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Cvil Appeal No.2220/1998

KARNATAKA ELECTRI CI TY BOARD & ANR. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS

STATE OF KARNATAKA & ORS. Respondent (s)

(Wth office report)

Date : 18/12/2003 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE S. N. VARI AVA
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE H. K. SEMA

For Appellant (s)M. S. K  Kulkarni, Adv.
M. M Greesh Kumar, Adv.
M. Ankur S. Kul karni, Adv.

For Respondent (s)M. N. Ganpathy, Adv.
M. G V. Chandrashekhar, Adv.
M. P.P. Singh, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Heard parti es.
The appeal stands dismissed in terns of the signed order. There will be no order as to costs.
(K. K. Chaw a)
Court Master

(Jasbi r Si ngh)
Court Master

[ Signed order is placed on the file]
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 2220 OF 1998

KARNATAKA ELECTRI CI TY BOARD & ANR. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
STATE OF KARNATAKA & ORS. Respondent (s)
ORDER

This appeal is against the judgnment of the Hi gh Court dated 31st July, 1997.



The only question raised is whether the Land Acquisition Oficer is bound to pass an award, un
der Section 11(2) of the Land Acquisition Act, in terns of an agreenent between the parties.
Rel i ance was pl aced upon the authorities in the cases of Karnataka Electricity Board v. State
of Karnataka reported in (2002) 3 SCC 141 and Ishwarlal Prenchand Shah & Ors. v. State of Qja
rat & Ors. reported in (1996) 4 SCC 174.

We, however, find fromthe award of the Land Acquisition Oficer that the appellants had appea
red before the Land Acquisition Oficer and stated that no consent |etter had been executed by
the I and owners. The appellants had consented to determ nation of the value as per the Land A
cquisition Act. Thus, even if there was an agreenent, the sane was given a go-bye to by the p
arties, including the appellants. The wit petition of the appellants has been disnissed ont
his ground. W see no infirnmity in this reasoning.

Accordingly, the appeal stands dism ssed. There will be no order as to costs.

(S.N. Variava)

............... J.(H K. Semm)
New Del hi ;
Decenber 18, 2003.



