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(From the judgenent and order dated 30/05/2008 in CRP No. 581/2005 of The H GH
COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALORE)

SPECI AL LAND ACQUI SI TI ON OFFI CER Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
LAKSHVAMVA & ANR. Respondent ( s)

Wth I.A No.1 (c/delay in filing SLP,c/delay in refiling SLP and
of fice report)

Date: 03/08/2009 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE R V. RAVEENDRAN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE B. SUDERSHAN REDDY
For Petitioner(s) Ms. Anitha Shenoy, Adv.
For Respondent (s)
UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng

CRDER

Del ay condoned.

The matter relates to acquisition of 3 acres of land. Reference
Court by award dated 24.3.1997, enhanced the conpensati on and awar ded
12% p.a. under Section 23(1A) of the Land Acquisition Act fromthe date of
possession instead of fromthe date of prelimnary notification. Instead of
filing an appeal, the petitioner filed a review petition. The review petition
was di snissed on 1/6/2001. Thereafter, the petitioner filed a revision

petition against the

di smissal of the review petition instead of challenging the order dated
24/ 3/ 1997 in appeal, which was the appropriate renedy. The revision
petition has been dism ssed by the inpugned order dated 30.5.2008 on the

ground that the award was justified.

The grievance of the petitioner is that the High Court did not reject



the CRP on the ground that the review petition was not naintainable but on
the ground that the award was justified in view of the decision of this Court
in Sundar Vs. Union of India (2001) 7 SCC 211. The petitioner states that it
has no objection for giving effect to the decision in Sundar, but his
grievance is in regard to award of amount under Section 23(1A) fromthe

date prior to the prelimnary notification.

The petitioners ought to have chall enged the award dated
24/ 3/ 1997. That was not done and the inpugned order becane final. The
petitioner is not, therefore, entitled to any relief and we disnmiss this
petition. This dismssal should not, however, be treated as approval of the

reasoning of the High Court in the revision petition.

(Ravi P. Verm) (MS. Negi)
Court Master Court Master



