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MON'BLE MR JULLLCE SU P\_[F::IL.;_'J.@_‘IE'L—H ' ] ; |

CRTE
(1. {IE“EIJ

i
3

1= Above eaptioned uppeals and cross-objections refate to.aequisition

of about 2200 highas of land in village Bamnoli, Delhi notifisd for

Planned .T_?'dveln]nmmﬂ of Delhi vide Muiification GI":I':' Meorvember, 2004

under the f_lc.r.:-xai' Aciguistiton Aot, ij.-"r*‘ and since lie impugned -:}rnlu i
the Ref-:ruuus Court in these appeals dniformly aranls -:muphlmlmn at

=t | j
-lhe rate of ?l 745,000 per acre wilistatrtory benelits, therafore, with

the consent of lemned eounsel for the pasties, who were PreseEn ar i‘rhr

T i : : L
[Imal héering, these matters were: heard together and are beiny

adjadicated upon by this common order, T |
2, Land Acquivition Colleclor wiile relying upon the indicative orice
fixed by Govertenent of NCU of Dalbi for agricullural land in Delki for

the peried in queation, had determined the market i-'aiu-; of the a-:'qu:rcd

Jand ir question at the afiresaid rale of TIS,70) '[]ﬂll— er acre of leveled

land in Block A, wheress for the acquired land sxcavated bevond one

. meter, 1e., Block B lund, compensation was determined at the rale of
14,153,000 per aore,

3. MNot satisfled with the aforesaid Awird of Land Aequisition

l‘.“nll-;,{tnr bufore the Reﬁ:n,m-u C-::uur’l a]_‘l]__'l-&ﬂl-l.l’lh claitmants had ﬁ,lled '

il “m:-m]li::amr_ln of Efi-” Orctober, L'iJE-Jri zgsuu! by the Muwics ]]:-11

Enl_jp::nmliun af. [}s]hi declaring the land in 20 umlgcs including the
|

instanl villsge to be Neburized:  Reliance was also nJ&-:-an Loon

'I‘mtifjculihn of 16" Octoher, Eﬂﬂﬂ declaring change of land yse of the

aegquited lang in question and thuu:pcm Delli Dev empmam Authn:rnh

el prepared Zomal Development F” 111 Zor Dwarka Sub-Cily in Dumlku

Page 3 uf 15
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i I--f:-'t,.:':'.Elrl. Moo 1TA20 11 A |:: Eeecied Appeals oF Wiliage Banu gl

_. Mow Telht. _
‘4, Wkile relving upon seven sile nstanccy (ExPW-1/7 to Fx -
1713 of et vear 1999, relating 1o _1r.f,:1+;u]m al fand in Village Pocl AL
purciased by a religious snur;ln - Paca‘m Siverni Saisang, Hﬂ*u ple
certified copy of Sale Decd of ’-'T”' 'aeptemlw 2004 (Bx PW-1/14) of
Yillape Hhi:ll"thﬂl enhancement i COMpEnsarion was «;rrughl Fefarence
Court upon| evaluation of the evidence on record mn-..luded that thae

was ne evigence lo the ¢lfect tha locatior, potentisl and uility of the

land in the Villages of Bharthal, Pochanpur and Bamnoli is similar aad

had chosen|net to rely upon the tfuresaid sule i115tﬂnc-=.iﬁ 25 the Haie
 instance of this Very village was aveilable, . ;
£, In the absence ol the cvidenze of the ViendarVendze of iilI:
aforesaid sale mstanees, Reforence Tourt had discarded the afirespid
sale instancgs relisd upan by the appellants/:lsimants, while adverting to
; puragi_u]ﬁh ne: 29 of the Iﬁ]]ﬁ}; Clouzt r]&cim'r-m;; in Lal Chand vs. Fiion of
India Im’::.!‘ ar, (2009) 15 SCC 769 _Iﬂéfa}n:: dealing with the sale
‘ihstan;;r:s’.[E LR-and Bx R-1T of Viliage Bamnoli, Reference Court had

refrsed 1o apply Delhi Developmant Authority adction rate for the

commereial [plots or the schedule of market rates for Vasant Vihar by
placing Tmplicit reliance upon the Apex Courl decision in Laf Chard
'['31;::ra} to Rold thet tnarket price for the developed land cannot. b
-applicd ﬁhﬂ]e determining  the murket | price of the undevieloped
apricultural fand in Delhi, _ ; .
6 T Jhﬂif_}' the alovessid finding, Reference G ;.}'Il'f has extansively
quoted the passages fom the Apex Couit decision in Lal Chand i R}
and thereafrer, had pru:ru,:.cled lo discard heawily reliad upen instance ot
allotinent of 14,5 acres of the acguired land by Daslhi []-av.;]npnmn[
Autkarity ta the Pawer Diepartment of Govermment Of NCT ol Ds allid lt|11'

Tagednf1s




construction ol 715 Mega Watt Gus Based Power Plant/Project, while

holdin E. as inder:-

g

77| The allotment of 13 hecrare of land for a premit of
W07\ 42 lakh per asre i an inter cepertmenial allotren:
Bigper and seller both wie asencics a3 sfate. Nimce o
developmienty constriction cam take. place on the land
queslion withow! permisvion of DDA in view of Section L1
of the Delli Develvpmenr Avs, TORT determination of
preatuan for allotnent of land in development aven iy nat an
ﬂh:’.!’.t’nr b sale between a prudant buyer and seller. Premdin
of loped i such an illotnrent canna) be calfed the marks;
price|'af fond wiich o progpective buver of sinilar land
sittiig tn his armchaty would be willing to pey.

T8 | Moveover, there is o time FZapr af three yoars hetweaen

o 3 dlate of Nobification wader Secidon o of LA Act wwlich i

‘ o 0L 102004 and duie of allotment which jy 25 1[ 2007

il Muarker price of amd aliotizd afier My af Newiffeation

under) Section 4 of Ld. Aw cénwurt be talbenm o

consigeraltim for determining mavket vlue b7 the daie of

Natification wnder Section 4. As per Section 24 of L4 Act

_ the Conrt shall ot talke into comsideration CLFTY TRUYease o

o the vale of the Jund acquived {ikely ro georne from the wve
' fewehiieh i will be pat whes requived. ™

o

O the aspuct of the scquired Tand being declured urbanized and of
© Belng s the development rone, the pertment findings roturned by the
Refareace Court are as undee:-

& © UM Land of paitioner s agrionineal land alifough i i

2 i utbamized drea and in developmens zewie, The fand
' i contiited to bé agricultural land wven B ivsnnpes of.
Notification wader Sectiop doaf Ld det in the vear 2004
would: show that in sptte of bedimgr I copital of COiRIFY
having  explosive populatice,  ro residential  volony,
approved or wnapproved came up on e land gueyfion
arisd it \would negate BOssibilily of ladd i guestion Aavity
potentsal for building wite even in necr figure, . |

93, The petiioner has browght mo evidence, leeve asids
documetian evidere thar the acqrad land was suiiahle :

_r:.a!.,'._ﬁ.p!J. Moo L1521 & conneotesd Apprals of Village Bani-il] : Pago 518



: T

Jor putting wp adldings, be .'.""r";p' residential ur conmercial

or industricd av the case woy be “There iv nn “*;L.:.f.!’.:fmg :
activity stirfed on the lund i guestion eved gfiey passig of |
a L?rFEt:fE-:‘ NIICE Qred was urbamized, |

5. . Onthe question of protemtial ity of lhe av:quu..:ad land, Hn,l:,rm-:e

'.-[' Lt Bas aken note of the fact tlnt T.]'.I’*-. T wrired lapd is swr mmdui ‘inh
2l fowr sides by Villuges - Bhartha:, Bifwiasan, Pf:ch,.mpm .md Bl

- Sitas. Nnt...,mg, that acqmpe-.] land 15 ix the vicinily af Trararka, whee

DA Is developing colonies and therefore, adoption of the mininum

+ rdtes Tor agricﬁluu'al land lixed by the Governmenr of Delld by Lthe Land

Acquisition. Collectar was not justitied. Lpon meimmg Lhe twir sala

instaces of 25™ October, 2004 (Fx.R-1) and of 20" April, 2004 (Ex R-

' =t of this very village, Reference Court hud discarded the sale instmce

'T,K R 2) as sale umsmumtmn ol T2,02,496 per acre was found to be

Gupressed and had chosen to tely upon the zale instance (Fxli-17

- depicting sale consideration of 2‘1_7"',-;’5,,1,“&: which was found 10 he

coniparyble, _ _
5. [n ke instant appeals, it was vciu:meﬁt!;.' urged on behalf of the
appellants that the oftecr i‘.lf'-:lr\_ﬂlliﬁc"ltjl;!-ﬂ-ﬂilﬂf-*lm Cretober, [994 decluring

e geauired lands baing tit for urben Zation and ]"'\-:}tl.giL,dh-:lilj_ al 15"

- Outober, 2000 regarding the L]]ﬂt'_lgl.., of land use wnder the Master Pan of

Telhi s not been considered by the Beference Court to appreciaie fhe

e potential ol the avguired fand. Reliance way plased upan decisim of

the Apex Court in Special Land Aeguisition ﬂﬁ" cer & derovs. MLE

Kegftp Sacheh, (201137 5C0C 7 714, by leamed counsel for the appellz-:rh to

|
Conlend that in view of the aforesaid Netifi ications,. e acquired ;:md
camint b 1:1‘-.3._1[u:i a5 an agcnliural J:‘Hld for dE*ErIrLHL".IHGH of i 1*1’|r{r_1

wile,

|

|
W Aforesald contention is noGeed: for hem-r ontriphitly remﬂ[Ld a5 [l'lFL
2 I

_..-‘.L..-‘.|'||:_|. MeT1152001 & connesred Appeals of Viliige Baninolf Vame Gafrs !
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AR Mo TSR L ey hseled A ppezlz of Yillogz Fammnsii _ : F:li:__c Tulls

1:1_1_1::15 which ara unclmpul:edh und¢=;eh‘.:pecl At the hearmg in fese

i .
aequired lands may not to be wrmed as agricultoral land but they ware

certainly undevelopoed. Gorrermment’s maninmin rates for the agncultaal

'_'.Jw’ applicable to Delhi huve heef: ri j:hﬂ‘i.- :[1-c:31d.-.-111 by the Referaice

Couri. 8o, reliunce placed upon MK, R-ru‘tg Sahel (supres, [s cleatly

U mispluced, as the Rederence Court has determined the market value of

the acquived land while relying updin a RS e:q:émplur ol this very villaps,
1l Therais no Questian of diseariing the aforesaid Nottizations. In
tact, mspite of the dﬁnresam Netifivaiions ne development AGLIVILY WA
there on the acquired Izmd&s 48 N0 PLOTiszlon wis .:-DU"’"H by the owners
ol the sequired lands under Delhi DE'-H-'EI-:‘JI'II‘IT-;EIII Act and therefore, il can
he safely condinded that the acquircd lands were undf.-_"w&;l.}pud and tie
same could not be comtpared with des -.:':lDFLL lanas For determining the
market value of the acquired land, Thus, reiance p‘ar'ed by ar.-pe-l::m“"
counzel upon Edleo Dasy vs, State af Llavpapa & Ges. 2000 (¥) 8C AR

41 iz of o avail,

12 [{meumn of auction rates of Telld Davelopment Authorily, in
Sectar 20 amd 22 of Duﬂrlua by the Reference Courl iz gssailed Lw
earned connget for the appellants by contending that the acquired lind | |15
fL'l]"'ir v:frmpmJﬂhI:: with the aforgsaid land and s in }"ITJ‘.’jl"Ji'[‘n apid

_her-a lere, the market value of the acyuired land ought to have bowen ﬂ‘-s:dd

Wit veferonce to the anction rared of the Deli IJe‘a-'ﬂ-lupmem Authorily,

fefirence Court haz not caly relicd upon the decision of Apex: Conrt 111

|
Lol Lhmrd’ vs. Lwion of Indig .rmdﬂ-:r, (2009 15 SCC 1"'? bur £

extensively quoted relevant passages ‘nerul"*-mn 1o, hiold that lthe zale

- considerution ol the devetuped lunds CAINGL be apnhed Lo the dﬂL]HIJ.’LL

Appeals, lgamed counsel o Ehe apnalant ,A:-uIL. nod distingrpish t hl

decision of the Apex Court in Im Chand (supm; uht 8. r4tio .:-L]LL.iTElljgl’

/

-



; -
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! : ' -~
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applies o the mstann cascs, T":en,lnfe 1 find thut ths Refarcnee Cour,

hus vighlly refused to apply Delhj .DE‘L-'L.:lupJT:Ent Au1hurm uuutmn Celes

ior dete:nﬁinm;:, the market vilue of T‘1e aeuined l'md. _
13, While|reiterating the well settled i 1p1|., of [aw that cm'n]:lamhle
sale istancds, are the hest piece of evidence to he considered |y the
Court for the purpose of LlLLermnull, the compenzation, :‘-Lh}s:a Court 1n
Cits recent debisien in Headha Hudﬁ.ﬂ var Vs, Speciat T:t.ks.r.!’f.’ﬂr {Liad

Aciuisition Tamil Nadu Hrmsmg Soardl (20107 13 SLM 384 has

ubsereed as imdey:.
1

3 Comporable sales IRSHARCES Gre fhe mﬂ_ﬂ metiiod fop
deteragning the market valye r;f ke acquired lund und a
fraid :I-:J:”rz e Shail Kuricbose v, Indian Ok Crorprr. Lid,
should | satisfy the factors, inter alia . i) the wafe must be
i Eenuing fransaction, 23 the sale deed mmr hove  boen
exetnicd at the time proximate (o the dote of insuamnee of
natification wnder Section 4 ot the Acr (3 the tated corverce
b the sale must be in the vicinine of the ae rtred fand; (4
Iﬁzf lind covered by the sale musd be similar The acgquired
land wid (3) size of the Plot ofthe land covered by the sale
be comparable to the acquired lamd. The sales | it
Shuwld preferably be clovear £5 the dete of notification v
then alone i would alixty the. tuchsicne uf e pringiples
comtemplaied wnder S tion 23 of e A:*r ay held i
Kanwan Simgh v, Lhtion af Tnclic

14, Fixation of the marlet valae of tha huqufrud Jand om the basis of

1,115. sale mstences (Fx. PW_1/7 to Ex DWW 1/ 1=1- of the udfniuing "HHELIF*{:H
ag wnught by the appeltanis 51-:1114:]3 *] ghtly l'_CjEI:t{‘.L[ by the Hef-:-n:-n-::-f
C -::uu.u as the sale insiances of thig very willage are wvailuble, ‘lﬁr’hm it iz
str, then there i no need to look [?:ur the sale instances of 1he ﬂdj-:rining

villages, & : :

15 Om TE::-:- ﬁfm'esaid maq-::-ning, adoption of the T &IJCI rates o fix e
: i

:,_J.;-mu] Appellants’ counsel had relicd upun decmmn ut'.the A[:-a};? )

l.u"-, 4an ;hl:- TRENI & ey A2Clel A peais of Velge Resmnoli Poge ¥ of 13
: y |

"k
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& _I,."*...-’-.jé:. Mo REDT T eqnpectad Aopcals of Ve Bannii
E |

the aforesaid land was out vl the acquired land. With much veherrence

wllotnent: s clearly comparable and, therofore, 1 its basiz the

Court in Kitan Tandon vs. Allabahad Development Autfrority, (2004)
i
10 8CC 744 Jm{ i Vallivammal and Aar v, .Spﬂcmf Teksildor (Land

A:L:qué.w'fifmj and Anr., ATR 2011 802037 w0 assert that deduction of

L% towards development churges was improper and where large arca,
not fully dejeloped, is acquired, iwrm:i]]}-',- deduciion of abuoul 33% iz
permigsibic.| The need o look for sale mstcmuﬂa m the vicinity

obviatad fn view of the [ded that tu, ale ] 1ALy of 'rh., instant whue,

are avallable and so the !'E:quj.L'E‘-JT]L:.-‘h 0L n:'-m'._:ﬂdunug the applicability ol

| . |
the sale instances (Ex.PW-1/7 i Ex PW-1:14} would arise only when

. i 2 . |
cAale instanci (ExR-1) is found ‘o be not umnparahle Therafore,

zelerence to the aforesuid decisiong by lc:u-n-zd CoutLEe. tor the apmellacts

3ol no CONBEQLEENCE,

8. Turing the course -::-“ hearing, _um'ned cownse! for Lhe appellants

R T4 .::trnrl.glv relied wpon the Insterce of alh::uncnt n.':- 1.5 heclan:s (37

fn,rcs approximaicly) by Delhi J_]'u- opnent Authociy o the Pa wer

-Depariment 'of Delhi Government. or leasehold basis ot i wmldurmnn

of T257.42 lacs por gore with 2.5% amual ,t_-rnu'm rent o n;,laulm

ertbiznement of a:u-upamamn at the mh, of T4 lacy per arve over qd

: : :
. above the 11_'!{1..1':.1.:1 value fixed by the Folbrence Court ss the allotm ant i+f

|
u.Ln_.-
it way asserled by leamed counsel for the appellants that the aforcsuid

-.um}wnaa...mrﬁ oupht W be enhanced while treating the acqtired lund to

e al par mlh the aforesaid land allotted to Power Départient of

Lo eInment -:pt" i_?':-:]m
|

Ly [ 5 P A : .
VR To meet the aforesaid siand of the appellants, 1L way pointed oul

by leamed sehior cowmeel I"m* the Respondents thul gfiresaid allotment

Ly Delhi Development r’uuthm]t‘-' lo Poweer DL]HI‘*.H]B‘]T of Government

Pazc & ot [5




uf Tlelhi WLE- made in Movember, 2007 and fhe possession al the -

aforesaid lagd was handed over to the Powes Departinent of Gevernment

of Delhiin February, 2008 and the acquisition of the land i guestion iy

of Hwam‘:‘m!l; 2004 end during the imervening period land rates h;acl

steadily lriurl asad and therefore, aforesaid allotment cuonot be mude the'

basis Lo delemine the market value of the acquired land os the

ititervening gap is of three years.,

A8, Ti1-.-_=: fﬁjctnrs 1o be considerad 1y determing the market value of the

acquired lands as refierated by the Apex Court in Gemeral Manager, O

and Natiral \Gas Corporation Tid vs, Rameshbhat Sivenbhai Patef wid

 Anr, (2008) 14 SCC 745, are ag under:-

LAADD. Mo, 11552011 & ¢

“I13. Primarily, the fnorease in Jesd frices” depends on
ﬁ:lw_;'hca'qry.' situation of the fand nature af developrent in
FUETOURGINgG area. availubilin of Tandd for develnpment s

the gree, and the demend Jor land in the area In rurad
areds, wilesy there is any projpect of development in fhe s
vichuily, inerease (m pricer would be Slovy,  sfead)y g
gradhial, withm Y Sl sparts orfuinps, On the otiner i
Aaed, in wrban or TEN-TF N Creas, whers e qaevelopiens
is fuster, where the demand for land jv aigh and where there
W constrwelion actfvity all avewnd, the escalation i marbes
price [8 at a puch higher rate, s compared to rural areas.

In yome pockets in big citier, e to rasid developmert ard
figh demand for land the escafutiong i prices hovs
foushed even 30% o 50% or more per Ve, during the
winciiey, ' :

o the other Sxfreme, B remote gl areas Whers
Haere Wity ro chanes of an) developmpent and heardly ey
buvers, ithe prices stagnated for vears ov roge recsginlly an '
o nontinal vafe of 1985 op 2P par -HF‘!.F‘!:::’H:E. There I thurs o | '
significant difference i (RerduRes i market valne of landly

in wrbandemi-iehan areas el Rereases i markel vatye 2
a T - L ' . 5 F I

- lawds in the rural ureas, Therefore, if the ereare in morket
value i wrbandeniiogmlor Ay 18 whout [0 0 15% jer '

arRim, the corresponding Bigreases in rueal oreas would ay

atecled Appeals of Viilage Ea|;|.r_.:|'_i Page 1k 0= 15 |
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bewi be only around half of B, that s about 3% 1o 7.5 % par
; cnnwnt. TS rule of thumd refees to the peneral irend in ihe
L rinclies, 1o be adopied in the abrence of olear and specific
' evidence relaiing to frucrears in prices, Where there are
speciul reasons for applyiig o higher rate of increass, or

o apweffic evidenve relating o fhe goreal inerease s

prices, then the increave ta be applied would depend wpon

the yume, _ P O ;

13 Normallv, recowrse iy tafen (o the mode ot
determining the market value by providing appropriate
edvalalion aver the proved meiel Valne of weardy londs in
Previcus years  fas evidenced by dale Eansactions ov
ucquisitions).  where theré iy no evidemce T of oy
COREHIDOVIRRONMS  Sale  framsactions: op Gl iions  of
comparable lunds in the neighiourhond. The said method iy |

.. | PLJ'“'\"”Pi“f?{U safe where the relicd-on sale framsactions’
L acquisitions precede the subject acquisition &y only o fow |
" years, [that i wpro fiure to five vears, Hupomd thai §f mon be

wnpafe) even i it relates o o neighbovring lond. What

be a reliable stundard if the gap s il a Jew vears, ey

hecome wmsafe and wwreliable standerd where the gap i

largar] For example, for deterinining e mavker value of o

land acquired in 1992, adapting ihe annual increase

mathod with referénce to o sale ar aegrisificon in 1070 ar

1980wy have many pigfalli. This ix hecause, over the

0 s s coursel of years, the "rate” of aanmal norease may el

g o whderoo  drastic cheange wpart” fromt the Likelificod of

e o U{-'CTJPFJ;IEE of varybig periods of Sfaznalion in prices or

Futcledery Spaely M prives gffecting the Very siandord of
Merease,

; & 23 Being mindful of the ratio of the decision of *he Apex Coyrt in

OBNGL (Figred, [ [md that the irstance of matitutional allotmemn
: R

{]_i‘:-:.F’iI;'L"l'jr'i}';nf the wvear ECII:].T- heavily relied vpon by the apelianis

would not be 4 useful puids tio ul'utermjm; the mackel '».'.'ﬂlrl?l!..‘- of the lund in

Yuestion, as 1;]14: sald zllotment wﬁs Inade after a p;erj-nd of three years

" from the date int’ Acquisition of the lend in question. 1tie so sald because

. the sale exemnplar of the relevant period of thik very village in question is
i_,..‘-..'.-‘g,;:_'-. Wa 1133011 & ¢ !:IJ'.{'IJTGIj Appeaze of ¥ilage Bamunn o T Mage LI af IS
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i I
':n-'ailat.:rlu. Therciime, the aforessid fstance of allntm»:nt of land to the
Power Depmunmt of Giov ernmc:nt o elhi has bu. en rightly IDlE:.rL-.H bv
the Reference Cenart, _ _
A0, . Now what is required o he #.'-L.}l'.lﬁi'dﬂ-l":.*{{ 15 wh::_lher the sale inslance
(Es R-1} relied upon by the Héfumnc:e Cuuﬁ' i g comparable itH'LFIIl-:JJ CH®
not. Lindisputedly, sale instance (Iix R-1) is of this VELY ¥ |Hu4e and i 'Hl of
Ccluber, : 2004 shereas e land in gquestion vy ACQULree wdu
'.-.- : . Nﬂl‘iﬁcﬂﬂml of T{ux-'émbur, 2004 Zvidently, aforesaid sple IT‘if.aliL-L
(Fax. R-17 3=z not only relevant bt | ls comparable ax it has not been <11mu1
by Lha apptlh'lh as to w h”fr Are th cistingu HJ.HHE JL.mu.,E witich wor ld
wnalee it napplicable to determina the m,arkct value of the dLL"'lll]'LL{ nmllu
i TP 1 nding of the Reference Court il w ‘hen the sale instumee (LixR-3 1 v'
' . “!r.:fﬂbltﬂu o ohjection wag ruised by the claimants and as [PLT Zection 5|J—
. A of T and  dcguisition deg 1894, a certified copy of a registerad
dovument is acceptable in w:-:l-.i:m,e and sirce this document has beey
tendered | in evidence by the Res;:nnnd ily, the same can be read HETALALL
Gier, remaing unimpeachshle, | _
2l I—Iuwwﬁ Ler teet the afarcsaid O ndmf' of the Re:f‘wem:u Conrt, |
WS ;}ubmmed by learned counsel for tha El}""t}FﬂELtIIH ‘hal opportunily to
- lead rebuita] &w:denm to show that sile instance (Bx H:J} i3 nat refiahis
or bona Ads, & an application to fead rLI:-utn! Ev,dmus weas filed bﬂ]" ore the
—d " Refercace Ln;:-mt which wag 1llegﬂllv rejéeted vide drder of 251 —‘-luplmt
: '6 (2010 and thérefore, this matier geeds to he rematilad ham‘.-: ln the
Relerance Clowrt 10 epubla the ﬂppﬂ”lul‘-! tor lead thuLU-LJ evidenee (o
demolish efvresaid sale instance (Fa.R-1, :
220 st of gl appellants ouplit (o Lave nEjectml to'the exhibition of
alovesaid sale instance 1E}:.Rul} ‘Having nal done so, apre]_lﬂrm have to

face the legal consequences. Secomdly, even if application of the

LA Mol 1152011 & ennneered Apzeals of Vithge Rurnol : Pugz 13 of 18
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- mernt in thu; mstsm[ apped

. Union of India, 2006 (VT) AT) Defhi 13, bias beld as unders |

:::]:l]:u;:]]ritl‘rs'_[br leading rebuital evidsnce was regeehed Hh}f the Reference
Connt, nothing had qtﬂppu{ them from maving an “pph:,atu:uu ot feading
additivnal evidence in the appsal te Tead cwcle:fu,g i order (o demolish
the sale instance {Ex.B-1), Not aniv thiz, even during the course of
hearing, nothing was urped to s:h-:*.-w A5 1o howe Lhe sale instance (Ex -1}

15 not genuine/reliable or comparahle,

3, In ke light of the svidence on record, | am of the considesed

oplnicn th’tl the Reference Court hay rightly relied woon the sale instnce

(FxR-1) to detennine the market valua of Ll1e ﬂ,c,quned lands. Finding Ty

5 of elaimants and cross-objection by ope ol
them, the same ave dismissed while leaving the 1.15.11'[5::.4 10 besr thelr own
Custs. g

29, 80 bar as appeals nf the Re::nanf!m{s are concerned, | Find no
substunce in them, hecause ﬂ‘.u_ de+er_111mtmn of ¢ m-:- 1i]al']-:rL value of he
nequired land by the Referonce Luu.‘r‘r has hean dnnv while relying upon
‘he sale instance (L'x R-1) prmluuer hv the Respondents tharmuelves,
*{Pgsm;img doing away of the classiGeation of the acquired land inlo *4°

olock and ‘B’ Block by the Reference Comt is cuncerned, T find fhat

- s clussification has a reasonable aasly, That s W say,  land with top

soll and the land withomr Lo 501l cannoe he put at par 4s the market ;r’El]LlE
off thie lﬂ,m{-wjﬂmut lop #0dl 18 bound 1o be losser thun the markel value of
tne land with top snil. i ;

2% Fndorsing the price dlﬂttr-snuu 101 between ‘4" caterory land ﬂnd
T -Lﬂ-.Egm"ir land, my csteemad |:|1 ather Pradeep “xanma}n:rg. I,
rECLIIE -:!Lqumn I LA App, Mo, Lﬁﬁf""ijl.’ I8, titled ax Jued Ningh & Ors. g,
Lnlon of Iudm & Ors, rendered on 277 ﬂm;-ru:t 2011, while mihying on

the decizion (.:f the Division Beuch of His o in Geajraf Singh oy,

A Ane Mo, 2252011 & ronnecied Anpeals of Villsee Bapepol ' . Pags (30508



LA A N 1 130200 L& sommeciod A Pzl of illepe Basyel:

A

36 Tn Ggiraj Stngh's care (g, the price differentio
Worked onf wgs  T250007. per cacre,  have noted
“hereingbove that e gequisition in Cegfrai Streht's cose
fpertained to e dute 15,11, 1996 in Gafraj Sinalt's cose the
prive fur Category A land determined was X 761205 per
wcre and for Category ‘B Tand the price delermingd Weayr
TOELINIA por acre and fhe Frive differenticd comes 1o
abowt 2.5% with reference to the rrive af Catesory 47
fond. : ;

320 thus Jwld that Gafrai Sinoh's case shoidd be my

- Ewiding siar for price differential i the imstani CEIECE o
well and thus T hald that wherever Cuategory 4 Catagery
B and Category 'C' herve ts b differentiaied on price, the
cifferential shoutd be 2. 5%

26, Consequentiully, (he Auding of the Reference Conrt rerarding the

A category and C3° category land being similarly sitnaied having saine

pulentiality dnd becuuse they yre fcguired for the same public pumoss, |

cannot he sustained in the Lght-of the aforesuid abssrvasons, However,
the claim ol the Union of mdia; to 2zek adnr.-?ii.m ol the minimun

' mdicative price of agriculial land nDelki while furpetting that the
Apipellant - UOT Baeclf has relied upon the sale instabes (Lix R-11, meriis
Taieciion,

- 27, I view of the afare-going narration, T find that na substance o (e
appedls fled by cluimants as well as m cross objection of one of the
caunants end the ssme o digmizséd 8o far us the appeals [led by
nion of ndiz are cancerned, the same are purtly H,ll-;‘_ﬁ'i'{ccd w0 fhe extont
tal’ the compensation. avarded by *he Rc:r':&renn::& Courl for the Fi’
:::s:tﬁgnry of fands {as noticed in the Avare ol the ];_-and .-‘JLL'-:]lli:-ijL'i'i'_'IJIE
Cailegtor) is reduced frony 21 743,000 pér mers 10 217,01 3755 Fer e,

28, Befpre parting this arder, I wathd like @ bring on record thal e

Cbrevily of this order 15 occasioned v the fact thar the ijnpugnq&

Juderment is well considered on facls and the lawe. “Therefore! [ have
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*m:pcrsefullv nol. adverted 1w the entire, evidence bo- TECOd, and Lh=
relevanr evidence, Le of the E-.':'l]L ='-:ern1ﬂﬂ1q has bueen tu-:e:: 1.L1u

vonsideration by me in this order.

@9 The above captioned appeals aned Eross- -objection are disposed of

'w'rh direclion to the T{-:,u*tw Lor regriit e maqpeu*-:auﬂn arpount, if sy,
deposited by sither side with the Kegisirar General of this Courl, b i

concerned Reference Courl

_ =5 [‘ETT'\I IJ_. {"ALTR}
e ' ' : _ : JUDGE
ik Feornary 01, 2012 -
.i;]n:lw“r_s
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