
HON’BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE 

SRI THOTTATHIL B. RADHAKRISHNAN 

AND 

HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT APPEAL Nos.1013 & 1149 OF 2018 

 

COMMON JUDGMENT: (Per the Hon’b le Sri Justic e S.V.Bhatt) 

 

 Heard  the lea rned  Government Pleader for Land  Ac quisition 

and  Mr.D.Prakash Reddy, lea rned  Senior Counsel. 

 

2. The instant appea ls a re the instanc e of respondents in 

W.P.No.40989 of 2017.  They a re filed  c ha lleng ing the fixa tion of 

c ompensa tion payab le for the lands ac quired .  The parties a re 

referred  to as a rrayed  in the writ petition.   

 

3. The petitioners a re sma ll fa rmers and  were in possession  

and  enjoyment of agric ultura l land  in an extent of Ac s. 42-18 Gts  

in Sy.No.18 of Ravirya l Village, Maheshwaram Manda l, Ranga  

Reddy Distric t.  The respondents ac quired  the land  or d ispossessed  

the petitioners without paying c ompensa tion in ac c ordanc e  

with law.  A few earlier rounds of litiga tion referred  to a re not 

d isputed  and  for the p resent, we a re informed  tha t the  

p roc eed ings da ted  06.04.2017 of the Revenue Divisiona l Offic er, 

Kandukur Division, Ranga  Reddy Distric t were issued  pursuant  

to the orders of this Court in W.A.Nos.1353 & 959 of 2016.   

The 4th respondent through p roc eed ings da ted  06.04.2017 

determined  the c ompensa tion as payab le to the writ petitioners a t 

Rs.15,45,000/ -. The lea rned  Sing le Judge through the order under 

appea l determined  the c ompensa tion as payab le a t Rs.30,25,000/ - 

and  a lso d irec ted  d isc ip lina ry ac tion aga inst the 4th respondent 
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sinc e the 4th respondent willfully d isobeyed  the d irec tions issued  by 

this Court in W.A.Nos.1353 & 959 of 2016 da ted  15.12.2016.   

 

4. Having regard  to the limited  submissions made by the lea rned  

c ounsel appearing  on both sides, we find  it c onvenient to exc erp t 

the opera tive portion of the order under appea l: 

 

 “Also for the abnormal delay in assessing the 
correct market value for all these years, I hold that the 
petitioners are also entitled to interest @ 8% p.a on the 
difference between the amount which they were already 
paid and the amount now directed to be paid in this 
order, till such payment is made from the date of 
resumption.  
 
 Accordingly, the Writ Petition is allowed with 
costs of Rs.20,000/- to be paid by the 1st respondent 
within 4 weeks and which is to be recovered from 
A.Narasimha Reddy, Revenue Divisional Officer, 
Kandukur Division (the 4th respondent) who passed the 
impugned order; the proceedings No.D/727/2011 
dt.06.04.2017 of the 4th respondent are set aside; the 
respondents are directed to pay to the petitioners 
compensation for deprivation of their lands in Survey 
No.18 of Raviryal Village @ Rs.30,25,000/- with 30% 
solatium and interest @ 8% p.a on the difference 
between the amount which they were already paid and 
the amount now directed to be paid in this order, till such 
payment is made from the date of resumption within 
eight (08) weeks from today; the Registry shall  
issue a show-cause notice to the 4th respondent to show-
cause why proceedings for Contempt of Court shall not 
be initiated against him for prima facie deliberate and 
willful disobedience of the order dt.15.12.2016 in 
W.A.Nos.1353 and 959 of 2016. Disciplinary action shall 
also be initiated against A.Narasimha Reddy, Revenue 
Divisional Officer, Kandukur Division (the 4th respondent) 
by the 1st respondent for passing the impugned order in 
gross violation of the above order of the Division Bench 
in W.A.No.1353 and 959 of 2016 and ignoring all the 
basic principles to be applied in determining the mark et 
value of the properties of the petitioners as on 
05.09.2009”.  

 

5. The lea rned  Government Pleader c ontends tha t the basis for 

a rriving  a t Rs.30,25,000/ - with 30% sola tium and  interest a t 8% per 

annum etc ., as c ompensa tion, is untenab le and  ac c ord ing to him, 

even going by the sa le transac tions whic h a re adverted  to in the 

order under appea l, the c ompensa tion determined  is substantia lly 
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on the higher side and  p rays for re-determining the c ompensa tion.  

The lea rned  Government Pleader, though has ra ised  a  ground  on 

the c ompensa tion fixed  by the order under appea l, to a ttrac t the 

jurisd ic tion of this Court under Clause 15 of Letters Pa tent, c ould  not 

point out an error whic h goes to the root of c onsidera tion and 

thereby warrants interferenc e by us in these appea ls.  He, however, 

c ontends tha t the sa le deeds relied  on by the lea rned  Sing le Judge 

a re a t a  d istanc e rang ing between 1.4 kms to 2 kms from Sy.No.18 

and  suffic ient deduc tion ought to have been p rovided  by the 

lea rned  Sing le Judge while p rac tic a lly assessing  the c ompensa tion 

payab le to the writ petitioners.  He further c ontends tha t d irec tion 

to initia te d isc ip lina ry ac tion is not warranted .   

 

6. Per c ontra , Mr.Prakash Reddy p lac ed  heavy relianc e on the 

observa tions of this Court in W.A.Nos.1353 & 959 of 2016 and  

c ontends tha t the writ petitioners/ sma ll fa rmers were denied  their 

livelihood  about 10-13 years bac k and  the writ petitioners a re still 

unab le to get the fruits of c ompensa tion on ac c ount of lopsided  

approac h exhib ited  by the respondents.  He further c ontends tha t 

paying  c ompensa tion a t Rs.30,25,000/ - is on the lower side, for the 

respondents, in the same a rea  for p riva te pa tta  lands, have pa id  

more c ompensa tion and  tha t no ground  is made out for 

interferenc e in our jurisd ic tion under Clause  15 of the Letters Pa tent.  

 

7. The c ase on hand  has long and  c hequered  history.  This Court 

on more than one oc c asion, inc lud ing through the order under 

appea l dec la red  and  dec ided  the entitlement of writ petitioners for 

c ompensa tion for ac quiring  sma ll extents of land  in Sy.No.18.   

The c ase on hand  though does not c ome under the Land  
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Ac quisition Ac t, 1894 and / or the Right to Fa ir Compensa tion and  

Transparenc y in Land  Ac quisition, Rehab ilita tion and  Resettlement 

Ac t, 2013 d irec tion was issued  to the 4th respondent to determine 

the c ompensa tion payab le to the erstwhile land  owners.  Therefore, 

the exerc ise the 4th respondent undertakes is determina tion of 

c ompensa tion payab le to writ petitioners for ac quiring  the land  in 

Sy.No.18.  It is well settled  tha t in determina tion and  fixa tion of 

c ompensa tion under the Land  Ac quisition Ac t, the Courts exerc ise 

guarded  d isc retion on well estab lished  p rinc ip les of law and   

in the p roc ess takes note of a  few p rac tic a l advantages and  

d isadvantages in the a rea  in whic h the land  is ac quired  by 

authorities.  The d isc retion exerc ised  is not spec ula tive or imagina ry, 

but ac c ord ing to law and  fac ts of the c ase.  There may not be a  

mathematic a l app lic a tion on add ition or deduc tion to fa ir market 

va lue evidenc ed  in the sa les of land  in neighbourhood .   

Now, the c ha llenge is tha t the c ompensa tion determined  by the 

lea rned  Sing le Judge a t Rs.30,25,000/ - is illega l and  unsusta inab le. 

 

8. Firstly, we a re of the view tha t the order of 4th respondent,  

as rightly held  by the lea rned  Sing le Judge, is not in c onformity  

with the order of this Court in W.A.Nos.1353 & 959 of 2016.  Sinc e  

the issue of determina tion of c ompensa tion is aga in p resented  for 

c onsidera tion by the parties in W.P.No.40989 of 2017, the lea rned  

Sing le Judge without devia ting  from the well estab lished  

parameters has b road ly c onsidered  a ll relevant c irc umstanc es.  

However, when the d istanc e of the c omparab le sa le deed  is 

b rought to his notic e, the same ought to have been apprec ia ted  

and  nec essary deduc tion ought to have been app lied  while 
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determining the c ompensa tion payab le to sub jec t land .  Upon 

delibera tion with the c ounsel, during  the c ourse of hearing , we a re 

of the view tha t by ac c ep ting  the very sa le deeds whic h a re 

adverted  to in the p roc eed ings da ted  06.04.2017, the 

c ompensa tion per ac re would  meet the ends of justic e in the fac ts 

and  c irc umstanc es of the c ase, if the c ompensa tion is fixed  a t 

Rs.27,00,000/ - per ac re.  

 

9. The writ appea ls a re ordered  to the above extent and  

c onsequently the opera tive portion of the order under reads as 

follows: 

“Accordingly, the Writ Petition is allowed with costs of 

Rs.20,000/- to be paid by the 1st respondent within  

4 weeks and which is to be recovered from A.Narasimha 

Reddy, Revenue Divisional Officer, Kandukur Division 

(the 4th respondent) who passed the impugned order; 

the proceedings No.D/727/2011 dt.06.04.2017 of the  

4th respondent are set aside; the respondents are 

directed to pay to the petitioners compensation for 

deprivation of their lands in Survey No.18 of Raviryal 

Village @ Rs.27,00,000/- with 30% solatium and interest 

@ 8% p.a on the difference between the amount which 

they were already paid and the amount now directed to 

be paid in this order, till such payment is made from the 

date of resumption within eight (08) weeks from today”.  

 

The d irec tion to initia te d isc ip lina ry p roc eed ings though is 

warranted , it would  have been for the c ompetent authority to 

dec ide whether there is d isobed ienc e or not of lawful d irec tions 

issued  by a  Court of law.  However, having regard  to the persuasive 

submissions made by the lea rned  Government Pleader, the sa id  

d irec tion to c onduc t d isc ip lina ry enquiry is set aside. No order as to 

c osts. 
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 As a  sequel thereto, misc ellaneous petitions, if any pend ing, 

stand  c losed . 

   

__________________________________ 

THOTTATHIL B. RADHAKRISHNAN, CJ 

 

 

 

___________ 

S.V.BHATT, J 

05th November, 2018 

Lrkm 


