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IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI

Reserved on: December 08, 2011
Pronounced on: January 06, 2012

LA.APP. 759/2010

JAGDEV SINGH&ORS ... Appellant

Through: Mr.R.S.Tomar, Mr.Virendra Singh Advocates
Mr.S.K.Solanki and Mr.S.K.Rout and Mr.B.K.
Routray, Advocates for appellant (in R-2-14,
38, 41-46, 49, 50-69, 73, 75, 76)
versus '

UOI & ANR T Resplondents
Through: Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senior Advocate with

Mr.Sanjay Kumar Pathak, Mr.Mohitrao Jadhav,
and Ms.Navlin Swain, Advocates for UOI/LAC
Mzr.S.K.Solanki and Mr.S.K.Rout and Mr.B.K.
Routray, Advocates in appeals filed by UOL
Mr.Virendra Singh, Advocate in R-68, 71 & 72
in appeal filed by UOI '
Mr.Bankey Bihar Sharma, Mr.Kunal Sharma
and Mr.Somer K.Seth, Advocates for DDA.

CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SUNIL GAUR
ORDER
06.01.2012

For orders see LA.App.No. 1195/2008, titled as ‘Ranbir Sharma vs. Union of
India & Anr.’.

GAUR)
JUDGE

JANUARY 06, 2012
pkb

Signatur_e}&lo Verified

Digitally,
By:AM
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IN THE

N

HY¥GH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI !

| T
. | L.
Reserved on: Novembeér i3, 201 [

Pronounced on, Jumlm v 00, 7()/ 2

(GRID A '

I,/\ APP.] ]95/"008 (V]ILLAGE LIHIA ""HAL)

R/\\!BJR SHARMA ' L Appellant

Through: .

]

b

Mr.B.S. Maan Mr Amit Maan, Mr.Jai Prakash; Ms.Smita
Maan, l\/h {R.S.Verma, Mr.Jitin Tewathia, Advocates
Mr Anand Yadav 'md Ms.Anita Tomar, Advocatm

Mr. Rohras. ‘Advocate. )

Mir. RthIle'lu‘ (Godara, Advocate

Mr.N.S. \Ieol aind Mr H.S. Rautela, Advocate .
Mr.S.K. Rom .md l\/h B.K.Routray, Mr.M.Azam Ansari,
Advocates.

Mr.Pankaj Vivek, Ad\'m,ate

Mr. Rd]CoIl Yacav, Mr.Deepak Khosla, Mr.Samit Khosla
and Mr.Dhananjay Mchlawat, Advocates

Mz H. S. Laumlu, Advoc ate

Mr.I.S. Dahlya /\d\ ocate

Mr.Sandeép Thakhur. A dvécate

Mr. Atul Jll})athi ‘Advocale.

‘Mr.N.S. Ncpl and Mir .S Rautela, (Advocaies for
respondent in ap;, cals filed by UQL)

YCrsus

UNION OF INDIA & ANR. S Respondems

Threugh:

Mr.Sanjay Pnd lar, Benior Advocae with Mt & SHRRIBE
Pathak, Mzt Mohitrac. ;ullm,;, and Ms Maviin Swain.
Ms.K Kaumudi-Kiran. Advocates for | ACAIO!
Mr.Ajay Vierma, Ms.Becnashaw Soni. Mr.Mukesh
Kumar, Mx' St s.hcil;‘ Mr.Pawan Mathur, Mz Kunal
Sharma, A{i\focéxu’-{ fer DDA ' .

PAAPP 422008 & CM.No; L()k)n :’JO* (Cross- ()I)](’LUL)US) LA ’&PP "“"'OO N

da

LAAPP4S

V08, LA.APP._~..’.88/1“"J()8 A CMING.5990/2010 (Cross- Ur)}mnons):

LAVAPPR.GR7/2008 &  CM.No0.433/200% (“1'7\1‘ Objections); LAADP.701/2008 &

r‘“\l\)

510/2

009

(Cross-Olbectionsy:  LAAPPTERZ0GR, AL M [ /7(‘/7("“&

1U5/2008 & cornacted Appeals of Villaga Bharthal |

Puano. Ne. 294/201C & conineatad Appeals of Village Bi_iw;u.a‘n' . ,
FAApp. Mo 1132016 & conncewed Appoats of Viilage Fockanour ¢ . Popu loi 29 i
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LA.APP.771/2008 & Cl\/I.NO.?425/2009' (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.772/2008; :
LA.APP.773/2008 & CM.No0.3835/2009 {Cross-Objections), LA.APP.774/2008 &
CM.No.611/2009  (Cross-Objections); LA .APP.775/2008; LA.APP.776/2008;
LA.APP.777/2008; LA.APP.782/2008 & CM. No0.940/2009 (Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.783/2008; LA.APP.784/2008; LA.APP.785/2008; LA.APP.798/2008 &

CM.N0.615/2009 (Cross-Objections); LA, APP.799/2008 &  CM.N0.931/2009
(Cross-Objections); LA.APP. 805/2008 LA.APP.806/2008; LA.APP.813/2008 &

CM.No.1795/2009 (Cross- Ob]ectlonx) LA.APP.814/2008 & CM.No.806/2009

(Cross-Objections): LA.APP.818/2008; LA.APP.819/2008; LA.APP.820/2008;
LACAPP.829/2008; LA.APP.830/2008;  LA.APP.832/2008, LA.APP.833/2008;

LA.APP.844/2008; LA.APP.845/2008: LA.APP.873/2008 & CM.No.779/2011

(Cross-Objections); LA.APP.892/2008 & CM.No0.799/2009 (Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.899/2008; LA.APP.901/2008, LA.APP.915/2008;, LA.APP.951/2008 &

“CM.N0.709/2009  (Cross-Objections);  LA.APP.959/2008; LA.APP.973/2008,
- LA.APP.974/2008 & CM.No.519/2009 (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.975/2008;

LA.APP.976/2008; LA.APP.978/2008; [LLA.APP.986/2008 & CM.No.572/2009

(Cross- Objections); LA.APP.993/2008;1.A.APP.1029/2008& CM.No.17340/2008

(Cross-Objections); LA.APP. 1031/)0( 8 & CM.No.17335/2008 (Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.1032/2008 & CM.N0.599/2009 (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.1046/2008; !
LALAPP.1047/2008;LA.APP.1048/200588  CM.No0.7851/2009 (Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.1049/2008 & CM.N0.420:2009 {Cross-Objections); LA.APP.1050/2008;
I.A.APP.1051/2008 & CM.No.17262/2008 (Cross-Objections);LA.APP.1052/2008;

I,A.APP.1053/2008 & CM.No.416/2009 (Cross- Objections); LA.APP.1054/2008 & =

CM .No.1766/2009 (Cross-Objections), LA.APP.1055/2008;LA.APP.1057/2008

(CM.No.752/2011 (Cross-Objections); = LA.APP.1058/2008& CM.No.15 >//20l]
(Cross-Objections); LA.APP.1059/2008 & CM.No.17259/200 )8(Cross-Objections);
I.A.APP.1060/2008;LA.APP. 1062/2008 & CM.No.546/2009 (Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.1073/2008; LA.APP. 1074 /2008 & CM.N0.623/2009 (Cross-Objections);

kDS

LA.APP.1075/2008; LA.APP.1081/200% & CM.No. 462/2009(Cr 0ss-Objections);

LA.APP. 1084/2008& CM.No.17302/2008 (( rogs-Objections); LA.APP.10§6/2008
& CM.No0.2448/2008 (Cross-Objections), LA. APP.1087/2008& CM.No.619/2009
(Cross-Objections); LA.APP. 109372008, A.APP.1094/2008; LA.APP.1095/2008;
LA.APP.1103/2008 & CM.No0.441/2009 (Cross-Objections):.f.A.APP.1108/2008 &
(CM.No0.3839/2009 (Cross-Objections). LA.APP.1109/2008: LA.APP.1110/2008 &
CM.No0.3828/2009 (Cross-Objections);. [.A.APP.1 11]/"008 [L.AAPP.1112/2008 &

"M.No0.3831/2009 (Cross- ObjCLthD‘i) LAAPP.1113/2008 & CM.N0.3826/2009

- {Cross-Objections); LA.APP. 1115’70()6 ' ALAPP1116/2008; LAAPP.112172008:;

LAAPP.1126/2008; LA.APP. 1170/”)054 & CWM.N0.550/2009 (Cross-Ohjections);
LACAPP.T130/2008; LAAPP.1131/2008 &  CM.INo.566/2009 (Cross-Obiections),

TAAPP.1133/2008; 1LAAPP. 11)3/700(% & CM.N0.7442/2009 (Cross-Objections);

LA.APP.1137/2008 & CM.No. 1/_’8_./2«.’)\)0 (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.1140/2008;
LA.APP.1156/2008; LA .APP. 11*7: 008; LA. APP:1158/2008 & CM.No.7774/2009
(Cross-Objections); LA.APP. 1139”’“08 LA APP:1161/2008; LA.APP.1166/2008:
LAAPP.1167/2008 & CM.N0.802/2009 (Cross-Objections):- LA.APP.1168/2008;
1 A.APP.1170/2008; LA.APP.1171; ’”OOb LAAPP.1172/2008, LA.APP.1173/2008;

A.APP.1175/2008; LA.APP. 117/4/”0% LA.APP.1179/2008; LA.APP.1181/2008;

'\ APP.1182/2008; LA.APP.1183/200 %8 CM . No. 6933/2009 (Cross-Objections);

LAAPP.1184/2008; LA. APP 11852008, 1.A.APP.1186/2008& CM No.7013/2009

TAApp. No. 119572008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
LA App. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan ) L .
LAApPP. No. 111/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochanour’ . ' ' ‘ Page 20129 "




(Cross-Objections); LA.APP.1190/2008; LA.APP.1191/2008; 1.A.APP.1192/2008:

LA.APP.1193/2008; LA.APP.1194/2008, LA.APP.1195/2008; LA.APP.1197/2008; . |
‘ LA.APP.1198/2008& CM.No. 69 15/2009((:1085 Objections);

LA.APP.1200/2008;
L ALAPP.1202/2008; LA.APP.1203/2008; LA.APP.1210/2008; LA.APP.1211/2008;
A.APP.1212/2008; LA.APP.1213/2008; LA.APP.1223/2008; LA.APP.1225/2008&

(EI\/I No. 6957/2009((31035 -Objections); LA.APP.1226/2008; LA.APP.1241/2008&

GM No0.3841/2009 (Cross- Objections),  LA.APP.1243/2008; LA.APP.1252/2008;

LA.APP.1275/2008; LA.APP.1276/2008; LA.APP.1277/2008; LA.APP.1279/2008;

LLA.APP.1280/2008; I.LA.APP.1281/2008; L.A.APP.1283/2008; LA.APP.1284/2008;

LA.APP.31/2009; LA.APP.33/20()9; LA.APP.37/2009;  LA.APP.39/2009,
LA.APP.42/2009 &  CM.No\746/2011 (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.59/2009;
LA.APP.73/2009 &  CM.No. 7103/7009 (Cross-Objections); LA.APP.74/2009;

LA.APP.79/2009; LA.APP.95/2006 &  CM.N0.953/2011

1LA.APP.108/2009;

LLA.APP.136/2009;
LA.APP.140/2009;
162/2009;
LA.APP197/2009;
LA.APP.202/2009;

LA.APP.

LA.APP.

LA.APP.109/2009:"
LA.APP. 137/700()
LA.APP.143/2009;
LA.APP.187/2009:

LA.APP.198/2009;
LA.APP.203/2009; LA APP.208/2009 &
(Cross-Objections); LA.APP.210/2009 &
LAAPP.211/2009;
LLA.APP.224/2009;
(Cross-Objections);
- LAAPP.249/2009;
367/2009;
LA.APP.459/2009;
LLA.APP.489/2009;
LA.APP.494/2009;
LA.APP.507/2009;
LALAPP.511/2009;
LA.APP.572/2009;

LA.APP.220/2009;

LA.APP.227/2009;
LA.APP.241/2009;

LA.APP.257/2009:

LA.APP.437/2009;:

LA.APP.466/2009;
LA.APP.490/2009;
LA.APP.495/2009;
LA.APP.508/2009;
LA.APP.5

LA.APP.15/2010;

122009, L

LA.APP.121/2009;
LA.APP.138/2009;

‘LA.APP.144/2009;

LA.APP.190/2009;
LA.APP.199/2009;

CM.No.970/2011

LALAPP.222/2009;

LAAPP.230/2009 &
LA.APP.245/2009;

2

LA.APP.295/2009;
LA.APP.447/2009;
LA.APP.480/2009;
LA.APP.491/2009;
LA.APP.503/2009;
LA.APP.509/2009:

LAAPP.513/2009:
- LAAPP.45/2010;

(Cross-Objections); -
LA.APP.135/2009; © -
LA.APP.139/2009;
LA.APP.145/2009;
LA.APP.191/2009;
LA.APP.201/2009;
CM.No0.7027/2009
(Cross-Objections);
LA.APP.223/20009;
CM.No0.7206/2009
LA.APP.246/20009;
LA.APP.305/2009;
LA.APP.458/2009;
LA.APP.481/2009;
LA.APP.493/2009;
LA.APP.506/2009;

LA.APP.510/2009:
LA APP.567/2009;
LA.APP.48/2010;

- LLALAPP.404/2010; LA.APP.13/2011: LAAPP.1138/2008. LA.APP.1176/2008;
I,A.APP.1177/2008 LA.APP.1201/2008: LA.APP.231/2009 '
(Reldtmg to Notification No. F. 10(30)/96’14& B/LA/13417 dated 13.12.2000
1ssued under Section 4 of the land Acquisition Act, 1894 & Award No.
26/2002-2003 dated 23.10.2002, Village Bharthal, Delhi)

i

(GRID-B})

P Rese/’ved on. December 08, 2011
. _ /’rohounced on: January 06, 2012

l LA.APP. 294/2010 (VILLAGE- ]RE JWAS /&N)

DEVENDER KUMAR
lhlou@:n

L e Appelldnt
MrR.S. !omdr Mr.Virendra Singh

LA.App. vo 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
LAApp. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasdn

LAApp No.111/7010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochanpur Page 3 of 29 ‘
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Versus

"UOI & ANR

I.LA.APP.
LA.APP.
L'A.APP.
J.A.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
L.A.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
[.A.APP.
LA.APP.
LLA.APP.
T.A.APP.
.A.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP,
LA.APP.

52/2010
5672010
100/2010
242/2010
282/2010
28772010
295/2010
346/2010
35072010
354/2010
365/2010
36072010
40572010
409/2010
723/2010
7277201
75072010
964/2010
772010

Advocates
Mr.S.K.Solanki and Mr.8.K.Rout and
Mr.B.K. Rouiray, Advocates for appellant
(in R-2-14, 38, 41-46, 49, 50-69, 73, 75, 76)

“

..... Respondents

Through: | Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senior Advocate with

Mr.Sanjay Kumar Pathak, Mr.Mohitrao
Jadhav, and Ms.Navlin Swain, Advocatw
for U\)L’LAC

Mr.S

K.Solanki and Mr.S.K.Rout-and

Mr.B.K: Routray, Advocates in appeals
filed by UOI.
Mr.Virendra Singh, Advocate in R-68. 71
& 72 in appeal filed by UOI
Mr.Bankey Bihar Sharma, Mr.Kunal
. Sharma.and Mr.Somer K.Seth, Advocates
for DDA

LA.APP. 11/2010

LA.APP. 53/2010
LA.APP. 57/2010

LA.APP. 221/2010

LA.APP. 246/2010
LA.APP. 283/2010
LA.APP.288/2010

LA.APP. 296/2010

LA.APP. 3472010

LA.APP. 351/2010 -

LA.APP. 356/2010

LA.APP. 742/2010.

LA.APP.361/2010

A AP, T86/2010
LA.APP. 80/2010

LA.APP. 40672010 -
LA.APP7438/2010 ,
APP. 7242010

LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
'LA.APP.
LA.APP.
.289/2010
LA APP.
TAAPP.
. 352/2010
LAAPP. 35
LA.APP.
LA APP,
LAAPP.
LA.APP,
LALAPP,
LA.APP.
LTAAPP.

LA.APP

LAAPP

UALAPP.
LA.APD,

49/2010
54/2010
59/2010

223/2010°

2772010
284/2010

313/2010
348/2010

357/2010
760/2010
362/2010
407/2010
588/2010
72512010
731/2010
764/2010
36412010
99/2010

75’?010 & C.M.No. 964/2011 (Cross-objections)

LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA .APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LA.APP.
LAAPP.
[LALAPP.
LA.APP.

&

51/2010
552010
702010
°226/2010
2812010
28572010
2942010
345/2010
349/2010
353/2010
358/2010
359/2010
)()//”()10
40872010
72272010
726/2010
732/2010
8282010 -

_J:)b

(Relating to Notification No. F] IO(JO)% L& B’LA/ 2417 dated 13.12.2000
issued under Section 4 of the [and Acqulsltlon Act, 1894 & /\wcud No.

; ‘3/”002 2003, Village Bij wasan| Delhi)

AND

tAApD. No 11Y5/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bhartnal
LAApp. Ne. 29472010 & conncected Appeals of Viliage Bijwasan
LAADD. No. 113/2010 & connecied Appeals of Village Pochanpur

- Page 4 of 29



LA.App. No. 1195/2008 & conncuted Appéals of Village Bharthal | . he

LA. APP 11 1/2010 (VILLAGE POCHANPUB’)

R |

(GRID-C) - = . |
g . Reserved on: December 18, 2011
Pronounced on: January 06, 2012

|

SLI T1AJ RAM AND ORS.
Through: |

|
|
|

... Appellants
Mr.B:D. Sharma, Mr.S K.Solanki and
Mr.S K. Rout, Advocates for appellant (in
R-16;20, 23 to 26, 29, 30. 33,36 to 40, 44
. t049,59,63t071)
| Mr.S.B. Kumar, Advocate for appellant in
.. LA.App.No: 61, 64, 65/2011)
. Mr.Rajesh Yadav Advocate for appellam
i inR- 22)
VErsus ‘

UNION OF INDIA & ANR o Respondents
Through: | Mr. San]ay Poddal Senior Advocate with

M \dn]a* Kumar Pathak, Mr.Mohitrao

Jadhav, and Ms.Navlin Swain, Advocatés

for UOI/LAC

Mr.Bankey Bihari Sharma, Mr. Kunal

. Sharma and Mr.Somer K.Seth, fkdvocates-

- for [)D—\ ‘ :

LA.APP. 111/2010  LA.APP. 154 2010 _' LA.APP. 155/2010  LA.APP. 156/2010 .'
LAAPP. 160/2010  LA.APP. 165/2010 LA.APP. 209/2010  LA:APP. 215/2010
LA.APP.228/2010 - LA.APP. 248/20610 -.:LA..APSP_; 249/2010 " LA.APP. 250/2010 °
LAAPP. 254/2010.  LA.APP. 260/20]0 LA.APP.261/2010  LA.APP. 270/2010 J
LAAPP. 292/201Q LA.APP. 293/’2( 10 LA.APP.305/2010  LA.APP. 306/2010

LA.APP. 307/2010 LA.APP. 31772010  LAAPP. 392/2010 LA.APP. 393,2010
LA.APP.395/2010  LA.APP. 396/2010 ‘LA APP. 397/2010 LA.APP. 412/2010
LAAPP. 42012010  LA.APP. 432/2010 LAAPP.433/2010  LA.APP. 434/2010
LA.APP: 466/2010  LA.APP. 489/2010 LAAPP. 577/2010 - LA.APP. 635/201(

LA.APP.637/2010  LA.APP. 639/2010 - LA APP. 640/2010 . LA.APP. 6572010 -

LA.APP. 660/2010 © LA.APP. 662/2010 LAAPP. 74172010 1.A.APP. 758/2010
LAAPP.767/2010 LA.APP. 7681/201 0 LACAPP. 784/2010 LA.APP. 9182010
LA.APP.919/2010 LA.APP. 10522010 " LALAPP. 61/2011 . LA.APP. 04/2011
LA.APP. 65/2011 LA.APP. 116/2011 .. LAAPP.117/2011  LA.APP. 119011 .
LEAAPP. 1202011 LA.APP. 1212011 LA.APP: 129/201! LA.APP. 420/2011 -
LA.APP. 476/2011  LA.APP. 48502011 . LAAPP.521/2011  LA.APP. 5222011
LA.APP.523/2011  LA.APP. 5252011~ LA.APP. 526/2011 LA.A;PP. 535/2011
LA.APP. 536/2011  LA.APP. 554,'{20_11 " LA.APP. 591/2011 ! '

* LA.Apo. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan !
oL /\pp No 111/2010& connected Appeals of Village Pochanpuri. . . ) S Page50f29
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- (Reiating .to Notiﬁcaﬁon ‘No. F.10(30)96-L& B/LA/13417 dated
©“13.12.2000 issued under Section 4 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 &
Award No 30/2002-2003 dated 09.12.2002, Village Pochanpur, Delhi)

. CORAM:
HON'BLE MR. IIUBTHCPE SUNEIL GAIUR

Yo 0,6:@]12@1[2

I. Since the. grounds on which enhanceriient of the compensation is
sought by the appellants in. these 'bunchv; of appeals are i.dentical
therefore with the consent of Ieamul counsel for the parties present at
the. hccumo of thesc appea!s, these bunc.h‘ of appeals pertaining to
Notification No.F".10(30)96-L& B/L.A/13417 dated 13.12.2000, relating
to  gecographically ContigUQUS Viiiages Bharthal, Bijwasan and
Pochanpur are being disposedé of by this’common order.

2, Acquisition process for planned development of ‘Dwarka Phase-
Z7" in Delhi, commenced with the. issuance of Notification of ]"/f’
/)ecember 2000 under Sectlon 4 of the Land Acquisition Act, 18394
.putammg to, vast tract of agucunuml land in onc compact block

_“wmpnsmg of ﬂnrteen Revenuc Estates including villages in question,
i.c., Bharthal, Bijwasan and P(?Chanpur, | _
3. Agricultural Jand of thie appellarm herein in the aforesaid three
villages stood acquired by the! Respon f1cm> vide three separate Awards,
Lc., Award N0.26/2002—2003; l&ward No. 78/2002 2003;and  Award

" N0.30/2002-2003 grénting coﬁnpcnsatlon ‘@ X13.82 lacs per acre for
Block ‘A’ (level field — with top sm) and @ <12.32 lacs per acre for
Block ‘B’ (without top soil).

4. DISSHUS.[_'IC(] with the ass;essmeﬁivo’lffn'm'arket valué of their acquired

_'\ ‘ . ’
I/\/\pp No. 1195/2008 & connected Appeals ofVlllape Bh:!rthal

/k App. Nn. 294/2030 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan
_ I/\ App. No. 113/2010 & cornected  Appeals of Village Porhnnpur . . . Page 6 nf 29
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~ agricultural lands, appellant$ had sought reference under Section 18 of -

the Land Acquisition Act, | 8_94 and the Reference Court vide impugned

judgmem.had enhanced compensation @ ¥15.00 lacs per acre for the

- appellants’ acquired land in Block "A’. and @ 13.36 lacs per acrc for
‘their ‘Block ‘B’ land in Vlllagcs Bharthal and Bijwasan; Whercas .
- references relating to Vlllage Pochanpul have been. dismissed.

5. In these appeals, further enhancement of compensation sought by

the appellants of Villages Bll}arthal and Bijwasan is at the rate of Rupces
Fifty lacs per acre, whereas ép‘pellants of Village Pochanpur have sought

compensation at the rate of Rupecs Thirty lacs per acre by relying upon

the plCCCantb in the shdpc of dbblolOI’lS in Executive Engineer,

Karnataka Housing Boardlvs Land /ﬂcqmsmon Officer, Gadag and
Ors., (2011) 2 SCC 246; Amam Mmm Dessai vs. State of Goa and Aar.,
(2010) 13 SCC 710; Subh Ram and OM vs. State of Haryana and Anr.,

(2010) 1T SCC 444; Sangluimlmlaz (Dead) through LRs. Vs. Special
Tehsildar (Land Acquisition) & Ors., (2010) 3 SCC 661; Ranvir Simgh

‘ armi Anr, vs, Unwn of India AIR 2005 SC 3467, Chindha Fakira Patil

(D) through LRs vs. The Special Land Acquisition Officer, Jalgaon,
2011(2) SCALE 32%; Jai Lal vs. Union of India, 2002 (62) DRJ 227;

Rama Nand (since deceased) through LRs vs. Union of India & Anr.,

'2()02_’ (65) DRJ 1 (DB); Udho Dass vs. State @/"H’mﬁwmfl & Ors.,

2010(9) SCALE 41; Chakas vs. Siute of Punjab & Ors., 2011 (9

- SCALE 362; Avinash Dhavaji Naik vs. State of Makiarashira, (2009)

11 SCC 171; Atma Singh (Dead) through LRs and Ors vs. State of

.Hmyana & Anr, (2008) 2 SCC 568"-W P.(C) No. 4143/2003 titled as

Smit, Indu Khorana vs. Glam Sabim & Grs decided on 26.03.2010;
Special Land Acquisition O]ffcer - Anr vs. M.K. Rafiq Sa/ieb (2011)

7 5CC 7]4' Thakarsibhai Devjibhai and ors vs. Executive Engineer,

SAApp. No. 1195/7008 & connected Appeals of Village Bhar thl
“AApp. No. 294/2010 &- connected Appeals of Village Buwasm
-AApp. No 1311/2010 & connected Appeals of Village PJchanpur

Page 7 of 29
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Gujarat and Anr., AIR 23001 SC&2424; Haryana State Industrial
Development Corporation, (2010) 11 SCC 175; Risal Singh & Ops. V.
Union of India & Anr., 2006 (89) DRJ 527 (DB); Laf Chand vs. Union
of India and Anr., (2009):15 SCC 769; General Manager, Oil and
Natuml Gas Corpomtibn Lid vs. Rameshbhai Jivanbhai Patel and
Anr, (2008) 14 SCC 745; Vailiyazmzmwl and Anr vs. Special Tehsildar
(Land Acquisition) and Anr., AIR '7;0',11 SC 2937, Kiran Tandon vs.
Allahabad Development Authority, .(_2004) 10 SCC 745; Muahesh
Dattatray T Iiirtﬁkar VS, -Staj{te of Maharashtra, AIR 2009 SC 2238;
Kapil Mehra (Major General) & Ors. Vs. Union of India & Anr,
176(2011) DLT 361; W.‘P.A(G) No. 4284/2007 titled as Swurat Singh vs.
Delhi Deve[bpmem Authority & ,:ﬂimr.y decided on 24.04.2008; Om
Prakash (dead) by LRs and Ql's vs. Union of India, (2004) 10 SCC 627;
Saz‘pd! & Ors vs. Union of India, '( 1997y 11 SCC 423; LA APP.
- No.656/2008 titled as Sushi;i Kumar vs. U;;'fzion of India, decided on
26.09.2011; LA. APP. No.5i9/20()7,_ tiﬂed as Bed Ram vs. Union of
India; dqcided on 07.06.201 1, and Bhule Ram vs. Union of India, 2010
(170) DLT 371, :
6. On the strength of the aforesaid decisions, at the very outset, it
was urged by Mr.B.S.Maan, leamved‘ afr-'guing counsel for the appellants
. that the location and situati'oh:of the aéqﬁired agriqultural land has to be
first understood in order to: apprezztizi‘tc its potential which must be
-adjudgcd kceping in view the! development iﬁ the area over a periad of

time and the same cannot be limited to the near future alone.

7. It was pointed out by Mr.R.S. Tomar, counsel [or appellants that
: | , ‘ .
Delhi-Rewari-Jodhpur broad gage raitway line of Village Biijwasan

“ passes through the land of Viﬂage Bharthal, dividing it into two parts,
i.c., on the castern side of the railway ling is the IGI Airport, New Delhi

WAADD. No. 1195720038 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
IANpp. No. 204/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan

FALADDP. No. 11172010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochanpur Pape 8 of 29




) ‘a_nd Oil Depots of Indian. Gil and Bharat Pefroleum and a road 100
meters wide starting from NH-8 from Shiv Murti towards Dwarka Sub-
City Part-I and Part-II again divides ‘the agricultural land into two
portions; (1) North Eastern side, wheré; .IGI Airport is located; and (ii)
South Eastern side, where déveloped.Farm'Houses are located on the
land of Villages Bharthal, 'Bij:_wasan and Samalkha. It was also pointed
out by Mi‘I.S.K.Solanki learneg counsel for th¢ appé_llants that northemn
part»of the land of Village Bhiartha.l was first acquired for the extension
ivof IGI Airport in the year: 1971 and again in the year 1980 for

‘ cstabllshmg Indian Oil Depots and thereafter in the year 1982 for Bharat
Petroleum and the lands of Vulagc Bharthal and Village Pochanpur were
also acquirced in the year 1984 for development of Dwarka Phase-I and
the lands on the westerﬁ side of Villages Bamnoli and Dhool Siras were
élso acquired for the develgpmem of Phase-1I, Dwarka Sub-City.
Attention was drawn to the aks’ Sz.'zras/méé to Highli élit tﬁ at the bloundar\'
ol. Village Bharthal, Village iPochfmpur and Village Dhool Siras arc
contiguous. .

g, [t was strenuously urged by Mr.1.S. Maén learncd counsel for the
appellants  that the Reference Cou}t has ialled to appreciate ‘the
potentiality of the acquired ldnd in the 11011‘1 of its location and has
illegally treated the acqmred land to be -agricultural in spite of
Notification of 16" October, 2000 vide which land use of the three
villages in question was Ch;ﬂnged fr om aorlcultul al to resideniial/

\ cbmmercial/industrial, etc. anci%infact the entire land of V iHlage Bharthal
had cecased to be rural in view of the N otification of 24" October, 1994,
9. It was argued with muéh vehemence by Mr.S.K. Roﬁt learned
counsel for the appellants that the aforesaid rwo Nouflcatmns have been
Wr ongly discarded by the Refc;‘mnc,e Court by rdymg upon P. Ramia -

LAAPP. No. 139572008 & connectad Appeals of Village Bharthal
!AApp.,No. 294/2010 & connected Ar rpeals of Village Bijwasan i : .
LAABR. No. 11172010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochwnpur . o Page 9 of 28




e S
Reddi & Ors. vs. Land Acqmsztmn Officer, Hyderabad & Ors, (1995)
2 SCC 305, which has bcen considered by the Apex Court in its later

.dumsmn in Udho Dass vs. State of Haryana & Ors., 2010(9) SCALE
41 holding that the.potentiél of the: acquired land must be adjudged
keeping in view the 'development in the area over a period of time and
the same cannot be limited 1o a near fu*urc a]onc and 1f after the
acquisition, if the duthorltlesldo not put the land to any use, it would not
mean that there is no bulldmg potcmla]itv.

10. Reliance was placed by Mr.B.D. Sharma, learned counsel for the
dpp(,lldnts upon the seven Sale Dccdq of Village Pochdnpur to highlight
thdt the sale price reflected therem vaucd from 52 lacs to ?62 lacs and
merely because of the said varlatlon,_ thesc sale exemplars cannot be
thrown out as has been illegsi:lly done by the Reference Court, because
there is no basis 1o conclude that these sale exemplars are overvalued
becausc of any spccial advanltage; and as per settled legal proposition
laid down by the Apex Court in Anjani Mo/w Dessai vs. State of Goa
and Anr., (2010) 13 SCC 710, the avu'wc of sale exemplars ought to be
ta kcn as representing the ma1k01 price of the j.and which comes 10 ¥ 57
lacs per acre and since thie saljé cxem.p]ars relied upon by the appeliants

are the comparable “sale instances, thuf‘iom reliance placed by the

. Reference Court upon the minimum rales/c 11"01@ rates for determining the

LA, /\pp'N
LAApp. N
WApee N

mcukct value of the acquired land is patently erroneous.

!

N

Assessment of market value M the acquired land was sought by
Ml R.Godara, learned counsel for the appellants on the basis of the I.&
DO rates fixed by the Govemmcm nd also on the basis of pre-
dummmcd rates ﬁxed by thu'(;ovmn ncm Tor dHoimcnI of alternate
plots in the yedr 2000-2001. Keeping in view the Iocatlon, situation and
potentiality of the acqu1red Iand_,'dcé’ermination ol its 1ﬁa,1'l<c|t value is

0. 1195/2008 & connectad Appeals of Village Bharthal
0. 294/2010 & connected Appeals, of Village Bijwasan

0. 111/2010 & connacted Appeals of Village Pochanpur Page 10 of 29
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5 “sought .on the strength of seiile exemplars of Village Pochanpur and
" Village Samalkha or altcnnatwely on the basis of the L& DO rates of the
_dcvcloped lands in DwalkaI Phase-I or on the basis of the Ple-
Dptmmmcd Rates (PDRs) as 1cleucd to above.
12 In the written Synopsis, ie_lppellant — Impulse India Private Limited
of LA. App. No. 295/2009 has assailed the impugned judgment on the

following grounds:-

a) “lgnores the acknowledgement on the part of the
respondent about the Award No.26/2002-2003 dated
23.10.2002  being flawed in th: course of the
proceedings Civil Writ petition No.19012 of 2006.
(Referred to in cross-examination of appellant dated

7.7.2007) '

b) Does not account 7‘01 the fact that the Public Notice
dated 18.9.1987 adversely affected the rates of land in
the area for more than 15 years before the Notification
under Section 5 of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 was
issued.

¢) Valuing the land on the basis of the letter dated
11.9.2001 issued by the Government of National Capital
Territory of Delhi is not in accordance with the law laid
down by various deczszom including in one of the more
recent decisions of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in
écmgunlha/a versus T. ahu]u’ur 201 ()(3) SCC f 61.

d) 10/10/ es the evidence and other factors which as per
established law has to be cons idered before ascertaining
the value of the land wnder acquisition.

e) Does noi deal with disparity in ' value. -of the ba/ Deeds
produced before the trial Court whereas as per the law
established by the How'ble Supreme Court in the recent
case of Chinda F. u/czr. Patil versus Special Land
Acquisition Officer, (,lw/ Apeal No.5475 of 2007. The
Ion'ble Supreme C()url has specifically held that Sale
Deed showing higher '/'(n‘e’ should not be disregarded in

[AADD. No. 113'1/7709 & cunnLc'(d/\pp(‘als of viilage Bharthal -
LA.App. Mo, 794/2010 & connactad Appeals ofVHIape Bijwasan ' .
A, App No. .111//010 & connecled /\ppoals of Village Pochanpur . . Page 11 of 29




| : | V
B ' case the average salfe price is lower. Further in Ar_/.]'ané ‘
Molu Dessai vs. Sz‘a:l'e of Goa, 2010(13) SCC 710, the
Supreme Court has .also held that the highest of the
exemplars and not by averaging of different types of
‘sales  tramsactions ' should be considered while

“adjudicating upon compensation upon a certan land.

7 Reliéd upon judgiment dated 3.3.2008 in LAC
No.974/2006 to decide the market value of the subject
land while ignoring the material which indicate that the
market value of the land is much higher than 15 lac per
acre in Block A and X 13,36,000 in Block B in violation
of the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court
including in Subh Ram vs. State of Haryana 2010(1)

, " . SCC 444. As a consequence, the. impugned judgment

. refused to return an actual finding on the issue No.l

\‘ framed on 27.2.2007.:

g) Evaluated the land as agricultural land although vide
Notification of the Municipal Corporation of Délhi, the
land use of Vi/lage: Dhool Siras and Bharthal was
changed and these areas ceased to be agricultural and
came now under the urban boundaries of Delhi Siate.
The masterplan and. Noiifications of Government for
land use change show thar in future land can be

- subjected to - residential, commercial and other
pernussible uses. It is also /)erfn’cnf fo menlzon that the
appellant lead evzdence in réspect of the 74" afm,ncf/nen/‘
of the Constitution of India.” w.ef 1.6.1993 IX A, by
virtue of which z‘he, Mum zj)n, C o;porczu()n Act was

<a’eemea’ a ‘municipal area and the mwuc:pal (,omz?e/lor
was elected from there. Nu Panchayat elecllam were
held in the area.

h) Refused to apply the law laid down in AIR Supreme
- Court 3467, Ranvir Singh and Anr vs. Union of India
and refused to consider the fact thai the development in
the area has a direct Vf]ec( on the price that a willing
purchaser would pay jor th subject . ,c:nd

{) Ignored the fact that 1€r.-f_5';7@.r7c.-,/e.’n.f§;‘No.' 2 had also

LA.App. No. 1195/2008 & connested Appeals of Village Bharthal '
li’\ App. No. 294/2010 & cennected Appeals of Vitlage Biiwasan :
u\ App. No!111/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochanpur ) . Page 12 cf 29




ﬁ ‘ auctioned similarly éS‘Iffo.':Cll'ed land as commercial blocks
‘ at the rate of about X2.6 lakh and concluded that the
said land is wholly underdeveloped land.

J) The valuation of theisubject land is even lower than the
pre-determined auction rates set by Respondenl No. 2
' for similarly Szluated land.

Sy k) Does not take into account the possibility of change of -
the use of the land although the land was. acquired for
development purposes of Dwarka Phase II It is
reiterated that the Zana’ use of Village Dhool Siras and
Bharthal was changed and these areas ceased to be
agricultural and came now under the urban boundaries

of Delhi State. -
: - [) Ignored ]\/olzfcalzons dated 10.10. 20(}0 and 24.10.1994
\ " - although  they c/eal"ly esla/;lz.m the commercial

- potentiality of the said land. In Sangunthala v. Tahsildar
(L.A), (2010) 3.SCC 661 it was held that the purpose for
which land is acquzred is a relevant factor. While
determining value of the property acquired the fact
whether the land has got building potentiality to be used
Jor building purposes in immediate or in near Suture
needs (o be considered '

m) The presence of a number of buildings on the lands
acquzred and the said land being occupied by the
buildings are to be treated as house sites. The lands
were acquired for purpose of puiting up residential

- - quarters. As a portion of the iand is being considered as
‘ ' house site, the aa’jomzm7 lands have the potential of
‘ being put in better use as fiouse sites in the near/ulure "

13. ln the brief synopsis by Ved Pal and others. of LA. App. No.
347/2009 the factual details have bccp provided wuh a prayer that the
appellants of this appeal be treated at par wnh the co-appellants of the
other dppcals mn theqc bunch of appea]

14. buppiuncntmg the afor csald dlgumults ddvanced on behalf of the

appel ldnls it was urged by Mr. Andnd Y 1ddV AdVOLdtC that the effect of

LA.App. Mo, 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
. LA /\pp No. 29472010 & _Connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan

LA, /\pp No. 111/2010 & connacted Appeals of Viillage Pochanpur : Page 13 of 29
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urbanization of the lands in! the Villages in;question, i.e., the change in

Jand use has been consideréd in Makesh Dattatray Thirthkar vs. State

- of Maharashtra, AIR 2009!SC 2238; Kapil Mehra (Major General) &

Ors. Vs. Union of India & AnF, 176(2011) DLT 361 .and'that Pre-
I)Ctel'lll'ined Rates, Res‘ervéd Auction Rates of the area are relevant to
determine the market valuc of the 'QCquired lafids and infact the sale
instances relied upon by the appul]an s are comparable and ought to have
been relied upon by the Reference Court to assess the correct market
value of the acquired lands. Thus, cnhancement of compensation
refllecting, just, fair and adequate market value for the acquired lands is
sought in these appeals. | |
15, Arguing the cross-objections filed by the Respondents, Mr. Sanjay

Poddar, learned Senior Coungel urged that though as per Section 51-A of

Land Acquisition Act, 1894, a certified copy of the Sale Deed is an

admissible cvidence but the 'same cannot be taken as rclevant evidence
for determipation of the market value unfess and until the same is
properly connected with thé lanid in question and clement of special

Iamy of the purchaqcn and othc1 idctms namely, naturé, situation of the

plOpCl ty, proximity to the v1llaga cte. are also 1equu ed to be considerad

" and the sale instances relied upon by the Respondents disclosing correct

market value of the acquired Jands have been illegally rejected by the

- .Reference Court and while placing reliance upon the decisions in Jui Laf

vs. Union of India, 2002 (62) DRJ 227, S&z‘pai & Ors vs. Union of
India, (1997) 11 SCC 423; Lai Chand vs. Union of India and Anr.,
(2009) 15 SCC 769; LA. A.PP. N0.656/2.008 titled as Sushil Kumuar vs.

Union of India, decided on 26.09.2014, it was ~urged that sharp increase

in price in a short period cannot be taken to be realistic until reasens for

such sharp increasc are cxplamcd b‘ producing in ¢vidence the s(‘llu

LA. /\pp No 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
LA S{\pp No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan
LA /\pp No. 11172030 & connected /\ppeals of Village Pochanpur o ; : Page 14 of 29
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and the purchaser as ﬁo prudent person having knowledge of the usual
prevalent trend in the marke:t would pav such a h1ghe1 pay as reflected in
1he sale instance of Radha, Swami Satsang, Beas relied upon by the
appellants, but for special ‘iconsideration. Thus, it was contended on
behalf of the. cross—objector that adopti:oh of L& DO rates/Pre-
Determined Rates cannot bé countenanced in view of the decision of
Apex Court in Lal Chamf (supra) which has bcen followed by a
coordinate Bench of this C0u1t In Sushil Kumar (sup1 a) and Raj Singh
(supra).
16. So far as potentiality of the land is conccmcd it was urged by |
M1 Sanjay Poddar, learned swlol counsel _'for the Respondents/cross-
objectors that the same has a;dready been factored into, while fixing the
minimum indicative price of E1'he agricultural land by the Government as
on 1% April, 2000 and by gldntmg applec tation thereon @ 12% per
a:.nnum, inaxket value of the acquired jands has heen erroneously
determined by the Referen(;:e Couri.; as in  Swshil Kuhmr (supra)
appreciation @ 10% per annum has becn granted. Thﬁs, it is submitted
that there is no scope for fur thcl enhancement from the price of acquired
. Iands as fixed by the Land Acqui,smon Collector and so, the impugned
Judg,mcm dcscwes to be modified uc]cung the enhancement by the
| Refer cnce Court while takmg into co.nsxdcratlon the appreciation @ 12%
per annum and the same desérvvs (o be br oughl in line while granting
appreciation @ 10% per annum and thereby allowing the cross-
objections to the aforesaid. e‘ilem c . '
17.  Afier L0n31denng the IlV'll 5ubm]ssr(m° advanced by hoth the
sides and upon close perusal 01 the lmpnbncd wldglmm the evidence on
record and the dec131ons cited, what nmerges 1s that the true market valye
of the comparable land is the pucc paid by \\’iﬂiﬁg purchaser 1o a wil.ling

LAAppP. No. 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Vl“aPt’ Bharth: 1!
.r_\ App. Mo. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan j

l{\./\pp No.511/2¢10 € connected Appeals of viliage Pochanpur’ Page 15 of 29




| | U
scller and the best evidence, is the comparable sale instances. While
dealing with the question of potenti.%il value of the acquired land, what
has to be considered in assessiﬁ.g'the market value thereof, stands
reiterated by the Apex Court in Udho- Dass vs. State of Haryana &
Ors., 2010(9) SCALE 41 in tﬁese words:-

(1) the situation of the acquired land vis-a-vis the city or

the town or village which had been growing in size

‘ because of its clommercial, Cindustrial, educational,

S religious or any other kind of importance or because
of its explosive population,

(if)  the suitability of the acquired lavid for putting up the
buildings, be they residential, commercial  or

J K : industrial, as lhe case may be;

(iii)  possibility of oblammv warer.and electric supply for
occupants of buzldmos to be’ put up on that land,

(iv)  absence of statutory impediments or the lzke for using
the acquired land for building purpose,

(v)  existence of highways, public roads, layouts of 4
building plots or developed residential extensions in
the vicinity or close proximity of the acquired land,

(vi)  benefits or advanmoas of educaz‘zonal institutions,
health care cenlr&s or the like in the swrounding
areas of the acqzmed land which may become
available to the occupiers of buildings, if buz// on the
acquired land; cmg’

(vii) lands around the acquired land or the acquired land
iself being in demand for building purposes, to-
specify a few.”

18. The potentiality of land for the purpose of development as also for
vy g . . ' . . .
building purposes depends upon a large number of factors. For the said
purpose, the Court may not orjly have 1o bear in mind the purpose for

IA.Apo. Nol 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Vi llage Bharthal ,
l/\ App. No 294/2010 & connecied Appeals of Village Bijwasan ' , :
LAApp. No, 111/2010 & coanected Appeals of Village Pochanpur, Page 16 of 29




)L
which the lands were sought to be acquired but also the sub&quenft
“CV‘CntS to 'some extent. It hasi been so observed by the Apex Court in.
Avinash (supra). Whivle reiterating the relevant factors for determination
of compenéation for acquired :;lands, it has been held by the Apex Court
in Atma Singh (supra) that thie- exemplaré of small pieces of land relied
upon by the appellants could 1;101‘ be a ground to discard them cspecially

" . when exemplai‘s of large pieces of land were ﬁot available,
| 19.  Aforcsaid dictum stands reiterated by the Apex Court in Special
Land Acquisition Officer &. %4[m'.vs.. M.EK. Rafig Saheb, (2011) 7 SCC
‘ '714. The legal proposition which emerges from the decisions relied upon
‘ " on behalf of the appellants is that —wh'ere there is no basic difference
N cither in location, situation or potentiality of the villages, which are
similarly situated having similar advantage aVailaIDIé to them even as
regards future prospects, the;re is no .justif'llcation for reducing the
compensation on the ground of distance between similarly situated lands

and the acquired land. - | ‘ .

0. It is a well established proposil‘i‘on of law that the burden of

[\

+ proving the true market value of the acquired land is on the State who
has acquired the agricultural ‘land for a particular purpose. But, it is
cqually true that the burden .ol proving inadequacy of compensatior

‘ ' awmdcd is on the clalmant For this pwpo&’zuon the decision of the

Apcx (,ourt in Kiran Tandon ( §u‘pra) can be referred 1o with advantage.
21 Apex Court} n Vallz}zami:fmf (5 uﬁfa)_. while taking note of the fact
S that the acquired land was qit’uared‘ in close vicinity of residential
colonies, cducational mstﬂuhons hos pltals etc., had held that deduction
{ 40% lOWdIdS dcvelopment Lhargc was Jmpropel The pertinent
abservations made by the /\pcx Court in Alnmm Molu Deswz (Supra)
deserve dtlcnllon which are as undc opie

LA App. No. 1185/2008 & connacted Appeals of Vlllago Bhartha! | .
IA.App. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Vil'age Bijwasan :
LAAPP. No. 111/2010 & connected Appeals of Village POChandl" ' Page 17 of 29
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On the other hand, in urban or semi- urban areas, where the
developmenz is faster, where the demand for land is high
and where there s construczmn aczzvzly all around, the
escalation in market price is at a much higher rate, as
compared to rural areas. In some pockets in big cities, due
to rapid development .and high demand for land, the
escalations- in prices ‘have touched even 30% to 50% or
more per year, during.the nineties. On the other extreme, in
remote rural areas whele there was no chance of any
development and /fzardly any buyers, the prices stagnated
for years or rose marginally at a nominal rate of 1% or 2%
per annum. There is thus a significant difference in
increases. in market value of lands in urban/semi-urban
areas and increases in market value of lands in the rural
areas. Therefore if ithe increase in market value in
~urban/semi-urban aregs is about 10% to 15% per annum,
~ the corresponding increases in rural areas would at best be
only around half of it, that is about 5% to 7.5% per annumni.
This rule of thumb refers to the general trend in the
nineties, to be adopted in the absence of clear and specific
evidence relating to increase. in prices. Where there are
special reasons for clpp/}ml? a higher rate of increase, or
any specific evzdence relating to the actual increase in
prices, then the zncreasu o be cmp/w/{ would depend upon
the same.

Normal/y, recourse is taken to the moa’e of determining the
market value by prowau"q app/ opriate escalation over the
proved.market value oj nearby-lands in previous years (as

evidenced by sale transactions or acquisition), where there
is no evidence of any CO'ZZ(’I?’I]?OI”UI’I@O?[S sale transactions or
acquisitions of compamb/e lands in the neighbourhood. The
said method is reasonably safe 4//1ere the raiied-on-sale
ransactions/acquisitions precedes the subject acquisition
by only a few years, that is Upio. four to five years. Beyond
that it may be unsafe, even if it relates fo a neighbouring
land. What may be a /c/mb/c szarzacn d if the gap is only a
few years, may bec 0/77? unsafe and unreliable standerd
where the gap is lar ge/‘ Forrexample. for determining the
market value of a land acqivired. in 1992 adopting the
annual  increase memoa’ with reference io a sale or

LAApp. Na. 1195, 2008 & connacted Appaals of Village Bhar'haI .
LAADD. No. 294/2010 & connacted Appeals of Village Bijwasan
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“The legal position is that even where there are several
exemplars - with referehce to similar lands, usually the
highest of the e\emplars which is a bona fide transaction,

will be considered. W//zere however there are several sales
of similar lanids whose prices range in a narrow bandwidth,

the average thereof can be laken, as representing the
market price. But where the values disclosed in respect of
two sales are markedly different, it can only lead to an
inference that they are with reference to dissimilar lands or
that the lower value sale is on account of under-valuation
or other price depressing reasons. Consequently averaging
cannot be resorted to.”

»?.2 It would be worthwhile:to take note of"the clinching observations
pertaining to determination oﬁ fair market rate of acquired lands made
by th_e Apex Court in Chin(il}’m Fakira Patil (Supra), which are as
follows:-

‘It is well settled that genuine and bona fide sale
transactions-in respect of the land under acquisition or in
its absence the bona fide sale transactions proximate to the
point  of acquisition of the . lands situated in the
neighborhood of the acquired lands possessing similar
value or utility taken place between a-willing vendee and
the willing vendor which could be expected to reflect the
true value, as agreed between reasonable prudent persons
acting in the normal market LOVICLZ”()IZS are the real basis to
determine the market value
23.  Principles to determine thc market va]v‘ of the acquired lands as

reiterated by the Apex Court in Qil end Naiural Gas Corporation Lid.
(ONGC) (Supra), are as under:-

"Primarily, the increase in land prices depends on four
Jfactors - situation of the land, nature of development in
surrounding area, fzwn/abzlm' of land for development in
the area, and- the demancz for lavd in the area. In rural
areas unless there is cm)/ pr ospect of development in the
vicinity, increase in prices would be slow, steady and
gradual, without any Sua’dwz SPUFLS OF jumps.

IAApp. No. 3195/2008 & connncted /\ppl’als of Viilage Bharthal;

LA.ApD. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan |
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acquisition in 1970 or 1980 may have many pz'lfal/s This is
because, over the course of years, the ‘rate’ of annual
. increase may itself undergo drastic change apart fi fﬂom the
likelihood of occurrence of varying periods of stagnation in
prices or sudden spurtsiin prices affecting the very standard

M

of increase. . I
24.  This Court-is mindful of the dictum of the Apex Court in Haryana
State Industrial Development C orporation (HSIDC) (Supra), regarding
computation of compensation for the: acquired lands by adopting
comparative sales methods. What was said by'the Apex Court in HSIDC

(Supra) is as under:-

L “When different categories of lands (or lands with different

situational advantages)iare acquired for the same purpose,
sav for forming of a residential layout, courts have
sometimes felt that determination of their value with
reference to previous Slalus or situatior should be avoided
and a uniform rate of compensa[zon should be czwarded Jfor
all lands acquired under: the same nollf cation.’

o

5. Undisputedly, in ‘these. appeals sale exemplars in and around
acquired land of Village Bharthal, ’iii age Biywasan nf the period in
question are not available andit}'w so'hiar‘v sale exemplar strong]y relied
upon by the appellants is of’ \ldlam Pouhanpw c, the seven Sale
Decds vide which 1011g10us lnR[HUU()h, Le., Radha Swami Satsang, Bm\
had purchased the agricultural land in Village Pochanpur at a price

2

which varied from 52 lacs to T62 lacs per acre.

26, Whether aforesaid Sale Deeds ( Ex.PW»E,M to Ex.PW-1/10) which

are basicglly between one sct of co-owners and Radha Swami Satsang,
Beas in respect of the ecompact block of*land nfeasuring 18 Bighas and 6
Biswas situated in Village Pochanpur reflect Lhc correct market value of
the land in the villages in qucstlon 18 the moot queqtlon which is required

to be answered. BEvidently, afomscud sale emmplaxs Le., Sale Deeds

1A, /\pn No. 1195/2008 & connacted Appeals 0fV|llage Bharthal
LA.ApP. No. 28472010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan . - .
LA.App.'No. 111/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Pochanpur v o . Page 20 of 29
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(Ex.PW-1/4 to Ex.PW-1/ 10) indicate that its price. varies from 52 lacs
to I62 lacs per acre. Meanmg ‘Lheleby the entire land of the sale
cxcmplalq — Sale Deeds (I:x PW-1/4 to Ex.PW-1/ 10) did not command
the same market price. It was dependent upon the nature and situation of
the aforesaid lands. Evidence to establish the advantages attached to
each parcel of land of these sale exemplars with acquired land in
question, is lackmg Ther efore these sale exemplars cannot be treated as
dmclosmg rcplesentatlve prlce for the acquired lands in question. The
special need of the purchallser of these agricultural lands in Village
‘Pochanpur vide Sale Deeds (Ex.PW-1/4 10 Ex.PW-1/10) has not been
brought out as the purchaser/vendee of thqf;se agricultural land has not
been got examined by the appellants. [Had the purcielaser/vendee of the
- aforesaid sale exemplar’s béen got examined, then it could have been
chuted from him as to ‘why he had agreed to pay such a high pllCC for
these lcll'ldS The epecnal fancy of the purchasel 1.e., Radha Swami
LSarscmo Beas who had purchased more than 33 Bighas of land at an
exorbitant price in Village Mamurpur v1de Sale Deed executed on 25"
March, 2000 was also subject matter in LA..App. No. 266/2008 titled as
Jai Singh vs. Umon.oflmflta, deuded on 23.8.2011 ard in LA. App.
No. 999/2010 titled as Ra} Sivgh vs. Union of India, decided on
19.9.2011 and in the aforeséid decisions, the sale exemplar of Village
.Mammpul was discarded Wh}le holdmg that thc same cannot be (reated
as representative puce for the acquired lands
:27: In the instant ma’ctels,i though the land use of the acquired lands
. was changed much prior to tlileir acquisition, but it has come in evidence
that the acquucd lands were bomgj used for dgricultural purpose till their
acquisition. Thus It becomce cwrlem that the acquued lands were not

developed lands. No prudem person havmg knowledgo of prevailing

IA.App. No. 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
LA.App. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan
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market price of the land in question would pay such a high price unless
a1\1d until such purchase is meant for special consideration and s0, in the
'c'onsi.dered opinion of this C;ourt the sale exemplars, i.é., Sale Deeds
(Ix.PW-1/4 to LIx.PW-1/ 10;) have ;been ifightly discarded by the

g Rd“erencc 'Courtg , - |
28.  So far as the sale-exelinpla'r of Village'Samalkha (Ex.PW-1/11)
relied upon by the appellants 1s conéérhed. disclosing exorbitant pi‘ice of
3‘1 ,76,55,172.41 per acre 1elat1ng to Sale Deed of 27lh January, 2000, .

‘ _ nccds to be noted that because thls sale exemplar (Ex.PW-1/11) was

. s1tuated on the National nghway - 8. and because vide Sale Deed

A (I:X.PW— 1/11) vendor had sold not only the land but the structure thereon
includihg tube well, boring, ﬁitting, tixture, lane, by-lane, étc., therefore,

t had fetched such a high }téric_e-. In view thereof, this sale exernp'lar
cannot be treated as a representative price for the acquired lands in
question. - -

29;  Left with no sale exemiplam disclosing realistic price of similarly
situated lands in the vicinity, now it.is required to be considered as to
whether adoption of L& DO ioircular'rates for the developed lands and
APrC—'Dctcrmined‘Rates for thei alternéte-'p]ots by the DDA ought to bvc

| adoptcd to detcumne the t1uc market value of the acquired lands in
qucstlon | |
30.  Parameters governing ﬁxal‘ion' of market value of acquired lands
highlighted by Apex Court in ;i‘l:s decision reported as P, Ram Reddy and
Ors. v. Land Acquisition éffiC‘EI‘ Hyderabad Urban Development

) Authority Hyderabad and ()rs . 1995 "")') SC ”(‘ 305 are as under:-

“12. [lowever, in ezzher of the said cases whether it be the
determination of the mal ket value of the acquired land with
huilding potentiality wﬂh reference to the price fetched by
sale of plots in a well a’eve,’oped Zawui in the neighborhood

[A.App. Ne. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan i
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O P
or whether'it be the determination of the market value of the
acquired land with building potentiality with reference to
the price fetched by sale of building plots in an undeveloped
layout of building plots in the neighborhood, it becomes
inevitable for the Courizf to find out what will be the price
Jetched or to be fetched by the sales of plois in the layouts,
“relied upon by any of the paities, with reference to-the price
which the plots could have fetched if sold on the date of the
publication of the pre{iminary notification under Section
4(1) of the Act. Further, where no’evidence of price fetched
by the sales of the plots in layouts of building plots in the
neighborhood of the c:chuz'red lands becomes available,
“then what could be dorne is 1o find out the market value of
‘the acquired land with reference to the relevant date of
publication under S_ect‘@n 4(1) of the LA Act, according to
the actual use to which it was put and increase its valie by

a small percentage having regard 1o the degree of its
building potentiality ascertained on the basis of evidence to
be made available inthat regard. A -small percentage
increase to be given shall not exceed 1/5th of the market
value of the land founjd out aécordz’ng to its actual user
since resort to the method of giving increased value for
such building potentiality arises only. when there is no
evidence of sales of building plots in the neighborhood of
the acquired land indicating that there was no immediate
demand, as such, for bé,tl}’di/'zg plots even if formed in the
acquired land.” | '

{
~

3. In view of the difﬁcultifes in adoption of rate- of land charged by

~the DDA afier acquiring the agricultural lands, developing the same, and
! ' ‘ . .

transferring perpetual leasehol;d rights, the Apex Court in Lal Chand
(Supra), held that it is not saf(%‘, or advisable to rely upon the allotmerit.

rates/Pre-Determined . Rates in determining the ‘market value of the

" adjo'ini‘ng undeveloped freehoi]d lands. Following the dictum. of Lai

Chand (Supra), a coordinate B;,ench ol this Court in Jai Singh (Supra)
and Sushil Kumar (Supra) has excluded the DDA’ rates gua “the
developed lands as being not 1‘(}],evant for assessing the market value of

1
)

: i
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the undeveloped acquired lands. Thus, 1 find that the Reference Court
has rightly not adopted the DDA rates for allotment of dcveloped land or
the DDA’s Pre- Determined Rates for altcrnate allotments for ﬁxmg the

market value of the acquiredjagricultural lands in question.

32, Now what is 1'equired§ to be seen is whether progressive increase
method would be relevant criteria for assesé'ing the market value of the
land in question while takiné into corfsideratidn the earlier acquisition of
the year 1984 in V1llage Bhal'thdl and other villages for development of
Dwarka Phase-I. It was sought to be. algued by Mr. %anjav Poddar,

“learned semor counsel for the 1‘espondf"nt/cross—objector that even if the
escalation at the compounded rate of 10% per annum is taken from the
year 1984 till the year. 2000 i.e.,, for the period  intervening the
Notification for develop111qn.t of Dwarka Phase-l and the instant
Not_iﬁcatién for developmlent% of Dwarka Phase-11, still the price fixed by
the Land Acquisition Collect(:)r is more than the aforesaid escalated price
and therefore, ‘the enhancement granied by the Reference Court is

unjustified.
¥

o]

33.  Aforesaid argument dcjeé not hold good in view of the dictum of
the Apex Court in Laf Chand (gupla), cautlomng the Courts to adopt
progressive increase method;m asscssment :Q'f the market value of the

- acquired land only when the gap is of 4-5 years and beyond that it may
bo Linsafé, even if it relates|to a neighbouring land. What may be a
rcliable standard, if the gap isiof only of-a‘ few years, may become unsafe
and unreliable standard whe1'¢ the gap is larger. In the instant case, the
gap between the two Notiﬁcdtions i.e., of Dwarka Phase-I and Dwarka
‘Phase-II is of sixteen years and ﬂlcrcfmc it would be unsafe to adopt the
mode of dctmmmmg the mdl]\.L‘l value by providing appropriate

LAADD. Ne. 1]9)/4008 & connected Appe als of Village Bha lh'll
LA.App. No. 234/2010 & conrccted Appeals of Village Bijwasan . .
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I
- cscalation over the market value of the nearby land of the previous years:

34.  Mr.Sanjay Poddar: | léarned senior . counsel f01" ~ the
V1espondent/01oss -objector had urged that the Reference Court has
- granted . escalation @ 12% per annum, which is unwarranted as a
coérdinate bench of this (,ourt in Sushil Kumar (Supra), has gramcd
escalation @ 10% per annum /\itel having perused the decision in
Sushil’ Kumar (Supra), 1 ﬁnd that 1()°/o increase on account ot higher |
p()tcntlallty of the acquued land over aﬂd above the market value
: dctcmnncd by the Reference Court’ has’ been granted and so, by lclymg
upon Sushil Kumar (Supra) escalation gldmed by thc, Reference Court

@ 12% per annum cannot bc, reduced 1o’ 1()% per annum. In tlns view of

* the matter, the cross- ob]cctlons ol'the rcspondcnt are dismissed.

35.  Now what is to be seen is ‘V\-".h‘ethél‘ 'adop‘tion of Government’s
-J,ninimum price of the agricultural jand in Delhi, by the Reference Court
is reasonable criteria for determining the market value of the acquired
land and as to whether the escaldtlor, of 12,0 per annum granled by the
Reference Court from the ddh, of fixation of the minimum price for the
agr 1culuual land by the (Jovcrmn«’nt w.e. 'f 1" April, 2000 til] the date of
Notification in the instant appeals descrves to be further increased or
not. o
36." Adoption of Govemmcnt s minimum rates of agricultural land
‘pu'tammg to the Nouhoauon n quesuon has been assailed by the
learned counsel for appell ants bccamc the quUIICd land had ceased to
be an dgl](,ultul al land by Vlrtuc of Notification of 24" October, 1994
declaring dg,ucuhural Iands in these three Vlhdges in question to be
urban. It is true that vide aioncsald Notification of the year 1994 the larld

tuse of thc, dcq-uued land had changed,out that by itself is hot sufficient to

IAApp. No. 1195/2063 & connected Appeals of Village Bhdrlhdl '

[AApp. NO. 294/2010 & connecled Aopeals of Village anuasan
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(prcsumé that the acquired 1;l‘ands had gained potentiality for being
considered. as dcvclopcd landls The evidence led is lacking on the vital
-~aspect ()f there bemg any dcvelopmcm in dn(l around the acquired lands
in question. Not only this, qven the. sale exemplars of Radha Swami_
o Saz'sang, Beas heavily relied uipon‘ by the appellants disclose that the sale

of the said lands was for agrlcultural purpose. . .
37. Rather, it emerges from ‘the evidence on record that till the-
issuance of Notification undel Secuon 4 of the Land Acquisition Act,
1894, the acquu'cd lands were put to -"'agricuhural use. Had there been

increase in price due to higher demand, on account of potentiality of the

o - acquir:éd Jands upon change| of their use post the year 1994, then
‘/ | ' "PpC“anL’ could have laid thw hands on other sale instances in the area
in qUCSUOD But, indeed appelldnls cannot Lely upon the sale of the land
in VlJJagc Pochanpur to a rehglous institution and another sale instance
~of VhldQC Samalkha (Ex. PW 1/11) ‘without leading any evidence to
cstablish that the quality and potwtldlny of the sale exemplars of Radha
Swarmi Salmng, Beas in Vllla,gc Powhanpur and the sale exemplar of
| Village Samalkha (Ex.PW-1/1 ]) arc comparable w1th the acquired lands
and so the contioui{y of* the iacqu‘irod land with the sale instance of
Village Samalkha (LX PW ]/1 I') ccuumt be treated to be sufficient
, ground to grant higher compcns mon while relying upon the dfom said
- sale’ instances. Therefore, in w(‘w of the aim(‘ referred dictum of - the
5 /\pcx (‘ourt n Hmyanm Smte ind’uwwml Devel@pmem {,inoraltmn
(HSIDC) (‘Supm) uniform rate of wmponsdt;on deserves to be awarded
for the lands acquucd under thc samé Notification in the light of the
mmllmlm price fixed by the (;Jovcrnment for the agricultural land in, -
Delhi, which generally, féclor% in tha rise of price due to higher
potentiality. Taking note of the fact that-theré is a gap between what.

v LAADR.No. 119572008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal !
LA App. No. 29472010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan i
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would be cxpccted to be thc market. growm and what the market had
dctually grown, (Jovernment s minimum agricultural price has been held
to be reasonable basis for’ assessmg'the market value of the acquired
lands in Jai Singh (Supra) as well as in Sushil Kumar (Supra) and [ find
no reason to take a different fview than the one which had been taken by
coordinate Bench of this CjOLlI"t in _tile a‘fdresaid cases of Jai Singh

(Supra) and Sushil Kumar (Supra).

38.  This Court is of the c;onside'md view that the Reference Court in
the matters pertaining to Village Bharthal and Village Bijwasan has
rightly relied upon the Government’s minimum price for agricultural
lands in Delhi to {ix the market value of the acquired lands in question.
B @nding of the Reference Court in matter of Village Bharthal and Village
Bijwasan, of there being no evidence that the potential and the situation
of the acquired lands is similar to sale exénplars is borne out from the
evidence on record. But I find that the aspect.of higher potentiality of the
acquired lands being in close vicinity of the 1GI Airport, Indian Oil and
Bharat Petroleum Depots .and of Railway line passmg through Village
Bharthal and there being a ilOO meters vide road starting from NH-8
from Shiv Murti side to Dwaﬂ<a Sub-City, Part 1 and Part I, dividing the
d(,quu(,d lands in two pomons and there bcmg FFarm Houses in the

vicinity of the acquncd landq has somehow missed the attention of the

Reference Court. In the cons;dcred opinion of this Court, on account of
aforesaid locational advantages, the acqﬁired lands in question, certainly
assume higher building potentiality being in vicinity of Dwarka Phasc-1.
‘What persuades 'thié Court to| grént 10% increase over and above market
valuc of the acquued lands' as assessed bv the Referénce Court on

accoum of the higher building potcrmalm in the acquired lands is the

SAABP. No. 1195/2008 & connected Appeals of Village Bharthal
IA.App. No. 294/2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan
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scttled legal position apﬂy:highlighted by the Apext Court in Mirza
Nausherwan Khan vs. Colléctor, (1975)1 SCC 238, in these words:-

"When once a conclusion is reached that there was the
possibility of the acquired land being used for putting up
buildings in the i/71/77,e:'dl.'ate or near future, such conclusion
would be sufficient 1 hold that the acquired land had
building potentialily and proceed io determine its market
value taking into account the increase in price attributable
to such building potentiality. ”

39.  Considering the fact that ji would be very difficult to provide a
definite value qua potential, ;and in view of the fact that exactness can
never be achieved in the matters of assessing fair compensation, it is

broad probabilities of the instant cases, which persuades me to treat them

. with equivalence by uniformly applying the Government’s minimum

prices for the agricultural lands for computing the fair market value of

‘the acquired lands as there are no special features to treat the acquired

]ands‘diffcrmtly and so, appéllants of Village Pochanpur are treated at
par with their counter—parts,l i.c., appellants of Village Bharthal and
Village Bijwasan. However, while relying upon the decision in Sushif
Kwumar (Supra), I am inclined to grant 10% ii%crease over and above the
market value of the acquired lénds «;lcterm.itj_ed- by the Reference Court in

these matters on account of the - aforesaid Jocational advantages

providing a higher building potentiality in the acquired lands in question.

40.  Accordingly, these appeals are partly allowed to the extent of
awarding 10% increasc over and above the market value assessed by the
Reference Court in matters pertainjng (o Village Bharthal and Village

Bijwasan. While treating the appcllan_ts: of Village Pochanpur at par with

- the appellants of V illage Bharthal and \./i_,]]agc Bijwasan, the appeals of

l.:"/'\./\pp No. 1125/2008 & connectled Appeals of Village Bharthal
[AApp. No. 294,2010 & connected Appeals of Village Bijwasan - :
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the appellants of Village Pochanpur are also allowed to tle extent
indicated above. Ihus the market value of the acquired lands of these
" three villages in question is dctcumncd @ ?1( ,50 OOO/— per,blgha f01 the
B by, e ‘

. {)
'_Ldtcgmy A’ land and @ ?14 ,09,600/- per blgha for the Category ‘B’

lands in question. ‘ \v{\ o

41, On the aforesaid enl@néenmnt in the compensation awarded,
statulory benelfits as per the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 as explained in
the judgment reported in Szfmder‘ vs. UOI 2001 (93) DLT 569 are
granted, except for the period%where there is‘a delay in filing the appeal,
for which period of delay no interest on the enhanced compensation shall
be paid. These appcllantq Would be cnutlcd to proportionate costs.

42._ I'he above captioned appcals and cross- objecuons are dlsposed of
in the aforesaid telms with, direction to the Registry to remit the
compensation amount, if any, deposned by either side with the Registrar
General of this Court, to the c;oncerned Reference Court. Decree sheets

be accordin gly prepared.

R S

' (SUNE]L (yA\TUR)
JUDGE
January 06,2012
pkb " e T /;_‘;/! y
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* IN THE HIGH COURT OF DELHI AT NEW DELHI /}\
+ LAAPP. 1195/2008 -

RANBIR SHARMA ‘ I Appellant
' Through:  Mr.B.S.Maan, Mr. Amit Maan, Mr.Jai Prakash,
‘ - Ms.Smita Maan Mr R.S. Verma, Mr.Jitin
Tewathia, Advocates -
Ms.Anita Tomar, Advocate.
Mr.Rohtas, Advocate. .
Mr.Raghuvinder Godana, Advocate
Mr.N.S.Negi and Mr.H.S Rautela, Advocate
Mr.S.K.Roﬁt, Mr.B X Routray, Advocates. .
Mr.N.S.Negi and Mr.H.S Rautela, (Advocates for
respondent in appeals filed by UOI)
. Mr.Sudhanshu Tomar, Advocate for
Mr.R.S. Toma1
Mr.B.D. Sharma Mi.S.K.Solanki and
- Mr.S.K. Rout Advocates

Versus

UNION OF INDIA & ANR ..... Respondents
Through: ~ Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senlor Advocate with
| Mr.Sanjay Pathak, Mr.Mohitrao Jadhav and
- Ms.Navlin Swain, Ms.K.Kaumudi Kiran,
Advocates fol LAC/UOI
Mr.Ajay Verma Mr.S.K.Sethi, Ms. Amlta Singh,
- Mr. Bankey. Bihari Sharma, Mr.Kunal Sharma and
Mr.Somer II{.Seth, Advocates for DDA.

CORAM:
HON BLE MR. JUSTICE SU’\IEL GAUR

| ORDER
% 12.01.2012

C.M. Appl. No. 752/2012 (For correcfmon)

This is an application for seekmg typogl aphical correction in
~ Order of 6" January, 2012.

Counsel appearing for the appellants have accepted the notice

LAAppNo 1195/2008 o | N o Page 1




K . ofthe apphcatlon Advance copy of this application has already been

given to remaining counsel lfor the appellants.

The tvpoglaphlcal err01 pomted out by the 1espondent in the
decision of 6" January 201’7 is that in paragraph no: 40 of the
afmesald udgment the 1ate of compensatlon assessed is ‘per bigha’,
whereas it should be pen acre’. This is not disputed by learned

-, counsel appearing for the appellants Accordingly, thls application is
allowed and it is order ed tha1 the 1efel ence to per blgha in paragraph

no: 40 of LA App No. 1]95/7008 be read as ‘per acre’. NCCCSodly

LOllBCth)Hg be carried 0L11. fox thwnh

‘ S In view of the afmesaqd,.tms application stands disposed of,
. 3 ' I . . .
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