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Suni t a Shar ma, Adv.
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Shai | endra Sharnma, Adv.
S.WA. Quadri, Adv.

Asha G Nair, Adv.
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Shreekant N. Terdal, Adv.

UPON perusi ng papers the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

The Review Petition is allowed and appeal is
di sposed of in terns of the signed order.

(Soni a) (Sneh Bal a Mehra)
Sr P.A Court Master
(Signed order is placed on the file).
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ORDER
I.A NO 3

Rul e.

M. Shailendra Sharma, the | earned counsel waives
service of notice on behalf of respondent.

I.A No. 3 of 2010 has been filed by the petitioners
to condone the delay of 119 days caused in filing the
application for substitution of the | egal representatives

of the deceased petitioner - Suresh Kunar and setting aside

t he abatement. This Court has heard the | earned counse
for t he parties. In view of t he aver nent s made in
paragraph Nos. 2 and 3 of the application, this Court is of
the opinion that the delay caused in filing the application
for substitution and setting asi de abat enment is
sufficiently explained. Therefore, the application deserves
to be granted.
For the foregoing reason, I.A No. 3 for condoning
the delay of 119 days caused in filing the application for
substitution and setting aside abatenent is all owed.
Rul e i s made absol ute accordingly.
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I.A NO 2
Rul e.
M. Shail endra Sharma, the |earned counsel waives
service of notice on behalf of respondent. By filing this
application, the petitioners pray that the applicants who
are heirs of deceased Suresh Kumar be brought on record.
Having regard to the facts of the case and avernents
made i n paragraph Nos. 2 and 3 of the application, this
Court is of the opinion that the prayer clainmed in the
application deserves to be gr ant ed. Hence, t he
appl i cation succeeds. The prayer nade in paragraph 3(a) is
gr ant ed. The application stands di sposed of accordingly.

Rule is made absol ute.
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Rul e.

M. Shai | endr a Shar ma t he | ear ned counsel wai ves
service of notice on behalf of the respondent.

Having regard to the facts of the case, the review
petition is taken up for hearing today. By filing this
petition, the petitioners have prayed to revi ew order dated
23.11.98 passed by this Court in SLP( O No...CC No
7580/ 1998 (i.e. SLP(C) No. 19486 of 1998) and restore the
special |eave petition on the file.

This Court has heard the | earned counsel for the

parties.
3
In view of the orders passed in Revi ew Petition
Nos. 1233-1236 of 1999 in C. A Nos. 2811, 812-12 of 2002 @
SLP(C) No. 19485, 19487- 19489 of 1998, t he i nst ant
petition deserves to be al | owned. Hence t he revi ew
application is al | owed. Speci al | eave petition is

restored on file with its original nunber SLP(C) No. 19486
of 1998.
Leave is granted in the special |eave petition
In view of the Constitution Bench deci si on dated
Sept ember 19, 2001 of this Court in Sunder versus Union of
India (2001) 7 SCC 211 the appeal stands allowed. It is
hel d that the appellants would be entitled to the interest
as provided in Sections 28 and 34 of the Land Acquisition
Act 1894, on the anount awar ded under Sections 23(1-A)
and 23(2) of the said Act.
It is clarified that in view of the decision of this
Court in Qurpreet Singh versus Union of India (2006) 8 SCC
457, the appellants would be entitled to the interest as
ment i oned above from 19. 9. 2001
Subj ect to above ment i oned clarification, t he

appeal stands di sposed of.

(J.M PANCHAL)



(H. L. GOKHALE)
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