguments today before

T
me, Iearned counsel for the Iand owhers have only relred upont B

the sale deed Ex P-1.

.19, Per contra, Sh. SanJay Poddar Iearned counsel for the
v UOI would urge: that the sale price as per Ex.P; 1 cannot be.

sample of the whole the sample must bear some adequate

: proportron to’ the whole For ~example, Iearned counsel Would
..urge that if it-has to be determined whether What percentage ofr '

to plcl< onIy one gram for if it happens to be the gram of rice r

o and if that one grarn happens to be a plece of stone one would

,would be drfﬁcult to rssue even the notrfrcatron under Sectron 4

'LAAPP784/ZOOS&connected ; S . " ' Page110f19 o

reach to the conclusron that the bag is full of stones At Ieast a’- .

sample is- the example glven The second reason on WhICh L

learned counsel would attack the sale deed as not belng
representatrve of the prrce is the reason that people do come to

-know about pending acqursrtron rnasmuch as before acqursrtrons

adopted as the yardstrck for the reason to be a representatlve

stones are mrxed in a bag of rice |t would not be a safe. method

‘one would lead to the conclusion that the bag is 100% full of. rlce i :
i

'frstful should be lifted and then checked as a representatlve

are made, land in the area. is surveyed Wrthout a survey |t, ,

ey p—

Lk e e —— =




: ,of the Land Acqulsmon Act. . Learned counsel would concedev
o that the reasons given by the learned Reference Court are not.

E sound but- would urge that the" two contentlons advanced by

V_,hlm should be con5|dered by this Court as the' reasons as to why o o

CEx.P-1 be not taken as the basis to determlne the falr market"w" .

"I,value of lands in vnllage Mundka and Bakkarwala Thirdly,'.‘,

X

learned counsel would further urge that the four sale deeds
Ele ‘to R4 referred to in the decision of the learned
'-=_Reference Court pertaining- to sale deeds dated 611995'
73051997, 4.6.1997 .and 8.9. 1997 relied ‘upon by ol would .

show the actual market value of the land and thus learned f;

- counsel would urge that the sald four sale deeds should be
~'cons|dered but hastens to add, that since. value reflected
| .thereln is. less than: the mlnlmum prlce notlfled by the :

" underiSection 4 of the Land Acqunsntlon Act.

. ,~Government ‘the price. fixation should be with’ reference to the
minimum price notified by the Government which is: nearest to
| the- point of tlme when the respective notlflcatlons were lssued

20, -~ An lndependent and alternatlve argument is alsof,.'

v';&_advanced by Iearned counsel for the Unlon ' The same rests "
itself on a deos:on of a DlVlSlon Bench of thls Court reported as. f -
2006 (135) DLT 231 Ja/ Singh Vs, UOL P
21, ¢ - The decnsnon in 1___//_7,017 s case (supra) concerns ltself' o

with. the determlnatlon of the fair market value of land ln vnllage

: ;»Bakkarwala which were acqu1red pursuant to a notlflcatlon -

| *"~~.‘?_f’dated 15.10. 1993 at X1, 32, OOO/ per bigha. Learned counsel .

would urge that the said decision has attalned flnallty masmuch

" LA.APP.784/2005 & connected A Page 12 0f 19




-'determlnlng as - to what lands comprlsed in
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‘ as Petitions for Specual Leave to Appeal ﬂled before the Supreme-v
L Court by eithér side have been disrhissed. Learned counsel_- :
takes the argument forward by urglng that by adoptlng the falr o
_ ~market value of land in VIIIage Bakkarwala as of: 15 10 1993 at |
<31, 32 OOO/ per blgha the fair market value should bej_ )
i _ascertalned by increasing the prlce progresswely by 10% per'
o annum to- determlne the market value of land in vnllage
'Bakkarwala as of 24 9. 2003 as also 17 6 2005 Learned counsel‘- '
‘would urge. that in view of the locatlonal advantage of \ullage
‘ Mundka fair market. value of land in vrllage Mundka should be'v'_ '

determlned as of 25. 2. 1997 21.3. 2()03 and 17 6 2005 by glvmg .

: _5% lncrease

22. Wlth respect to the sale deed Ex P- 1 whereunder 1, :

'"blgha and -3 . blswa of - agncultural land was sold |n Vlllagej

Mundka as. of 5.8. 1996 it would assume lmportance that. the'” ‘

sale is about 7 months prior to the date of the notlﬂcatlon |ssued .
~under Sectlon 4 of the Land Acqu:sutlon Act, whlch was issued on

25. 2 1997. It is a matter of common knowledge that precedmg .

"-the publlcatlon of a notlﬂcatlon under Sectlon 4 of the Land -

Acqunsrtlon Act surveys are' carrled out, wrthithe object of .
l

)

numbers and fields are requlred to De notlﬂed for the proposed{.

vacqu15|t|on and When thls happens people in the area’ come to o

“know that very . soon there is every llke|lh00d that t,he lands.f"

- would be acqulred In Delhr the -large scale acquuSltlon pollcy o
" _enJoms upon the Government to allot at pre determlned rates a o

plot of developed resndentlal land to the ones whose lands ar

5.

CF
T

i e

A
. .o .
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"acqurred and thus it is-not uncommon for persons ‘to purchase ,

small parcels of lands ln areas where acqursatlons are llkely to

take place these transactlons are speculatlve and cannot be
taken to be a representatlve measure of the fair market value of
~land as on the date of . the sale. Further, the pnncnples of ratlo o

and proportlon as also the prlnClples of averages and the

pnncaples of sampllng tell me that to be representatlve of the

whole, a sample must bear at |ntell|glble proportlon to the

' whole Thus not for the reasonlng advanced by the learned
~ Reference Court, but for the twin reasonlng hltherto fore noted .
’hold that EX.P- 1 cannot be good ewdence wherefrom market*' ,

value of the land could be determlned There is an addltlonal"" g

much Iower than the sale prlce recorded 1n Ex P- 1 ln fact, the'
sale price .in the sald 4 sale deeds averages much Iess than L -

the Government

' requnred to be flxed either Wlth reference to the decnsnon of this
_‘Court in [a/ S/ngh ‘s case (supra) or Pratap Smah scase (supra) -
24 R highlight that both deClSlOl’lS penned by the DlV|S|on_. S

Bench of this Court have been upheld by the Supreme Court

j : reason not to rely upon the sald sale deed ‘The sale deeds Ex.R-.
'-»1 to Ex. R 4, dated 6. 1. 1995 30. 5. 1997 4 6 1997 and 8. 9 1997- _
i -are also pertalnlng to Vlllage Mundka and retlect a sale pnce- SR

. even the mlnlmum prlce for agncultural land in Delhl notlfled byﬁ_,f'

»' 2‘3. -+ . Thus, the fair market value of the lands would be

25-_. o The deusron ln /a/ S/nqhs case (supra) determlned

’falr market value of land in. Vlllage Bakkarwala ln sum of .

31, ,32,000/- per blgha as of 15. 10 1993 and the perusal thereof"

LAAPP784/2005&connected ‘ ,' R S ’Page 14of19 '
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;would show that the Court assessed the falr market value W|thr‘

Lo e :
e

reference to sale deeds executed between the years 1990 tlll;_

the. year 1996 elther in Vlllage Tikri Kalan or Vlllage Mundka

: apparently on the premise that belng contlguous vrllagers sale

llndlcatlve of falr market. value of land in Vlllage Bakkarwala -. l

‘was concerned with agncultural lands in Tikri Kalan and another

adjomlng Vlllage named Ghevra and pertalnlng to varlous;
‘notlﬂcatlons issued under Sectlon 4 of the. Land Acqwsntlon Act
' determlned the falr market value of agncultural Iands in V|Ilage:"'

Tikri Kalan and Ghevra as under -

S._NO. Date - | Village Prlce per Blgha

1. [24.07. 1995 ST Raan ?2 15,160/ for Block

Block B land

2. [11.06.1996 | Tiki Kalan & <2,35,815/- for Block
L . |Ghevra . A & 1,90, 156/- for
| - Block 3 land

16111995 .| A & %,73,500~ for"f

: o have dec:ded the falr market value for the land S|tuated in
: revenue estate of Vlllage Ghevra, which was acquured pursuant

to notlﬂcatlon dated 6.2: 2003 ln the batch of appeals belng Land

: LAAPP784/2005&connected' SR R Page150f19
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"'-”-‘»prlce of - agrlcultural land in the 2 adjoining’ vnIlages Would be o

26, - In Pratap Singh’s case (supra) the D|VlS|on Bench.

3. | _17.12.2002 Tikri Kalan: R4, 02 850/ for Block
o [ T A& 33,24, 850/- for ||
Block B land -
| 2'7." : ) Followrng the Judgment in Pratap 5/nq/7 5case (supra*) : .

i .

&



o equuvalent unless qua some land special features can be shown

| deals wrth notifications . more proxmate m pomt of time to. the;
,notlflcatlons with Wthh lam- concerned | am of the opmuon that
it would be Just falr and proper to. determme the fair -market -
value. of |ands wuth Wthh | am concerned ln relatlon to the fair

‘market value of lands determmed in Pratap S/nqh scase (supra)

Acqursrtron Appeal No 489/2009 Ch/ran// /_a/ vs. Un/on of/ndiaﬁ '
.'Anr on 2 6. 2011 | have determmed the fair market value of the
| lands in Vullage Gheura at T4,03, 425/ per blgha as of 6. 2 2003
- On the issue of comparabmty of land in vmage Bakkarwala Wlth |
~village Mundka Ghevra and lerl Kalan, it rs no doubt true that o
~ whereas vrllage Bakkarwala does not abut NH-10, as- do thef‘ﬂ
”v_v.other VIlIages but it has to. be- hlghllghted that |t IS more‘t” :

Since exactness can never be. achleved 1n the matters of':

assessmg falr compensatron it 1s the broad probablhties and
srrmlarltles which matter “Thus, | hold all 4 vallages to be

28.  Since, the decision in Pratap S/nqhs case (supra)

24 7 1995 for Category A lands falr compensatron assessed Was :
%2/15,160/- per blgha and 31,73, 500/- per blgha for Category B :
land. The first notification with which - 1 am concerned is

'_ 'jAs per the decision in_Pratap Singh’s case (supra) for the. date ,

| proximate to the urban areas of Delhi v15 a- v15 Ghevra and len

Kalan and to that extent qua sa|d 2 vrllages has an advantage", -

25 2.1997 whereunder Iands |n Vlllage Mundka were acqurred o

The tlme span sweeps 1 year and 216 days /e 581 days ng"‘""

Pratap Singh’s case (supra) the annual /ncrease was determmed B

: LA.APP;784/2005"& connected L S Page 16 of19

© e e

P . L I

to be 10% pen annum (ﬂat) Thus, pertalmng to Category A :
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| lands the falr market value assessed is %2, 49 408 75 per blgha
- 1.e./%11,97,162/- per acre and for Category B lands | assess the .
_*falr market value at ?2 01, 117/ per blgha I e ?9 65 361 60 per :
_" acre. ' . | . R . : |
29. The next notlflcatlon with which 1 am | concerned is
' ’a’areo’ 21.3.2003 pertalnlng to V|llage Mundka ini Ch/ran// La/s_
"vcas (supra) with reference to the decrsron ln Pratap Singh'’. scase o
| ”(supra) for agrlcultural lands |n Vlllage Ghevra pertamlng to a.
. notification issued under Section 4 of the Land Acqu|S|tron Act '

on 6.2. 2003 the fair market value assessed was ?4 03, 425/- per
bigha. ThlS was unlformly applled Slnce there is a tlme gap of

_ ‘Just a llttle over 1 month, | am of the oplnlon that pertalnlng to,
‘the notlflcatlon dated 21.3.2003, fair market value of, land lnv", |
Ny V||lage Mundka should be ?‘4 03, 425/ i.e. ?19 36, 440/ per acre o

which | hereby fix.

'301.; . propose: to deal wrth the notlﬂcatlon dated"i'_'
.:24 9. 2003 after dealing with the notification dated 17.6. 2005 .
) pursuant whereto agncultural lands were acqurred |n Vlllage L

f
‘

Mundka and Vlllage Bakkarwala. - A
31. - As noted hereinabove, in Ch/ran// La/s case (supra)

pertalnlng to the notification dated 6 2.2003, fair, market value N
assessed by me was 34,03,425/- per blgha and thus lncreasmg

the same by 10% for 2 years and 131 days the flgure comes to \; ‘
?4 98 589/- per blgha which comes to ?23 93,227. 20 per acre.

The same is held by me to ‘be. the fair market value of land in S
Village Mundka and V|llage Bakkarwala as of 17 6. 2005 T decree'_

{ Page 17 of~19 L
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| '*l am left Wlth the notlflcatlon dated 2492003

pertalnlng to~ Vlllage Bakkar‘wala and wrth reference to the falrg',‘;
'v_.-.market value assessed |n Ch/ran// La/s case l would requwe to

4?'-':~.apprec1ate the pnce by 10% per annum for a perlod of 201 days
L f'the flgure comes ta 4,25 641/ per blgha i. e ?20 43 076 80 ?er R

V_acre Wthh 1 determlne to be the falr market value of land in

village Bakkarwala as of 24.9. 20@3 R P

, .33., R Accprdlngly, _the appeals flled by the Unlon of lndla’-;::/'v _
require to be dlsmlssed and 1 hereby dismiss- the same. Thei,.:" o

'IVviappeals filed by the and owners and the cross objectlons flled ER

by the land owners stands decreed as under R

i)

" LA. APP 784/2005 & connected N

:%2,49,408.75 per bigha i.e: X
: for Category B lands the fam%
72,01,117/- per. bigha ‘ice. X '

""For t‘he land srtuated _
"."."'_market value is flxed at f

| '?19 36 440/ per acre as or@ ’

For the land falllng ln Category A land ln \ﬁlllage'-«'f . R
is ﬁxed pt _l:S,__i;_".':""!. S

Mundka the falr market

"36_;1 60 per§ acre as
on. 25 02 1997 ‘ o
i jge Mundka the faml
'425/- per: blgha ie.
03. 2003

--_For the land 5|tuated in- \!}illage Mundka the falr
A _market value lS ﬂxed at. 2‘4‘ 98, 589/ per *blgha |e
| %23,93,227, 20 per acre, as on 17. 06. 2005 | B

"For the land srtuated in \/lllage Bakkarwala the falr

market value is. flxed at ?’4,98 589/ per blgha |e
' S ‘ Page 18 of 19




?23 93 227 20 per acre as on 17 06 2005

| market value is ﬂxed at 34, 25 641/ per- blgha ie.
zzo 43, 076 80 per acre, ason 24 09.2003. |

&, Appellants and cross objectors who have succeeded_,l','*'.',v"_'
b e
‘ statute and as clanﬁed in the deosron reported as

‘93(2001)- DLT 569 Sunder vs. UOI, for the =
. |

_ ?_the Reference Court and: ﬂnally on the sum enhanced:'f-.-
;.'by the present Judgment and decree ' L

i) The appellants and cross obJectors who succeed

o vjlwould aIso be entltled to proport:onate costs

‘mmﬁmn /
I |
(PRADEEP NANDRAJOG)
JUDGE o

jULY 08, 2@)11
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7 For the Iand 5|tuated in Vrllage Bakkarwala the falrr ;t} o

would also be entltl‘ed to solatlum and lnterest as. per'fvv.

-";;.-‘compensat|on paid ongmally and- as enhanced by

‘_vi:ii) All pendlng appllcatlons stand dlsposed of in terms of :
o 'the prayers rnade therern R { L



