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LAND ACQUI SI TI ON OFFI CER- CUM RDO
VERSUS

N. VENKATARAMANA & ORS.

SECTION Xl I A

Appel lant (s)

Respondent ( s)

Date: 18/02/2009 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE MARKANDEY KATJU
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. SUDERSHAN REDDY

For Appellant(s) M. R Sundaravardhan, Sr. Adv.
M. Manoj Saxena, Adv.
M. Abdul R Tambol kar,

M. T. V. Geor ge, Adv.

For Respondent (s) M. A T.M Sanpath, Adv.

Adv. for

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

CRDER

The Appeal is allowed in terns of the signed order.

(Parveen Kr. Chaw a)
Court Master

(I'ndu Satija)
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 NO. 2199 OF 2001

Land Acqui sition Oficer-cum RDO
ver sus

N. Venkat ar amana & ot hers

CRDER

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

.. Appel | ant

.. Respondent s

Thi s appeal has been filed against the inpugned judgment of

the H gh Court of Andhra Pradesh at Hyderabad dated 07th WNarch,

2000 passed in Appeal No.1581 of 1996.

We have carefully perused the inmpugned judgment and we are



of the opinion that it is not sustainable because the H gh Court has
taken into consideration Ex.B.2 under which only an extent of 20
squar e yards land was sold at the rate of Rs.50/- per square yard
whereas the area of total |and which was acquired in the present case
was about ten acres.

It is settled by this Court in a series of decisions that
exenplars of a smaller area of |and cannot be taken into consideration

whil e determ ning the conpensation to be paid for a |larger area of
| and acquired under the Land Acquisition Act, 1894. [See Union of
India vs. Zila Singh & G hers (2003) 10 SCC 166; Union of India
& Anot her vs. Ram Phool & Another (2003) 10 SCC 167; Ranvir
Singh & Another vs. Union of India (2005) 12 SCC 59 etc.etc.].
Even ot herwi se, Ex.B.2 under which an extent of 20 square yards |and
was sold at the rate of Rs.50/- per square yard was a post notification
sal e deed which, according to us, should not have been taken into
consi deration by the Hi gh Court while deternining the conpensation
for a larger area of acquired | and of about ten acres.
We, therefore, allow this appeal, set aside the i mpugned
j udgnent of the High Court dated 07th March, 2000 and restore that
of the reference Court dated 21st Decenber, 1995. No order as to

costs.

NEW DELHI ; e J.
FEBRUARY 18, 2009. [ B. SUDERSHAN REDDY]



