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Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
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STATE OF U.P. & ORS. ... APPELLANT
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VERSUS
MS. JASWANT SUGAR M LLS LTD. & ORS. ETC. ... RESPONDEN
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W TH
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cviL APPEAL NGs. 7123- 7124 OF 2003
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awviL APPEAL NGs. 7126- 7129 OF 2003
JUDGMENT
Sudhansu Jyoti Mikhopadhaya, J.
In t hese appeal s t he di sput e rel ates to p
ayment of
conpensation pursuant to acquisition of |and of respondent-Ms.
Jaswant Sugar MIIls Ltd. (hereinafter referred t
0 as t he
"Conpany") and auction of part of the land of the Conpany. There
bei ng cross-clains, all of these appeals were heard together for
determ nati on by a common judgnent.
2. The Conpany preferred t wo Wit petitions chal | en
gi ng t he
orders passed by t he District Magi st rat e/ Col | ect or
Meer ut and

Board of Revenue dated 18th Decenber, 1995 and 3rd August, 1996

respectively. The aforesaid orders were also challenged by the
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Reason:

Gover nment . The Wit petitions wer e di sposed

of by t he

| earned Single Judge of Allahabad H gh Court by a common judgnent

1
dat ed 1st Mar ch, 2011. By t he sai d j udgnent , t he Hi gh Cour



t
directed the State Governnent to pay the Conpany the conpensation

on t he basi s of t he conprom se r eached bet ween t he
e

Governnment and the tenure hol der Conpany for acquisition of their
| and by Meerut Devel opnent Authority. It is also directed that out
of conpensation paid by the Meerut Devel opnent Authority (about
Rs. 4. 33 crores) an amount of Rs.1.62 crores shall be deducted and
the remai ni ng anount shall be paid to the Conpany. The State has

been gi ven liberty to realize t he sai d anount from
e

authorities to whomit was wongly paid by the previous Collector,
Tul si Gaur, under his order dated 20th February, 1992. The i npugned
j udgnent dated 1st March, 2011 has been chall enged by the State of
UP. in CA Nos.6169-6171 of 2013 (State of U P. & ors. Vs. Ms.
Jaswant Sugar MIls Ltd. & Os.etc.), as also by Ms. Jaswant

Sugar MIls Ltd. in CA Nos. 6172-6174 of 2013 & O's. (Ms.
Jaswant Sugar MIIls Ltd. vs The Colletor/District Magistrate &
Os.).

3. A piece of land of the Conpany was put to auction for recovery
of dues of the Conpany. It was chall enged by the Conpany by filing
a wit petition. The Hi gh Court by inpugned judgnent dated 27 th

April, 2001 cancel l ed the auction sale and al | owed t he
t

petition. In a review application preferred by auction purchaser,
the Hi gh Court by order dated 3rd Septenmber, 2001 directed the
respondents to refund the anmount to the auction purchasers. The

af oresai d judgnent and orders are under challenge in C.A Nos. 7122

of 2003, 7123-7124 of 2003, 7125 of 2003 and 7126-7129 of 2003.

2
C. A. Nos. 6169-6171 of 2013 and C. A Nos. 6172-6174 of 2013.
4, For det erm nati on of t he i ssue i nvol ved in
Nos. 6169- 6171 of 2013 and C A Nos. 6172-6174 of 2013, it

desirable to refer the relevant factual matrix of the case which
is as foll ows:
The proprietors of respondent Conpany, nanely Ms. Jaswant

Sugar MIls Ltd. had six business units as under:

St at

t hos

C A



(i) Ms. Jaswant Sugar MIIs.

(i) Meerut Straw Board MIIs.

(iii) Poot ha Farm

(iv) Northern I ndia Paper MIIs

(v) Bi ndal Vanaspati Ghee MI1s

(vi) Meduwal a Open Pan Sugar, Bijnor.

The Conpany was in heavy arrears as on 3rd January, 1977 to
the extent of Rs.1.14 crores. Accordingly, the District Collector
Meer ut appoi nted a Receiver under Section 286-A of U P. Zam ndari
Abolition and Land Reforns Act, (hereinafter referred to as the
"Zam ndari Abolition Act").
5. Subsequently, the Conpany was acquired by the State on 28 th
Cct ober, 1984 as per provi si ons of t he u. P. State
Undert aki ngs Acquisition Act, 1971 (hereinafter referred to as the
"Acquisition Act, 1971"), as anended in the year 1984, free from
all encunbrances and the said Unit was vested with the U P. State
Sugar Corporation (hereinafter referred to as the "Corporation").
6. Since, the Conmpany was in arrears to the extent of Rs.1.29
ﬁrores, t he District Col | ect or, Meer ut by or der dat ed
3
Novenber, 1984, attached all the remaining five constituent units
except the Sugar MII. The General Manger of the aforesaid Sugar

unit was appoi nt ed as a Recei ver with ref erence to
t he

af oresai d remai ni ng five units. In bet ween 1977 to
, for

snoot h functioning of the Sugar M1, paynment of dues to sugarcane

gr ower, repairing of machi nery etc., on t he request
t he

Receiver, the State Governnent granted |oan of Rs.6.13 crores to

t he Conpany, and was to be recovered as t he arrears
Land

Revenue along with interest.

7. The District Collector, Meerut taking into consideration the
dues to the extent of Rs.1.62 crores as on 24th Cctober, 1990 were
to be paid by the Conpany, extended the tenure of the Receiver

till further orders. The order of the extension of tenure of the

Recei ver was chal |l enged by the ex-proprietors of the Conpany in a
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Wit Petition No. 18496/ 1991. Subsequent |y, t he Recei ver

was
wi thdrawn on 18th Decenber, 1995, therefore, the wit petition was
al so w t hdrawn.

8. Pur suant to "Uttar Pradesh i mposi tion of Cei ling
Land

Hol di ngs Act" (hereinafter referred to as the "Ceiling Act"), l|and

admeasuri ng 723.3 bi gha bel ongi ng to t he Conpany was

| ared

sur pl us. Agai nst t he same a Wit Petition No. 3905/
was

preferred by the Conpany.

9. During the pendency of the aforesaid wit petition the State
Gover nnent i ssued a Notification dat ed 14th August ,
under

Section 4 read with Section 17(4) of the Land Acquisition Act,
1894 for the Meerut Devel opnent Authority. It was followed by a

4
Notification dat ed 4t h Sept enber, 1987 i ssued u/s 6 of t he

Acqui sition Act. The said Notification included the land of Ms

Poot ha Farm a constituent unit of the Conpany. In the said case

conpensati on anount of Rs.4.33 crores was awarded by Special Land

Acquisition Oficer vide award dated 22nd February, 1990.

10. The District Collector, Meerut, pursuant to a report of the

Tehsildar, ordered to pay the conpensation anount after adjustnent

of different dues payable by the Conpany.

11. Pursuant to a Court’'s order, the District Collector, Meerut

passed a speaking or der dat ed 20t h February, 1992 showi ng t he
details of adjustnents to be made out of conpensation anount of

Rs. 4. 34 crores payabl e by the Conpany, as detail ed bel ow

1. Labour Dues and others Rs. 1, 39, 72, 300. 83
2. Sal es Tax Rs. 40, 18, 401. 00
3. Paynments towards Loan Rs. 2, 54, 04, 080. 57

Total Rs. 4, 33,94,783.40

The District Collector in the said order dated 20 th February,
1992 concluded that after such adjustnent the foll ow ng dues were

still to be paid by the Conpany.

of

dec

1987

1987



1. Paynments towards |oan Rs. 3, 59, 83, 381. 43
2. I ncome Tax Rs. 79, 14, 781. 00
3. Levy Price(Central Govt) Rs. 38, 64, 000. 00
4. House Tax Rs. 6, 23, 605. 49
5. Railway Dues Rs. 2,54,570. 40
6. Cane Conmi ssi oner Rs. 45,11, 400. 00
7. Provident Fund Rs. 55, 25, 769. 59
5
8. Labour Dues Rs. 44, 856. 60
9. ESI. Rs. 72,624.00
10. Labour Dues(other units) Rs. 20,73,704.78
11. Purchase Tax Rs. 1, 05, 518. 69
Tot al Rs. 6,09, 74, 211. 98
12. The State Gover nient filed t he deduction st at enent for

recovery of the dues before the prescribed authority constituted
under U. P. Sugar Undertaking (Acquisition) Act, 1971. However, the
aforesaid claimwas rejected by the prescribed authority by order
dated 4th Cctober, 1994 in C aimNo.13 of 1999.

13. Agai nst the said order dated 4th Cctober, 1994 passed by the
prescribed authority, the appellant filed Appeal No.1/95 before

the Appellate Tribunal. By order dated 12th Cct ober, 1995, the

Appel | ate Tri bunal directed t he appel | ant to file a fresh

deduction claimbefore the prescribed authority.

14. The Conpany moved an application bef ore t he District
Col l ector, Meerut stating therein that as on date there are no

arrears/liability payable by the Conpany, therefore, requested to

renmove the Receiver.

15. The District Collector, Meerut by order dated 18t h Decenber,

1995, allowed the case No.30/1995 with observation that as on the

date no recovery certificate was pendi ng agai nst t he Conpany.
Hence, the appoi ntnent of Receiver was ternminated with i medi ate

effect. It was further ordered that a detailed list of the assets

be prepared and signed by both the parties and the assets be

6
transferred to t he Conpany. An or der was passed to
i nt a

Chartered Accountant to conplete the audit of the accounts.
16. As the order dated 18th Decenber, 1995, passed by the District

Col | ect or, Meer ut is sil ent about t he anount payabl e

appo



to t he

Conpany, the Ex-Proprietor of the Conpany

bef ore the Chairnman Board of Revenue and requested to refund the
conpensati on anount to the Conpany.

17. The Conpany filed a Wit Petition No.10220/ 1996 before Hi gh
Court for nodification of the order of the District Collector
Meerut dated 18th Decenber, 1995

18. During the pendency of the said case, the Chairnman, Board of
Revenue, by order dated 3rd August, 1996 directed that out of the

t ot al anount of Rs. 4. 33 crores recei ved
from

Meerut Devel opnent Authority, after deduction of a sumof Rs.1.62

moved an application

as compensati on

crores al ong with i nterest and col l ection char ges
bal ance
anount shall be refunded to the Conpany.
19. Agai nst the aforesaid order dated 3rd August, 1996 passed by
t he Chairnman, Board of Revenue, the Company filed Wit Petition
No. 31378/ 1996 on the ground that there is no dues payable by the
Conpany. In the said case the U P. State Sugar Corporation Ltd.
filed a count er af fidavit refuting such st and t aken
by t he
Conpany.
20. A separat e count er af fidavit was filed by
Deputy
Secretary, Sugar and Cane Devel opnent, Lucknow, giving details of
dues payabl e by the Conpany as detailed by the District Collector
Meerut by his order dated 18th Decenber, 1995.
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21. The High Court initially passed an interimorder on 17th July,
1997 as under:
"Considering the facts and the circunmstances of the
case, the respondents are directed to pay to Ms
Jaswant Sugar MIIls Ltd., Meerut the anount of
conpensation noney anounting to Rs. 4, 33,94, 783.40 after
deducting a sumof Rs.1,62,02,402.20 + interest and
collection charges within a period of two nonths from
today. Payments so nmade shall be subject to fina
decision of the Wit Petition."
22. Agai nst t he interim or der, t he appel lant-State filed

Speci al Appeal s.

t he

t he



23. By judgnment and order dated 7th July, 2010 passed in Specia

Appeal Nos.5179-80/2010, the H gh Court quashed the interim order

dated 17th July, 1997 passed by the | earned Single Judge. It was

ordered to dispose of the wit petition expeditiously.

24. In the nmeantine, the District Collector by its notice dated

22nd August, 2005, directed the Conpany to refund certain anount.

The said notice was al so chal | enged by the Conpany.

25. The Hi gh Court by judgnment and order dated 23rd February, 2011
quashed the notice dated 22nd August, 2005 with direction to the

appel lant to pay the compensation anount to the Conpany. However,

it was clarified t hat if t he | and, whi ch have been
finally, does not fall within the ceiling limt of the Conpany,

t hen it will be open for t he State to recover it
finalisation of the ceiling proceedings, as per |law. Subsequently,

i mpugned common judgnent and order dated 1st March, 2011 was passed

acquired

after

in Wit Petition No. 31378/ 1996, etc., with observati on

directions as referred to above.
8
26. The grievance of the appellant-State is that the H gh Court
whi | e passing the inpugned order has not noticed the liability
i ncurred by the undertaking and the | oan paid to the Conpany.
Accor di ng to t he appel I ant, t he af oresai d i ssue has not
deci ded.
27. On the other hand, |earned counsel for the respondents nade
the foll ow ng subm ssions:
(1) No anount, whatsoever, is due and payable by the
Conpany to the State. Till date, there has not been a
singl e deternination/adjudication by any Court/Authority
of any dues agai nst the Conpany nor is there any claim
pendi ng bef ore any Aut hority or bef ore any Court, on
date. Furthernore, the State has not been able to produce
any recovery certificate of any departnment show ng any
dues agai nst the Conpany.
(ii) The Col |l ector has no power to adjudicate the dues

under the U P. Zami ndari Abolition and Land Revenue Act

been

t he

and



and is nerely a recovery agent to recover sums payable as

arrears of land revenue, upon receipt of a valid Recovery

Certificate.
28. We have heard | earned counsel for the parties and perused the
records.
29. It is not in dispute that the Conpany was under heavy arrears

as on 3rd January, 1977. Therefore, the District Collector, Meerut

appoi nted the Receiver. Subsequently, Sugar MI| of the Conpany

9
was acquired on 28t h Cct ober, 1984 under Sugar Under t aki ngs

Acqui sition Act, 1971 and the unit was vested with the U P. State
Sugar Cor porati on.

30. Till 28th Novenber, 1984, the Conpany was the owner of the
units/ Sugar MI11. It was in arrears to the extent of Rs.1.29
crores. Ther ef or e, t he District Col | ect or, Meer ut attached
remaining five constituent units and the General Manager of the
sugar unit was appointed as a Receiver. In between 1979 and 1984,
the State CGovernnent extended a facility of loan to the extent of
Rs.6.13 crores to the Receiver appointed by the State Governnent
for smooth functioning of the Sugar M 11, including paynent of
dues to sugarcane grower, repairing of machinery, etc. It is also
not in dispute that |abour and other dues were payabl e by the
Conpany apart from Sal e Tax dues and the | oan was given by the
State Governnent between 1977-1984 for paynment of such dues.

31. The Hi gh Court by the inpugned judgnent dated 1st March, 2011
t hough noticed the aforesaid facts including the fact that the
Col l ector, Tulsi Gaur by order dated 20th February, 1992 held that
there were dues of about Rs.10.44 crores payable by the Conpany,
part of which can be adjusted fromthe conpensati on amount paid by
the Meerut Devel opment Authority, even thereafter an anount of
Rs.6.09 crores will renmmin payable by the Conpany, but the High
Court failed to address such issue. The Hi gh Court though noticed

that Section 8 of the U P. State Sugar Undertaki ngs Acqui sition



Act, 1971 enpowers the prescribed authority to decide any dispute
regardi ng the anount payable to any person or authority in respect

10
of earlier liabilities of the undertaking, but it wongly held

that in view of the provisions of the U P. Sugar Undertaki ngs

Acqui sition Act, 1971 any liability incurred by the Conpany or

| oan etc. taken by the receiver is not payable by the Conpany.

32. It is always open to the conmpetent authority to seek recovery
of the amount if due fromthe Conpany or to adjust the dues.

33. The Collector, Tulsi Gaur was not a party by nane. The order
dated 20th February, 1992 passed by the Coll ector was al so not

under challenge, inspite of the same the H gh Court declared the
order dated 20th February, 1992 as illegal

34. For the reason aforesaid, the inpugned order dated 1 st March

2011 passed by the Hi gh Court in WP. No. 10220 of 1996 etc. cannot

be uphel d. The same is accordingly set asi de. The mat t er
is

remtted to t he District Col | ect or, Meer ut to det erm ne

he

liability of t he Conpany upt o t he date of vesting i.e.

8 th

Cct ober, 1984 after notice to the parties. The authority while so
determning shall take into consideration the liability of the
Conpany as on 28th Cctober, 1984, including | abour charges, Sales
Tax, |oan anpbunt given by the State Governnent etc. if payable.

After determi nation of liabilities and adj ust nent of t he
s

whi ch is payable by the Conpany, if any anount is found payable to
t he Conpany, the appellant shall pay the anpbunt within four nonths
fromthe date of determination. On the other hand, if any anount

is f ound payabl e by t he Conpany, t he Conpet ent aut hority
ay

recover the anpunt, in accordance with | aw

11
C. A No. 7122 of 2003, C. A Nos.7123-7124 of 2003 and C. A No. 7125 of
2003.

35. For determ nation of the issue involved in C. A Nos. 7122 of

due



2003, 7123-7124 of 2003, 7125 of 2003 and 7126- 7129 of
2003

relevant factual matrix of the case is as foll ows:
After giving credit of Rs.4.33 crores payable by the State

Gover nnment on account of anmount s t owar ds compensati on
for

acquisition of land, the liability of the Conpany was deterni ned

at Rs.6.09 crores on 20th February, 1992. A sale procl amation was

accordi ngly i ssued. The | and of t he Conpany measuri ng 1
. 391

Hect ar es in vil | age Mal i yana was put to auction

The

appel l ants-M s. Rudr a Estate Pvt. Ltd. and anot her wer e

t he

hi ghest bi dders. Accor di ng to Aucti on pur chasers, t he entir
e

anount was paid as per highest bid. Title to the |and was al so

transferred in their favour.

36. The Conpany bei ng aggri eved preferred a Gvil M sc
Wit

Petition No.16451 of 1999 before the H gh Court of Judicature at

Al'l ahabad chal | engi ng the sale proclamation dated 28th March, 1992,

order dated 30th May, 1992 passed by Sub-Divisional Mugistrate,

Meerut confirming the sale of the properties owned by the Conpany

and the order dated 5th April, 1999 passed by the Conmi ssi oner,

Meer ut Di vi si on, Meer ut wher eby t he obj ecti ons filed by
t he

Conpany under Rule 285-1 of the Rules franed under U P. Zani ndari
Abolition and Land Reforns Act (hereinafter referred to as the

"Land Ref or ns Act") was rej ected. The sai d Wit petition
was

12
all oned by the | earned Single Judge by the inpugned judgnent and

order dated 27th April, 2001 with follow ng observati ons:

"For the facts and reasons stated above, this
petition succeeds and is hereby all owed. The order
dat ed 05.04.1999 (annexure-23), order dated 30.05.1992
(Annexure-7), sal e procl amati on dat ed 28.3.1992
(Annexure-2) are hereby quashed and the respondents are
directed to restore back status quo ante as on before
the auction sale dated 28.04.1992 was held, within a



period of two weeks fromthe date a certified copy of
this order is communicated to the conpetent authority."”

37. M s. Rudr a Estate Pvt . Ltd. bei ng aggri eved by t he

judgnent preferred review application under Order XLVII Rule 1 CPC
for review of the judgnment and order dated 27th April, 2001 passed
by the H gh Court. The review application was di sposed of by an
order dated 3rd Septenber, 2001 with the foll owi ng observati ons:
"In view of t he aforesaid facts and
circunstances, in nmy opinion, it will nmeet the ends of
justice if | grant three nonths time to the respondent
no.2 and 3 to refund the amount in question to the
auction purchasers/application, during this tinme the

sai d anount shall positively be paid to them It is
ordered accordingly."

Anot her application was filed by Ms. Rudra Estate Pvt. Ltd.
under Order XIVII Rule 1 CPC for review of the order dated 3 rd
Sept enber, 2001. The said review application was di snissed by the

i mpugned j udgnment dated 15t h March, 2002

38. The af oresaid orders have been challenged in C A No.7122 of
2003 (M's. Rudra Estate Pvt. Ltd. & Anr. vs. Ms. Jaswant Sugar

MIls Ltd. & Os.), C A Nos. 7123-7124 of 2003, C. A No.7125 of

13
2003 (Shri Munindra Singh & Anr. vs. Ms. Jaswant Sugar MIIls Ltd.

& Os.) and C A Nos. 7126- 7129 of 2003 ( Conmi ssi oner

Di vi sion, Meerut vs. Ms Jaswant Sugar MIIs Ltd.).

On 30th Cctober, 2002 C. A No. 7122 of 2003 preferred by Ms.
Rudra Estate Pvt. Ltd. was taken up and this Court passed the

foll owi ng order:

"Del ay condoned.

Qut of the 3 special |eave petitions, the only
speci al |eave petition which we find worth being
entertained, after hearing the | earned senior counse
for the petitioners, is as against the order dated
15. 3. 2002. Issue notice to respondents No.2 to 4 only
limted to the question as to why the amount directed
to be refunded to the petitioner should not bear
reasonabl e interest. Dasti service in addition is
permtted.

sai d

Meer ut



The ot her t wo speci al | eave petitions are
di smi ssed. "

On 24t h January, 2003, C. A Nos. 7123-24 of 2003 preferred by
Shri Munindra Singh & Anr. were taken up and this Court passed the

foll owi ng order:

"Del ay condoned

Permission to file the Special Leave Petition is
gr ant ed.

After hearing the | earned counsel for the
petitioners, we are satisfied that no fault can be
found with the inpugned judgnent of the High Court so
far as the setting aside of the sale is concerned.

The | earned counsel for the petitioners invites
our attention to the Order dated 20.10.2002 (page 94C
of the Paper Book). Issue notice to respondent nos.1 to
4 limted to the question as to why the anount which
will be directed to be refunded to the petitioners

14
herei n consequent upon the sal e having been set aside
shoul d not bear reasonable interest.

Tag with SLP(C)No. 21540/ 2002. "

39. As agai nst t he sai d order C A Nos. 7126- 29/ 2003

(Conmmi ssi oner, Meerut Division, Meerut & Os. Vs. Ms. Jaswant
Sugar MIls Ltd.) have been preferred by t he Conmi ssi oner, Meerut
Di vi sion, Meerut. The said case was al so tagged with the aforesaid

appeal s.

40. In view of the fact that this Court vide order dated 27 th

April, 2003 in C.A Nos. 7123-7124 of 2003 held that this Court is

satisfied that no fault can be found with the inpugned judgnent of

t he Hi gh Court SO far as t he setting asi de of t he sal e
concer ned, we di sm ss t he appeal s, o) far it rel ates

cancel | ati on of auction sal e.

41. We have heard the parties only on the linmted question as to
why the anount which has been directed to be refunded to the

auction purchasers-appellants herein shoul d not bear reasonable

is

to



i nterest.

42. In a situation like in the present case, one cannot hold of

any statute entitling the auction purchasers to claiminterest, in

case the auction got cancelled or set aside by the Court of |aw

Counsel for the parties also could not refer any of the clauses of

auction prescribing i nterest on refund of anount in case

cancel l ation of auction or sale. The question arises as to whether

15
in such a situation an auction purchaser can claiminterest on

equi t abl e ground.

43. I'n State of Mahar ashtra and ot hers VS. Mai mumae Banu and
ot hers, (2003) 7 SCC 448, the question arose as to whether interest

was payabl e on rental conpensation. In the said case, CGovernnent

resol ution provi ded for paynent of rent al conpensati on
expedi tiously but no provision was nade to pay interest in case of

del ayed paynent. This Court in the said case held:

"10. The crucial question is whether there can
be any direction for i nterest on renta
compensation once it is held that the sane has to
be paid within the time frame, notw thstanding the
fact that there is no statutory obligation.

11. It is not in dispute that in certain cases
paynments have al ready been made. Though the
i nevitabl e conclusion is that the Hi gh Court is
not justified in directing grant of interest on
the | ogic of various provisions contained in the
Act, yet there is an elenent of equity in favour
of the landowners. It is, however, seen that the
wit applications were filed long after the
possession was taken. This factor cannot be | ost
sight of while working out the equities. It would,
therefore, be appropriate if the appellants pay
interest @6% from 1-4-2000 till anmounts payabl e
as rental conpensation are paid to the | andowners
concerned. This direction shall not apply to those
cases where the paynents have al ready been nade
prior to 1-4-2000. Appeals are allowed to the

ext ent i ndi cated wit hout any stipulation of
costs.”
44. In t he pr esent case, we find t hat there was no

m s-representation on the part of the auction purchasers; they
deposited the total auction ambunt within the time stipulated. It

has not been in dispute that the title of the |and was al so

of
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transferred in their favour. But for the reasons nentioned by the

H gh Court the sale has been cancelled. It has been ordered to

refund amount in favour of the auction purchaser-appellant(s). W

find no reason as to why on equi tabl e grounds

t he appel I ants

shoul d not get i nterest on t he sai d anount .

Taki ng into

consi deration the aforesaid factor while working out equities, it

woul d, t her ef or e, be appropriate to direct t he
State to pay

interest at the rate of 6% on the anmount to be refunded as per the

Hi gh Court’s order with ef f ect from 27th April
2001 and 3rd

Sept enber, 2001, t he day, t he Hi gh Court passed
t he i mpugned

order. The concerned respondents are directed accordingly.

45, C. A Nos. 6169-6171 of 2013, C. A Nos. 6172-6174 of 2013,

C. A No. 7122 of 2003, C. A Nos. 7123-7124 of 2003

C. A No. 7125 of

2003 are allowed in terns of the directions as above. The appeal s
(C. A Nos.7126- 7129 of 2003) filed by the Conmi ssioner, Meerut are

di sm ssed. No costs.

........................................... J.
( SUDHANSU JYOTI MUKHOPADHAYA)

................................................ J. o

(KURI AN JOSEPH)
NEW DELHI
JUNE 30, 2014.

17

| TEM NO. 1C COURT NO. 7 SECTI ON X

(For Judgnent)

SUPREMECOURTOFI NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Gvil Appeal No(s). 6169-6171/2013

STATE OF U.P. & ORS. Appel I ant (s)



VERSUS

M S JASWANT SUGAR M LLS LTD. & ORS. ETC. Respondent s(s)
W TH

C A No. 6172-6174/2013

with

C A No. 7122/2003

Wi th

C A No. 7123-7124/2003

Wi th

C A No. 7125/2003

with

C A No. 7126-7129/ 2003

Date : 30/06/2014 These appeals were called on for pronouncenent
of judgnent today.

For Appell ant(s) Vi nay Garg , Adv.
Aj ay Bansal, Adv.
Kul di p Si ngh, Adv.
Dheeraj Gupta, Adv.
Rajiv Kumar, Adv.
Pradanman Si ngh, Adv.
Gaurav Yadava, Adv.

Naveen R Nath , Adv.

Vi vek Si ngh, Adv.
Shi vansh Si ngh, Adv.

s S5 5 555555 5%

Anupam Lal Das , Adv.

For Respondent (s) Anurudh Si ngh, Adv.

Anupam Lal Das , Adv.

==

M. Vinay Garg, Adv.
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Vi vek Si ngh, Adv.

Adar sh Upadhyay, Adv.
Kul di p Si ngh, Adv.
R D. Upadhyay , Adv.

Naveen R Nath, Adv.

s 55555

Ardhendurmaul i Kumar Prasad , Adv.

Hon' bl e M. Justice Sudhansu Jyoti Mikhopadhaya pronounced the
reportabl e j udgnent of t he Bench conpri si ng H s Lordship
Hon’ bl e M. Justice Kurian Joseph.

C. A Nos. 6169-6171 of 2013, C. A Nos. 6172-6174 of 2013,

C. A No. 7122 of 2003, C. A Nos. 7123-7124 of 2003, C. A No. 7125
2003 are allowed and the appeals (C. A Nos.7126-7129 of 2003) filed
by the Commi ssioner, Meerut are dismissed in terns of the signed
reportabl e judgnent.

and

of



[ RAINI MUKHI ] [ USHA SHARMA]
SR P.A COURT MASTER

(Signed reportable judgnent is placed on the file)
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