$/

gned

1
| TEM NO. 119 COURT NO. 7 SECTI ON XI V
SUPREMECOURTOF | NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Cl VI L APPEAL NO 7816/ 2011
RAM PHAL(D) TH. LRS. APPELLANT( S)
VERSUS
UNION OF | NDI A RESPONDENT( S)

Date : 11/02/2016 This appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE RANJAN GOGO

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE PRAFULLA C. PANT
For Appellant(s) Shashi ndra Tri pat hi
Debasis M sra, Adv.
For Respondent (s) R K. Rathore, Adv.
Rekha Pandey, Adv.

S.P. Mshra, Adv.
Ri shabh Jai n, Adv.
D.S. Mahra, Adv.

s. Anil Katiyar, Adv.

=23535% =%

Vi bhu Shankar M shr a,

Adv.

Adv.

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER

The appeal is di sm ssed in

order.

[ VI NOD LAKHI NA]
COURT MASTER

Signature Not Verified

[ SIGNED ORDER |'S PLACED ON THE FI LE]

Digitally signed by
Vi nod Lakhi na

Dat e: 2016.02. 16
10: 12: 04 I ST
Reason:

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

Cl VI L APPEAL NO 7816/ 2011

RAM PHAL(D) TH. LRS. ... APPELLANT( S)

terms of t he

[ ASHA SONI ]
COURT MASTER

S



VERSUS

UNION OF | NDI A .. . RESPONDENT

ORDER

1. The appel | ant who was grant ed
conpensation at the rate of Rs.480/- per

bi gha was awar ded conpensation at the rate

of Rs.2,500/- per bigha by the Reference

Court. The award of the Reference Court was

passed on a concessi on made by t he
appel lant’s counsel to the effect that the

appel | ant woul d be satisfied if t he

compensation is enhanced to Rs.2,500/- per

bi gha.

2. Be that as it may, the appellant

chose to seek further enhancenent
conpensati on by filing an appea
Section 54 of t he Land Acqui sition
1894 before t he Hi gh Court. The

appeal was dism ssed by the H gh Court by
t he i mpugned order. Aggri eved, this appea

has been fil ed.

3. Readi ng the order of the Hi gh Court
it appears t hat t he claim for
conpensati on made by t he appel | ant

based on the award in L.A C. No. 2 of 1996

(Anto Devi Vs. Union of India) decided on

23rd Decenber, 1997 wherein conpensation at

t he rate of Rs. 5, 000/ - per bi gha
awar ded. The Hi gh Court took note of the

fact that the land involved in L.A C. No.2

of 1996 and the case of the appellant were

of
under
Act ,

sai d

hi gher

was

was



di fferent and wer e situated adj oi ni ng

vil | ages and further t hat there was no

evi dence on record showi ng equival ence of

the land in the two villages in question

4. Learned counsel for the appellants
has not been able to place before the Court
any naterial whatsoever to show that the

claimof parity so far as the conpensation

anount is concer ned is based on t he
equi val ence of t he t wo ar eas of | and

i nvol ved. Lear ned counsel , however, has
relied on a j udgnent render ed by t he
Ref erence Court in t he case of Bhabhut i

Singh & Others Versus Union of India and

Anr. wherein the land is situated in the

same village as that of the appellant. In

the said case, conpensation was awarded at

Rs. 6, 200/ - per bi gha. We have perused the

j udgnent dated 6th May, 1998 passed in the

aforesaid case [i.e. L.AC No. 26/ 1994
(Bhabhuti Singh & O hers Versus Union of

I ndi a and Anr.)]. It appears from a

perusal of the said judgment that the basis

of grant of conpensation in the said case

was t he awar d passed in L. A C No. 2 of
1996. The question of equival ence of the

| and whi ch ought to have been gone into by

the Reference Court was not decided in the

sai d case

5. In t he I'ight of t he above

materi al s, we cannot accede to the prayer



made in t he appeal for enhancenent
conpensati on. The appeal, therefore, has

to fail. It is accordingly dism ssed.

................... JJ.
(PRAFULLA C. PANT)
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