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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Cvil Appeal Nos. 5195-5196 of 1997

ua & Anr. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS

Chajju Ram & Anr. Respondent (s)
(Wth office report)

Date : 09/09/ 2003 These appeals were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

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

For Appellant (s) M. N N Goswani, Sr.Adv.
Ms. Indra Sawhney, Adv.
Ms. Anil Katiyar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
M. Ashok Mathur, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER
The appeal s are disposed of in terns of the signed order.
No order as to costs.
Anita

(Jashbi r Si ngh)
Court Master

(Signed order is placed on the file.)

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

ClVIL APPEAL NOS. 5195-5196 OF 1997

Uni on of I ndia & Another ... Appellant (s)
Ver sus
Chajju Ram and anot her ... Respondent (s)
ORDER

These appeal s are against the orders dated 14th Cctober, 1996 and 10th January, 1997 which we
re passed under the follow ng circunstances.

Land of the respondent was acquired. The award arbitrator fixed conpensati on and nade an awar
d. Against the award an appeal bearing No. 79 of 1996 has been filed by the Union. This appe
al is pending. On 8th February, 1998 an order is passed in that appeal which reads as follows



"Admitted.
The amount of conpensation if deposited by disbursed to the claimants on their furnishing secu
rity to the satisfaction of the executing court. Security be accepted after notice to the App
ellant."
Thus it is to be seen that the appellant have already been directed to deposit the "conpensati
on" with liberty to the respondent to withdraw it on furnishing security. Adnittedly no appea
| is filed against the Order and appellants are thus bound to conply with this Order and depos
it 'conpensation".
Accordingly to the appellant the terns "conpensation”, as used in this O der, only nmeans conpe
nsation as solatiumand interest are not payable under the RAIP Act, 1952. According to couns
el as the term "conpensation"” as used in the Order dated 8th February, 1996, does not include
solatiumand interest. The appellants thus did not deposit the anounts awarded as sol ati um an
d Interest.
The respondents therefore a filed a Wit Petition before the Hi gh Court. Wen the Wit Petiti
on reaches hearing nobody appeared on behalf of the respondents even though they were served.
The Hi gh Court therefore by Order dated 14th Cctober, 1996 directed paynent of "conpensation"
To be noted that the High Court has al so used the word "conpensation" and nothing nore than
that. A Review Petition was filed. It was pointed out to the High Court that there is alrea
dy an earlier Order passed in the pending Appeal. The High Court, therefore, nodified its own
Order to be in consonance with the earlier Order dated 8th February, 1996. The Hi gh Court ha
s directed deposit of "conpensation”.
We were told that the Appeal is only against the portion of the Oder which directs of solatiu
mand interest. It was urged that solatiumand interest are not payable under the RAIP Act an
d thus the Order of the High Court needs to be set aside.
We are unable to understand, how in one breath it can be said that the term "conpensation" as
used in Oder dated 8th February, 1996 does not include solatiumand interest and at the sane
time it can be urged that the H gh Court has directed deposit of solatiumand interest. The s
anme term "conpensation" has been used in the Order dated 8th February, 1996, as well as in the
Orders dated 14th Cctober, 1996 and 10th January, 1997. It has the same neaning in all these
Oders. If the term "conpensation” does not include solatiumand interest, then the inpugned
Orders woul d not affect the Appellant. |f according to the Appellants the term "conpensation
does not include solatiumand interest then we do not understand as to how they are aggrieve
d by a subsequent orders, the |ast of which has been nodified to be inline with the earlier o
rder dated 8th February, 1996 which is not challenged. The only thing we find that in the las
t order no security has been asked for fromthe Respondents. W, therefore, direct that the a
mount of "conpensation", which will be deposited by the Appellant can only be w thdrawn by the
Respondents on furnishing a security to the satisfaction of the executing Court. W, however
, clarify that we have not, in this order, gone into the question whether the term "conpensati
on" in all these Orders includes or does not include solatiumand interest. |If the H gh Court
whi ch passed those orders, feels that their orders have not been conplied with, the H gh Cour
t will not be precluded by this Order fromtaking appropriate action
Appeal s stand di sposed of accordingly. No order as to costs.

(S. N. Variava)

(H K. Semm)
New Del hi ,
9th Sept enber, 2003.



