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1. These appeal s by way of special |eave are directed
agai nst the judgnent and order dated 19th January, 2001,
passed by the Andhra Pradesh Hi gh Court in Contenpt
Application No. 1563 of 1999 and Contenpt Case No. 1819

of 1999, holding that deliberate and wilful acts of

di sobedi ence of the orders passed by the H gh Court, by
the Mandal Revenue O ficer and al soby the other

superior authorities had been anply proved and as such
they had conmitted contenpt of Court. The Hi gh Court

then went on to observe as foll ows:-

"Vi ewed from any angl e the respondents

clearly di sobeyed the orders of this Court and
they commtted contenpt of Court. It is no
doubt true that construction over the land in
guesti on has been taken place. But, what is
the relief that has to be granted to the
petitioner? No purpose would be served to the
petitioner if there is a direction to handover
vacant possession of the property of the
petitioner. The order of denolition of the
bui | di ngs so constructed over the land in
guestion and restituting the said land to the
petitioner would cause great hardships to the
respondents.

To put an end to the litigation once for
all and since the respondents have al ready
made constructions over the |land in question
by flouting the orders passed by this Court
and no purpose will be served if the
respondents are directed to be punished as
some of themas on today either transferred or
retired fromservice, we feel it appropriate
to direct the respondent-authorities to pay
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conpensation to the petitioner in the contenpt
case at the rate of Rs.5,000/- per sq. yard as
valued by the State itself in the application
filed Us.8 of the A P. Land Grabbing
(Prohibition) Act and nunbered as L.G C. No.
25 of 2000 or any other reasonable anpbunt in
lieu of directing the respondents to redeliver
possession of the land in question to the
petitioner, in case the proceedings in L.GC
No. 25 of 2000 go in favour of the petitioner
The question of maintainability, jurisdiction
propriety or conpetency to continue the case
in L.GC No. 25 of 2000 in view of the
earlier proceedings and observati ons made
therein including the directions to institute
acivil suit to adjudicate the title to the
property is kept open to be considered by the
Speci al - Court. However, inplenentation of this
order is stayed fora period of six weeks from
t oday.

Subj ect to the observations indicated
above, the contenpt case and the contenpt
applications are cl osed. ~ There shall be no
order as to costs.”

2. It is clear fromthe aforesaid order that instead
of directing denolition of the construction already nmade
and/ or puni shing the contemors, the Hi gh Court felt it
nore appropriate to pass an equitable order directing
paynment of conpensation to the petitioner in the
Contenpt Case at the rate of Rs.5,000/- per sq. yard as
val ued by the State itself in an application filed under
Section 8 of the Andhra Pradesh Land G abbing
(Prohibition) Act, against the predecessor-in-interest

of the respondent herein. The said direction was,
however, given along with a rider (that such compensation
woul d be paid only in the event the | and grabbi ng case
was di smissed in favour of the predecessor-in-interest

of the respondent herein. Certain other directions were
al so given regarding the question of maintainability,
jurisdiction, propriety or competence of the petitioners
in the land grabbing case to continue the sane in view
of earlier directions given by the Hi gh Court, including
the direction to institute a civil suit to adjudicate
the title to the property. The inplenmentation of the
order was stayed for a period of six weeks fromthe date
of the order presumably with the intention of allow ng
the parties to contest the order before a higher forum

3. It is the said order of the High Court which is the

subject matter of challenge in these appeals.

4. VWile Cvil Appeal Nos.2200-2201 of 2001 have been
filed by the officials found by the Hi gh Court to have
conmitted contenpt of Court, Civil Appeal No.2202 of

2001 has been filed by the wit petitioner, Sm. G

Kal avat hi, being aggrieved by the anmpbunt of conpensation
fixed by the H gh Court at the rate of Rs.5,000/- per
square yard

5. In order to appreciate the subm ssions advanced on
behal f of respective parties and the circunstances in

whi ch the inpugned order cane to be passed, a brief
outline of the facts |leading to the passing of the said
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order is set out hereinbel ow

6. The predecessor-in-interest of the present
respondents, one Snt. G Kalavathi, came to be the

absol ute owner and possessor of 10 acres of land in
Survey No. 129/36/1, being part of Survey No. 403 of

Shai kpet Village, Road No. 13, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.
It was her case before the H gh Court that she had
purchased the said property under a registered sale deed
dated 11th February, 1971, from one M. Papai ah, who had
purchased the same by a registered sale deed dated 28th
February, 1963, from one Venkat Swamy. Venkat Swany is
said to have acquired the property by a patta issued by
the concerned authorities in the year 1340 Fasli

equi valent to the year 1930 of the Christian era. From
the description of the property contained in the order

i mpugned in this appeal, the said property is bounded on
the North by a Nala (Governnent land); on the South by
Road No. 13; on the East by land in Survey No. 129/75
bel ongi ng to M s Hyderabad | ndustries Linmted and in the
West by the lLand bel onging to Kazi Mhd. Hussain in
Survey No. 129/ 36.

7. The respondent No.1 herein | eased out the said | and
nmeasuring ten acres 'to Ms Hyderabad Industries Limted
by a registered | ease deed dated 27th June, 1971. The
Mandal Revenue O ficer, Gol conda Mandal ,” i ssued a notice
to the Respondent No.1 on 20th June, 1986 under Section
6 of the A P. Land Encroachnent Act, 1905, calling upon
the said respondent to vacate the land within 3 days
fromthe date of receipt of the notice. Challenging the
said notice, the respondent filed Wit Petition No.
11714 of 1986 for a declaration that the action of the
Mandal Revenue Officer in issuing the notice was
illegal, arbitrary and unconstitutional and al so praying
that the said officer be restrained frominterfering

wi th her possession over the |and. The said wit
petition was allowed and the notices issued by the
Mandal Revenue O ficer under Sections 6 and 7 of the

A. P. Land Encroachnment Act was quashed with | eave to the
CGovernment to file a suit to get its title established.

8. The writ appeal filed by the said Governnent
through the Mandal Revenue O ficer, Gol conda, Hyderabad,
was al so di smissed and status quo was directed to be

mai ntai ned for a period of three nonths fromthe date of
the judgnent, nanely, 14th Septenber, 1995, to enable
the CGovernment to take appropriate steps. In spite of
the time granted to the State Governnment to take
appropriate steps in the matter, no steps were taken hy
the Government to establish its title over the land in
qguestion by filing a civil suit. On the other hand, it
has been all eged on behalf of the respondent No.1 that
as soon as she cane to | earn about the construction
being carried on by the appellants herein over the |and
in question, she caused tel egraphic notices to be sent
to the appellant on 20th Novenber, 1999 and 23rd
Noverber, 1999, together with a registered |egal notice
i ssued on 26th Novenber, 1999, calling upon the
appel l ants herein to stop the constructi on work on the

| and. As the appellant did not stop the construction
work purportedly in disobedi ence of the orders passed by
the H gh Court, the respondent No.1 was conpelled to
file a contenpt petition. On this aspect of the matter,
it has been observed in the inpugned judgnent that the
State initiated proceedi ngs agai nst the respondent No.1
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under Section 8 of the A P. Land G abbing (Prohibition)
Act, 1982, in Decenmber, 1999, as a counter-blast to the
contenpt case alleging that the land in question which
was under the occupation of the respondent No.1 was
gover nrent | and.

9. It is on the basis of the aforesaid facts as

di scl osed before it that the Division Bench cane to the
conclusion that the authorities started construction
even after the orders passed by the H gh Court in the
wit petition without first approaching the civil court
for declaration of its title. The Division Bench also
observed that the said act of the appellants herein
anply prove that there was a deliberate and wilful act
of di sobedi ence of the orders of the said Court by the
Mandal Revenue O ficer and other superior authorities
and as such they had conmitted contenpt of court. It is
thereafter that the observations are nade relating to
paynment of conpensation, whi ch have been set out

her ei nbefore.

10. Appearing in support of the appeal, M. Anoop
Chaudhary, Senior Advocate, urged that both the Single
Judge and al so the Division Bench of the H gh Court had
conpletely failed to take notice of the fact that the
 and on which the construction work was carried on was
not the I and which the respondent No.1 had purportedly
acqui red from Papaiiah and that the same had been | eased
out to Ms. Hyderabad Industries Limted. Since the said
| and was under the occupation of ‘Ms. Hyderabad
Industries Limted, the question of making constructions
on the said land did not arise.

11. M. Chaudhary then subnitted that in the contenpt
proceedi ngs, the Hi gh Court had appoi nted a Comi ssion
consi sting of high-level officers of the Survey and Land
Records Departnent, Hyderabad, to conduct a survey of

the land in the presence of the Advocate-Conm ssi oners
representing the respondent No.1l, who was the petitioner
in the contenpt case, along with his juniors. The

Conmi ssioners were directed to visit the disputed
property and to report on the follow ng itemns:-

(1) They shall ascertain the total extent of
| and covered by the map.
(2) They shall measure the total extent-of |and

occupi ed and the extent of |and occupied by

Birla Guest House belonging to Ms.

Hyder abad Industries Limted.

(3) They shall neasure the extent of |and that
is shown in the map with brown |ines

i ndi cati ng boundari es and whet her any part

thereof formpart of Birla Guest House.

(4) VWhat is the extent of |land that is under the
occupation of the Governnent and bei ng used

for construction of Mnister’s quarters.

12. In the report submitted by the Conm ssioners, it
has been stated that the reference map furni shed by the
respondent No.1 herein to the Advocate Comi ssioners and
passed on by themto the teamof Survey Oficers, does
not tally with the record of neasurenent of Block 'S in
ward No. 11l and that having regard to the said factor,
the Commi ssioners had chosen to follow the actual state
of things on the ground. After conducting a survey as
directed by the Hi gh Court in the presence of the
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Advocat e Conmi ssioners of the respondent No.1 herein,

t he Commi ssioners observed that the total extent of |and
covered by the nmap was 31 acres and 20 guntas. It was
al so pointed out that the | and covered by the green-

col oured boundary in the reference map was identica

with reference to Road No.13, Banjara Hills and the
conpound walls and it was found that the area consists
of Mnisters’ quarters constructed by the Governnent and
al so the |l and under the occupation of Birla Guest House
whi ch has a separate conpound wall. As far as the |and
covered by Birla Guest House built by Hyderabad
Industries Limted is concerned, the sane neasured 13
acres and 35 guntas and had a pucca conpound wall on al
the sides. It is also stated that on verification of
the copies of the title deeds of Ms. Hyderabad
Industries Limted it was found that the company had
purchased a total extent of 13 acres and 13 guntas under
three docunents, which, in fact, nmeant that the said
conpany was in excess possession of land to an extent of
22 guntas of |and, which could not be demarcated exactly
because the position on the ground was different from
the boundary shown in the plan annexed to the title
deeds.

On exami nation of the sale deeds belonging to the
petitioners and the | ease deed executed by Snt. G

Kal avathi in favour of Ms. Hyderabad | ndustries Limted
and the plan annexed to the said documents, it was
observed that the same were found to be inconsistent and
not in conformty with the area shown in the reference
map with brown |ines. However, although, it was not
possible to locate exactly the said area on the ground,
on actual neasurenent the area in the reference map was
found to consist of 9 acres 32 guntas.

The total extent of |and under the occupation of

the CGovernment and being used entirely for construction
of Mnisters' quarters was found to be neasuring 17
acres and 25 guntas and it was also indicated that it
was bounded on all sides by a pucca wall, except on the
north, where in a portion there was a rubble wall.

M. Chaudhary submitted that having regard to-the

report of the Comm ssioners, it would be evident that
the land of the respondent No.1l could not be correctly
identified in relation to the map of the site plan
annexed to her title deeds and al so the | ease deed
executed by her. 1In any event, the | and under the
occupation of Ms. Hyderabad |Industries Linmted,
measuring 13 acres and 35 guntas was bounded on all
sides by a pucca conpound wal l

13. According to M. Chaudhary, the | and | eased by the
respondent No.1 to the conmpany would be within the
conpound wal | of the conpany, and, accordingly, the
guestion of naking any construction thereupon, which

forns the basis of the conplaint petition, did not arise
and both the Single Judge and the Division Bench of the

Hi gh Court erred in holding otherw se.

14. In addition to the above, M. Chaudhary submitted
that the High Court in its contenpt jurisdiction had
adopted the mantle of Collector within the neani ng of

the Land Acquisition Act, 1894, and had thereby exceeded
its jurisdiction in assessing conpensation to be paid in
respect of the | ands bel onging to the respondent No. 1.

M. Chaudhary, subnitted that the orders both of the

Si ngl e Judge and the Division Bench of the H gh Court
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stood vitiated when it travell ed beyond the scope of its
contenpt jurisdiction.

15. M. Chaudhary lastly subnmitted that there was no
subsi sting order of restraint or any direction given by
the H gh Court, which if violated, would have attracted
the provisions relating to contenpt of Court. However,
in the absence of such injunction or direction, the Hi gh
Court had wongly exercised its contenpt jurisdiction
and had al so travell ed beyond the sane, which renders
the orders of the High Court vulnerable and liable to be
set aside.

16. Appearing in support of the appeal preferred by
Smt. G Kalavathi and opposing those filed by the
contemrmors, M. R F. Nariman, |earned senior counsel
submtted that the basic prem se of the case nade out on
behal f of the appellantsin G vil Appeal Nos.2200-2201
of 2001 was fal laci ous on account. of m staken identity
of the plot belonging to the appellants in Cvil Appea
No. 2202 of 2001. M. Nariman submtted that the said
position would, in fact, be very clear fromthe counter
affidavit filed by the Mandal ‘Revenue O ficer, Gol conda,
in Wit Petition No.11714 of 1986 which had been filed
by Smt. G Kal avat hi” and out of which the contenpt
proceedi ngs had ari'sen. The | earned counsel pointed out
that in paragraph 2 of the counter-affidavit the Manda
Revenue O ficer, Colconda, had stated that since Survey
No. 403 covered the entire area popularly known as
Banjara H lls and Jubilee Hlls area had becone a

par adi se for specul ators, the Governnent had appointed a
Special G. Dy. Collector, in-1982, for identification
and demarcation of governnent and private lands in the
Banjara Hlls area. It was al so stated that during the
survey it had conme to light that M's Hyderabad Asbestos
Limited, who were the successors'to M-s Hyderabad
Industries Limted, had occupied a portion of Survey

No. 403 of Shai kpet village and had constructed a
conpound wall. It was also stated that the inquiry
conducted by the aforesaid official in respect of the
Banjara Hills area reveal that the area occupied by Ms
M s Hyderabad Asbestos Limited, conprises of the
foll owi ng | ands: -

1. Land purchased by Ms Hyderabad Asbest os
Limted, fromSri Ml. Azamin Sy. No.129/75 of

Shai kpet Village vide document No.55/62, dated
11.1.1962.

2. Land purchased by M s Hyderabad Asbestos
Limted from Fazal Nawaz Jung in Jubilee Hills
Muni ci pality Plot No.129/75/ Dl vide docunent

No. 93, dated 29.5.1963.

3. Land purchased by Ms Hyderabad Asbestos
Limted from Fazal Nawaz Jung in Jubilee Hills
Muni ci pality Plot No.129/75/D1 wunder as

agreement of Sale, dated 17.9.1963 (outside

conpound) .

4, Land occupied by Ms Hyderabad Asbestos

Limted fromSnt. G Kalavathi, Wo

Venkat aswany through a Lease Deed No.2021/72,

dated 28.6.1971 in Sy. No.129/36/1.

5. Land occupied by Ms Fyderabad Asbest os

Limted without any authority in Sy. No.403.

17. In relation to the above it was al so indicated
that the purchases nmade in respect of serial no. 1
to 3 indicated above were fromthe original owners
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of the land, whereas the |and neasuring 19 acres
and 3 guntas, indicated in itens 4 and 5, which had
been occupi ed by the conpany, was governnent |land in
Survey No. 403 of Shai kpet village which had been
occupi ed by the said conpany w thout any authority
inlaw It was sought to be justified that since
there were no certified records nor any revenue
records to showthe right, title and interest of the
petitioner in Sub-Division No.129/36/1 in the record
of Shai kpet village, and the sane was found to be
non- exi stent under the provisions of the A P. Land
Encr oachnent Act, 1905, resunption proceedi ngs were
initiated.

18. M. Narinman pointed out that as woul d appear
fromthe Report of the Survey Conmi ssioner appointed
by the Court an area measuring 13 acres 13 guntas
was found to have been purchased by Ms Hyderabad
Industries Limted from others, which area had been
encl osed by a conpound wall on all sides. However,
fromthe counter affidavit filed by the Manda
Revenue Oficer in the wit petition it was evident
that apart fromthe above land which was wthin
their boundary walls the conmpany was al so in
occupation of 10 acres of |and which had been | eased
toit by Sm. G Kalavathi by a | ease deed dated
28.6.1971 in Survey No.129/36/1. Another plot of
 and neasuring 9 acres and 3 guntas were al so shown
to be in the occupation of Ms Hyderabad | ndustries
Limted without any authority to possess the sane.
M. Nariman poi nted out that the neasurenents

di scl osed woul d indicate that the area covered by
the three sale deeds in favour of the conpany
nmeasuri ng about 13 acres and 13 guntas had been
encircled by a boundary wall. _Apart fromthe above,
a further 19 acres was al so under the occupation of
the said conpany which included the 10 acres which
had been leased by Smt. G Kalavathi in 1971. M.
Nariman submitted that it was this 19 acres which
was the subject natter of the notice issued by the
Mandal Revenue Officer, Golconda, on 20.6.1986 under
Section 6 of the A P. Land Encroachnment Act, 1905,
whi ch had been challenged in Wit Petition No.11714
of 1986 and had been quashed in the said proceeding.

19. M. Nariman urged that the said affidavit of
the Mandal Revenue O ficer in juxtaposition with the
report of the Survey Comm ssioner appointed by the
H gh Court, would at once reveal that the | and which
was | eased by Smt. G Kalavathi to the conmpany was
out side the boundary wall which had been erected by
the conpany around the |lands acquired by it through
3 separate sale deeds. It was urged that the Hi gh
Court had rightly found that the constructi on work
whi ch was bei ng undertaken for construction of

M nisters’ quarters, was also being carried on in
the 10 acres of |and which had been | eased by Snt

G Kalavathi to Ms Hyderabad Industries Limted.

20. M. Nariman submtted that when the land in
guestion had been settled with Vankata Swanmy by a
patta, the said docunent contained a condition that
Revenue for the said | and woul d have to be paid @
Rs.5 per acre before construction of houses and
thereafter at Rs.10 per acre after construction of
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houses. According to M. Nariman, although the

cl aim of Papaiah in respect of the title over the

| and had been rejected in 1971, the Government did
not take any further steps in the matter and from
1971 Smt. G Kal avathi remai ned i n open possession
directly and through Ms Hyderabad Industries
Limted as her |essee. M. Narinan pointed out that
it is only after the order was passed under Section
6 of the A P. Land Encroachnent Act, 1905, that the
Government, in accordance with its own case, took a
decision in 1986. In this regard M. Narinman al so
poi nted out that although Papai ah’s cl ai m was
purported to have been rejected by the Governnent
in 1971 there were demand notices in 1974, 1975 and
1976 which had been conplied with by the wit
petitioners. M. Nariman submitted that having
regard to the aforesaid facts there was a genui ne

di spute regarding title and the wit petitioner
coul d not 'have beenevicted fromthe | and except in
due process of law. M. Narinan al so urged that once
the notice under Section 6 referred to above was
guashed by the Hi gh Court the petitioner continued
to enjoy absolute rights as the owner of the said
property. M. Nariman submtted that having failed
intheir attenpts to evict the wit petitioner from
the land by the aforesaid neans, the authorities
filed a conplaint against the wit petitioner under
the provisions of the A P. Land G abbing
(Prohibition) Act, 1981. M. Nariman urged that the
Hi gh Court had quite rightly decided the contenpt
petition, but had erroneously directed that
conpensation be paid to the petitioner, in the event
the | and grabbi ng case was di snmi ssed, at the rate of
Rs. 5,000/ - per square yard, when the appellants
thensel ves had admitted in theiraffidavit that the
val ue of the lands in question would be nmore than
Rs. 20, 000 per square yard at the rel evant point of
time. M. Nariman also subnmtted that the H gh Court
had erred in restricting paynent of conpensation
till after the decision in the |and grabbi ng case,
since it had found that the sane had been filed only
as a counter blast to the contenpt petition filed by
the wit petitioner

21. M. Nariman submtted that there was no ground
tointerfere with the findings of the Hi gh Court or
the decision arrived at therein in the contenpt
proceedi ngs, but the conpensation conputed was

liable to be reconsidered in the light of the

adm ssion nmade by the appellants thenselves in G vi
Appeal Nos.2200-01 of 2001.

22 Since this appeal arises out of orders passed
by the Hi gh Court on the contenpt petition filed on
behal f of respondents in Contenpt Application No.
1563 of 1999 and CC No.1819/1999, it would be in the
fitness of things to first of all consider whether
the High Court was justified in holding that the
appel l ants had viol ated the order dated 14.9.1995
passed by the Division Bench in Wit Appeal No.742

of 1989 filed by the Mandal Revenue O fi cer,

Gol conda Mandal , Hyder abad.

23. As has been indicated hereinbefore the
respondents herein challenged the notice dated
20. 6. 1986 issued by the Mandal Revenue O ficer,
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Gol conda Mandal , Hyderabad, under Section 6 of the
A. P. Land Encroachment Act, 1905 and the | earned
si ngl e Judge quashed the same for the reasons

i ndicated in his judgnent and order dated

14.10. 1988.

24, In the Wit Appeal filed by the Mandal Revenue
O ficer, Golconda Mandal, Hyderabad, the Division
Bench of the High Court did not interfere with the

j udgrment and order of the | earned Single Judge upon
hol di ng that the | earned Single Judge had rightly
allowed the wit petition. However, while dismssing
the wit appeal the Division Bench directed the

status quo to be maintained for a period of three
nmonths fromthe date of ‘the order to enable the
Covernment to take appropriate steps in the matter.

25. [t is inrespect of this order that the
contenpt petition was filed and the Division Bench
also arrived at a finding that the appellant herein
had comm tted contenpt of Court by violating the
sai d order.

26. We are unable to-agree with the reasoni ng of
the Division Bench/in the inpugned judgnent in
hol di ng that the appellants had committed contenpt
of the said order dated 14.9.1995. There is no
ambiguity that while the direction to naintain
status quo for three nonths were given on 14.9. 1995,
the contenpt petition was filed only in Cctober
1999. The period for which status quo was directed
to be maintained came to an end on 14.12. 1995 and
there is nothing on record to indicate that the
order of status quo was ever extended. The fact that
construction was going on in theland in question
cane to the knowl edge of the respondents herein on
19.11.1999 when Snt. G Kalavathi (visited the
property and thereafter steps were set in notion for
filing of the contenpt petition. Since there is

not hing to indi cate whether the constructi on work
was being carried on during the period when the
order of status quo was in force and the contenpt
petition was filed al nost four years after the order
of status quo ceased to operate, it is difficult for
us to appreciate as to how the Division Bench of the
Hi gh Court could have found the appellants herein to
have committed contenpt of Court. The findings of
the High Court in respect of the same nmust be held
to be contrary to the materials on record.

27. This now brings us to the other linb of the
order inpugned in these appeals.

28. Fromthe facts as stated hereinabove it is
clear that Ms Hyderabad Industries Limted was in
possession of five different plots of |and, out of
which three plots neasuring 13 acres and 13 guntas
had been purchased by the said conpany. O the
remai ning two plots, the said company was also in
occupation of 10 acres of |and which had been | eased
toit by Sm. G Kalavathi. 1t is also apparent
that the | ands enclosed within the boundary wall of
the guest house of Ms Hyderabad |Industries Linmited
were the lands form ng the subject matter of the
three sale deeds. |In other words, the | and | eased
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to the conpany by Snt. G Kalavathi was part of the
19 acres of land which was the subject matter of the
notice issue by the Mandal Revenue O ficer, Golconda
Mandal , Hyderabad, on 20.6.1986 under Section 6 of
the Andhra Pradesh Land Encroachnent Act, 1905,

whi ch was quashed in Wit Petition No.11714 of 1986
and had been utilised for constructing the

m ni sters’ quarters.

29. From the subm ssions made and al so fromthe
findings in the imugned judgnent it is also clear
that the said 19 acres of |and have al ready been
utilised for construction of mnisters’ quarters and
as rightly pointed out by the H gh Court would
cause great hardship tothe respondents in the event
a direction was givento themto restore the |and
to the respondents.

30. In the other appeal, being Civil Appeal No.2202
of 2001, filed by Sm. G Kalavathi, one of the
guestions raised is whether the Hi gh Court was
justified in directing paynent of conpensation at
the rate of Rs.5000 per square yard subject to the
condition that the same be paid after the

determ nation of the | and grabbing case filed by the
State agai nst the respondents under the provisions
of Andhra Pradesh Land Grabbi ng Provisions Act,

1982. It has been urged by M. Narinan that the
appel l ants had t henselves assessed the val ue of the
l ands in question to be nore than Rs. 20, 000/ - per
square yard in Gound 'S of their Special Leave
Petition filed in 2001 and hence the anpunt deci ded
as conpensation by the Hi gh Court was not
conmensurate with the value assessed by the
appel l ants thensel ves, and should therefore, be

i ncreased.

31. Consi dering the ground realities and the
assessment nmade by the State authorities thensel ves,
there appears to be some substance in M. Nariman' s
subm ssions. W, therefore, allow the appeals in
part and set aside the findings of the Courts bel ow
regardi ng contenpt of Court alleged to have been
conmitted by the appellants herein. W hold that
the appellants are not guilty of contenpt of Court
as has been all eged.

32. We al so direct that the conpensati on awarded by
the Division Bench in the judgnent under appeal

shoul d be suitably increased in view of the

assessment nmade by the State authorities thensel ves.
We accordi ngly, enhance the conpensation awarded by
the Division Bench of the Hi gh Court from Rs.5, 000/ -
per square yard to Rs.15,000/- per square yard. W
nmake it clear that we are not interfering with the

ot her orders and directions given in the inpugned

j udgrment regardi ng paynment of such conpensation

33. The appeal s are disposed of accordingly. There
will be no order as to costs.




