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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

Civil Appeal Nos. 6699-6704 of 2001@@
CCCCCcCcceceececececececeeceeccecccecccececececececcecce
(Arising out of SLP(C) Nos. 3710-3715 of 2001)

Mandal Revenue Officer-cum-L.A. Officer ...Appellant (s)
Versus

Yerukala Venkatanna (D) By Lrs. & Ors.  ...Respondent(s)

With
C.A. Nos. 6705-6707/2001@ @
CCCcCccceecececeecececececececececcece
(Arising out of SLP(C) Nos. 12886-12888/2001)

ORDER @@
Cccccececececece
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Leave granted.

Heard learned counsel for the parties.

8.63 cents of land having been acquired under Section
4(1) of the Land Acquisition Act by notification dated
24.09.1983, the Land Acquisition Officer determined the
compensation @ Rs.4,700/- per acre. The claimant on being
dis-satisfied, moved for reference under Section 18 of the Act
and the Reference Court on the basis of the evidence led
before it, came to the conclusion that the claimant has not
been able to establish that he is entitled to any higher rate
of compensation. Before the Reference Court, the claimant was
claiming the compensation @ Rs.1.10 lakh per acre.

On an appeal being filed by the claimant, the High
Court relying upon two documents Ext. B3 and B4, determined
the compensation at Rs.60,000 per acre. Itis this order
which is the subject matter of challenge in the first batch of
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appeals at the instance of Mandal Revenue Officer. The
claimant also has filed appeals for enhancement of
comepnsation.

The two documents on which reliance has been placed
are small bits of land measuring 5 cents and 8 cents and,
therefore, that could not have formed the basis of determining
the market value of the acquired land. The other document B2
is only in relation to 0.02 cent of land. If these two sales
cannot form the appropriate basis for determining the
compensation, then there is no other evidence on which the
Court can come to a conclusion about the market value of the
acquired land.

Ordinarily, we would have remitted the matter to the
Reference Court for redetermination by affording an
opportunity to the claimant to lead evidence in this case.
But, having regard to the period for which the litigation has
already been persued, we think it appropriate to conclude the



matter here and we determine the market value @ Rs.50,000 per
acre instead of Rs.60,000 as determined by the High Court.
Accordingly, while the first batch of appeals are allowed in

part, the second batch of appeals at the instance of the
claimants stand dismissed, with no order as to costs.
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ITEM No.44 Court No. 4 SECTION XIIA
A/N MATTER

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No.3710-3715/2001

(From the judgement and order dated 21/09/2000 in AN 1839, 1843, 1859,
1860, 1861 1862 and 1999 of The HIGH COURT OF A.P AT HYDERABAD)

MANDAL REVENUE OFFICER-CUM-L.A.OFFICER Petitioner (s)
VERSUS
YERUKALA VENKATANNA (D) BY LRS. & ORS. Respondent (s)

(With prayer for interim relief and office report)
With

SLP(C)N0.12886-12888/2001
Date : 24/09/2001 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE G.B. PATTANAIK
HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE RUMA PAL

For Petitioner (s)/
Respondent (s) Mr. Guntur Prabhakar,Adv.

For Respondent (s)/ Mrs. K.Amareswari, Sr.Adv.

Petitioner (s) Mr. P. Venkat Reddy, Adv.
Mr. A. Raghunath,Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following



Leave granted.
While the first batch of appeals are allowed in part,
the second batch of appeals at the instance of the claimants
stand dismissed in terms of the signed order. No costs.
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(J.S. Rawat) (Suneet Bala Sharma)
Court Master Court Master

(Signed order is placed on the file)



