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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO 6409 OF 2009
(@SLP(C) No.5678 of 2007)

RANDHI R SI NCH . ... APPELLANT
VERSUS
STATE OF PUNJAB & ORS. . ... RESPONDENTS
W TH
C. A NO 6471 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 5959 of 2007
C. A NO 6410 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 5961 of 2007
C. A .NO 6411 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6036 of 2007
C. A NO 6412 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6141 of 2007
C. A NO 6413 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6143 of 2007
C. A .NO 6414 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6173 of 2007
C. A NO 6415 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6182 of 2007
C. A NO 6416 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6183 of 2007
C. A.NO 6417 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6184 of 2007
C. A NO 6418 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6193 of 2007
C. A NO 6419 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6195 of 2007
C. A.NO 6420 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6246 of 2007
C. A NO 6421 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6647 of 2007
C. A.NO 6422 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 6660 of 2007
C. A NO 6423 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9358 of 2007
C. A NO 6424 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9712 of 2007
C. A NO 6425 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9718 of 2007
C. A.NO 6426 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9229 of 2007
C. A.NO 6427 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9517 of 2007
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C. A NO 6428 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9716 of 2007
C. A NO 6429 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9227 of 2007
C. A NO 6430 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9414 of 2007
C. A NO 6431 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9231 of 2007
C. A NO 6432 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9407 of 2007
C. A NO 6472 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9490 of 2007
C. A NO 6433 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9180 of 2007
C. A NO 6434 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9209 of 2007
C. A NO 6435 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9184 of 2007
C. A NO 6436 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9207 of 2007
C. A NO 6437 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO 9208 of 2007
C. A NO 6440 of 2009 @SLP(C) NO. 9185 of 2007
C. A. NCs. 6441- 6470 of 2009
@SLP(C) NO 2769-2798 of 2008
ORDER

Del ay condoned.

Leave granted.

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

These appeal s by special |eave arise out
of land acquisition proceedings by which | arge area
of land, nanely, in 4 villages Gopal pur, Nusi, Nangli
Viran and Li dhran was sought to be acquired in

Jal andhar in the State of Punjab by a Notification



dated 20th of My, 1983 under Section 4 of the Land

Acqui sition Act, 1894 (hereinafter referred to as "the Act")
for the public purpose of setting up of a Governnent
Engi neering Col |l ege. The Land Acquisition Collector, by
an award dated 7th of March, 1986, assessed the market
val ue of the acquired land at the rate of Rs. 53,560/- per
acre in respect of the Chahi land, Barani land at the rate of
Rs. 28,500/- per acre and Banjar kadimat the rate of Rs. 14,250/- per
acre. The appel | ants, who are the | and owners/cl ai mants, were
dissatisfied with the award and filed reference cases under Section 18
of the Act. The Reference Court deternined the market value of the
acquired land up to a depth of 100 karans situated on the G T. Road at
the rate of Rs. 1,60,000/- per acre and the market value of the
remaining land was deternmined at the rate of Rs. 1,10,000/- per acre.
Wth this determ nation, the Reference Court also held that the |and
owners/claimnts were also entitled to other statutory benefits as
admi ssible to themin | aw

Feeling aggrieved by this determ nation of the Reference

Court made under Section 18 of the Act, appeals were filed before the
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H gh Court of Punjab and Haryana, which, by the inpugned Judgnent,
were allowed in part, holding that the market value of the entire
acquired | and nust be assessed at the rate of Rs. 1,60,000/- per acre
inter alia on a finding that when the acquired | and was havi ng such
potential, then adopting of Belting System and classifying the land into
two categories i.e. one, upto the depth of 100 karams on the G T. Road
and the renmmining | and beyond that depth, was not at all justified.
Feeling aggrieved and dissatisfied with the Judgment and
order of the Hi gh Court, these Special Leave Petitions have been filed
by the | and owners/clainmants, and on the other hand, the State of
Punj ab were aggrieved by the order passed by the Hi gh Court also
filed Special Leave Petitions, which on grant of |eave, were heard in
presence of the | earned counsel for the parties.
We have heard the | earned counsel for the clainmants/appellants

and the | earned counsel for the Respondent/State of Punjab. W have



al so exam ned the Judgnent of the High Court as well as the order of
the Reference Court and other materials on record, including the ora

and docunentary evidence. The only question that was agitated before
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us by the | earned counsel for the clainmants/appellants was in respect of
the rejection of the application for acceptance of additional evidence
filed by the claimants/appellants. It appears that the application for
acceptance of additional evidence was filed by the claimants/appellants
to admit the Aks Shajra by way of additional evidence. While dealing
with the application for acceptance of additional evidence, the |earned
counsel appearing on behalf of the clainmants/appellants had sought to
produce Aks Shajra as an additional evidence in the said appeal

While dealing with this aspect of the matter, the Hi gh Court observed
as follows :-

"Dealing with the question of additional evidence, at
the first instance, it nmust be noticed that the perusa
of the aforesaid Aks Shajra clearly shows that the

| and of Chara Mandi is at quite distance fromthe
present acquired |land. There are two canal s
intervening in between the |land acquired for the

Chara Mandi and the present acquired | and. The

I and of Chara Mandi is also shown to be on an
intersection of GT. Road and Jal andhar - Hoshi ar pur
Road. The present acquired land is not only at quite a
di stance fromthe |Iand of Chara Mandi but al so

cannot be held to be conparable. A perusal of Aks
Shajra further shows that the adjacent area to the
acquired | and of Chara Mandi was covered with
factories and houses. A 74.9 acres Transport Nagar
Schene by | nprovenent Trust Jal andhar was in

exi stence. Industrial Focal Point was al so situated
nearby. A further perusal of the judgment rendered
in Mukesh Kumar’s case (supra) shows that the
aforesaid | and for Chara Mandi was situated within
the limts of Jal andhar Minicipal Corporation. Al
these factors show that the land of Chara Mandi is
nei t her conparabl e nor the assessnent of the market
value of the aforesaid land is rel evant for assessnent
of the market value in the present appeals.
Consequently, | do not find any nmerit in the prayer
made by the appellants to allow the present
application for additional evidence. Thus, the
application filed by the appellants for additiona
evi dence is disallowed."

In the inpugned Judgnent itself, the High Court had taken
into consideration the application for acceptance of additional evidence
and al so considered the case of Miukesh Kumar vs. Collector [1987 (2)

PLR 370] and on a conparison of the facts in Mukesh Kumar’s case



(supra) and the present appeals, came to a finding that the facts of
Mukesh Kumar’s case were totally different fromthe facts involved in
the present case. After considering the facts on which Mikesh
Kumar’'s case was based, the High Court, in the inpugned order, cane
to the conclusion that the | and of Chara Mandi was neither conparable
nor the assessnment of the market value of the acquired | ands was

rel evant for the assessnent of the market value in the present appeals.
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Therefore, we are of the view that neither the decision in Mikesh
Kumar’'s case nor the facts of the present appeals were sinmlar to that
of the sane. Hence, we do not find any reason to hold that any
enhancenent woul d be possible on the basis of the docunents

produced by the parties before us.

For the reasons aforesaid, we are of the clear opinion that the
Hi gh Court has rightly rejected the application for acceptance of
addi tional evidence although in its judgnent it discussed the effect of
Aks Shajra and concluded that such a docunment which is sought to be
produced is not conparable with the facts of present appeal. No other
subni ssi on was advanced by the | earned counsel for the parties.

In this view of the matter, we do not find any reason to interfere
with the inmpugned order in these appeals. Accordingly, these appeals
are disnmissed with a direction that the conpensati on awarded by the
H gh Court shall be paid to the claimnts/appellants within two nont hs
fromthis date.

Accordingly, the appeals of the clainmants/appellants are

di sm ssed. There will be no order as to costs.
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In so far as the appeals of the State of Punjab are concerned, in
vi ew of the discussions made herei nabove and in view of the fact that
the | earned counsel for the respondents also could not satisfy us that
t he enhancenent nade by the High Court was in any way, irregular
illegal or arbitrary, we are of the view that the appeals filed by the
State of Punjab have no nerit also and accordingly, the said appeals
are al so disnissed

W find fromthe record that at the time of issuance of notice in

the Special Leave Petition Nos. 2769-2798 of 2008 preferred by the



State of Punjab, the State of Punjab was directed to deposit a sum of
Rs. 20,000/- as costs and such cost is nowlying with the Registry of
this Court. Since we have condoned the delay in filing the appeal s of
the State of Punjab, we direct that the clai mants/respondents shoul d be
all owed to withdraw the costs deposited with the Registry of this
Court.

Wth the aforesaid directions, these appeal s stand di sm ssed.
There will be no order as to costs.

Interimorder, if any, shall stand vacated.
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........................... J.
[ Tarun
Chatterjee]
........................... J.
[ R M Lodha]
NEW DELHI :
SEPTEMBER 04, 2009
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| TEM NO. 50 COURT NO. 4 SECTI ON | VB
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (C)No(s).5678/2007
(From the judgenent and order dated 13/10/2006 in RFA
No. 1860/ 1990 of The H GH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA AT

CHANDI GARH)

RANDHI R SI NGH Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF PUNJAB & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth prayer for interimrelief)

W TH

SLP(C) NO 5959 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 5961 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6036 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6141 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6143 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO. 6173 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6182 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6183 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6184 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6193 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 6195 of 2007

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and of fice report)
SLP(C) NO 6246 of 2007(Wth office report)



SLP(C) NO 6647 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO. 6660 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9358 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9712 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9718 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9229 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9517 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO. 9716 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9227 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9414 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9231 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9407 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9490 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO. 9180 of 2007

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and of fice report)

contd...2/-
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SLP(C) No('s) . 5678/ 2007 etc.

SLP(C) NO. 9209 of 2007

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

SLP(C) NO 9184 of 2007

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

SLP(C) NO 9207 of 2007

(Wth prayer for interimrelief and office report)

SLP(C) NO 9208 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 9185 of 2007(Wth office report)

SLP(C) NO 2769-2798 of 2008

(Wth appln.(s) for c/delay in filing SLP and office report)

Dat e: 04/09/ 2009 These Petitions were called on for hearing
t oday.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE TARUN CHATTERIEE
HON BLE MR, JUSTICE R M LODHA

R S. Sinhota, Sr. Adv.
V.J. Francis, Adv.
Anupam M shra, Adv.

For Petitioner(s)

N. C. Sahni, Adv.
Yash Pal Dhingra, Adv.

s 558

For Respondent (s) M. A ay Pal, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Del ay condoned.

Leave granted.

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

These appeal s stands disnissed in terns of
signed order placed on the file. There will be no
order as to costs. Interimorder, if any, shal
st and vacat ed.

Contd. .. 3/-

W find fromthe record that at the time of
i ssuance of notice in the Special Leave Petition Nos.
2769- 2798 of 2008 preferred by the State of Punjab,
the State of Punjab was directed to deposit a sum of



Rs. 20, 000/- as costs and such cost is now lying with

the Registry of this Court. Since we have condoned
t he del ay in filing t he appeal s of t he State of
Punj ab, we direct t hat t he cl ai mant s/ respondent s

shoul d be allowed to withdraw the costs deposited
with the Registry of this Court.

(A. D. Sharnma) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master

(Signed Oder is placed on the file)



