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M. B. Sridhar Reddy, Adv.

M. K Ram Kumar , Adv

M. P. Narasi mhan , Adv
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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
Del ay condoned.
Leave granted.
The appeals are allowed in terns of the signed order.

No order as to the costs.

(Ajay Kr. Jain)
(Vijay Dhawan)

Court Master
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

Cl VIL APPEAL NCS. 186-187 OF 1998

Appel | ant

Church of South India Trust Association

Ver sus
Land Acquisition Oficer & Tehsil dar
Respondent s
W TH
ClVIL APPEAL NO 1397 OF 2006

(Arising out of SLP(C) No. 3245 of 1999)



ORDER

Cvil Appeal Nos. 186-187/1998 have been preferred by the appellant Chur
ch of South India

Tr ust Associ ati on, Ar moor agai nst t he comon  j udgnent and or der of t he
Hi gh Court of Judi cature at

Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad dated 18.12.1996 in Appeal No. 1582 of 1991 and cross objections.

The Land Acqui sition O ficer al so has preferred Speci al Le
ave Petition No. 3245/ 1999

i mpugni ng the same judgnent and order. Notice was issued in the aforesaid Spe
cial Leave Petition and we

have heard counsel for the parties. Delay condoned. Leave granted.

.2/ -

-2 -

Wth the consent of the counsel for the parties the appeal arising out of
SLP(C) No. 3245/1999

is al so being disposed of alongwith C. A. Nos. 186-187/1998

A notification was i ssued under Secti on 4(1) of t he Land
Acqui sition Act, 1894( herei nafter

referred to as "the Act’), published in the Gazette on 24.10.1978. Possession of the I and
in question was taken

on 5.1.1979. By his Award made on 27.1.1983, the Land Acquisition Oficer fixed the market
val ue of the |and

in question at Rs. 9,000/- per acre. The claimants sought a reference under Section 18 of
the Act and cl ai ned

compensation @Rs.175/- per Sg.Yd. After the matter was referred under Section 18 of the A
ct, the parties



produced evidence before the Reference Court in support of their respective claim
S. Before the Reference

Court as many as 30 docunents had been filed on behalf of the appellant-Trust, namely, Exh.
A-1to A-29 and

Exh. X-1. The Land Acquisition Oficer also exanined oral evidence and got an Award mar ked
Exh. B-1. On

consi deration of the evidence on record, the Reference Court cane to the conclusion that th
e mar ket val ue of

t he acquired I and was Rs. 30/ - per Sq. Yd. and after deducti ng 20
% (1/5th) for devel opnent expenses,

awar ded conpensation @Rs. 24/- per Sq. Yd. apart fromthe statutory benefits under the Act

.3/ -
- 3 -

Aggrieved by the Award of the Reference Court, the Land Acquisition Ofic
er as well as the

Trust preferred appeal s before the High Court.

The Hi gh Court observed that only Exh. A-8 and Exh. X-1 had been duly prove
d by exanmi ni ng

a person connected with the transaction recorded in those docunents. In this view of the m
atter, the High

Court did not <consider it necessary to consider the remaining docunments. Thus, E
xhi bits produced by the

appel l ant-Trust as evidence before the Reference Court, were not |ooked into and kept out of c
onsi deration by

t he H gh Court. M. Shanti  Bhushan, | earned senior counsel appeari ng for t
he appel I ant - Tr ust submitted

that the High Court took this view having regard to the earlier judgnents of this Court which
had consi dered

the legal inplications of Section 51-A of the Act which cane into force by way of anendnent to
the Act in the

year 1984. He drew our attention to the judgnment of this Court in the case of Land Acquisit



ion Oficer &

Mandal Revenue Officer Vs. V. Narasaiah (2001) 3 SCC, 530 and a later Constitution Bench decis
ion of this

Court in the case of Cenent Corporation of India Ltd. Vs. Purya & Ors. (2004) 8 SCC, 270. Hav
ing regard to

the law laid down by this Court in the aforesaid decisions, it could not be disputed before us
by the parties

t hat regi stered sal e deeds of exanpl ers nmust be admtted in evi dence and
consi der ed by t he Court in

accordance with the principles laid down in the aforesaid judgments.

.4 -

-4 -

Thus, we nust concl ude that evidence whi ch was adm ssi bl e under Section 51-
A of the Act was

kept out of consideration by the High Court and this has vitiated the judgnment of the Hi gh Cou
rt.

We do not wish to refer to the facts of the case and the evidence on record
lest it may prejudice

the case of the parties because we propose to remt the matter to the High Court for a fresh c
onsi deration of

t he mat eri al on record in t he I'ight of t he deci si ons of this Court.
W shoul d not be under st ood to have

expressed any opi ni on on t he merit of t he matt er and it will be open
for t he Hi gh Court to consider t he

evi dence on record in accordance with | aw.

In the result, the inmpugned judgnment and order of the High Court is set asi
de and the matter

remitted to the High Court for fresh consideration of the appeals and the cross objections in
accordance with

law. Since the matter has been consi derably del ayed, we request the High Court to di spose of
t he appeal s and



cross objections as early as possible.

The appeal s are accordingly all owed.

No order as to the costs.

New Del hi

March 02, 2006

(B.P. SINGH)

(ALTAMAS KABI R)



