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AND W TH

Cvil Appeal No.7018 of 2005
(@SLP (C) No. 18773 of 2004)

ARUN KUVAR, J.

Leave granted.

These appeal s arise froma comon judgnent of the Hi gh Court. The
contesting parties before the H gh Court filed special |eave petitions in this
Court agai nst the judgnment of the Hi gh Court dated 7th April, 2004. The
speci al |leave petitions filed by the Conpetent Authority are registered as
SLP (Civil) No. 16820 of 2004 while those filed by the National H ghways
Authority of India are SLP (Civil) Nos.17874-75 of '2004. The Wit
Petitioners before the Hi gh Court have also filed a petition which is
nunbered as SLP (Civil) 18773 of 2004. Since-all the petitions arise froma
conmon judgment, they were heard together and are being disposed of by
this judgnent. For sake of conveni ence the land owners are being referred
to as the wit petitioners in this judgnent. The other main parties are the
Conpetent Authority and the National H ghways Authority of India (NHAI)
and they will be referred to as such in the judgment.

The subject matter of these appeals is the conpul sory acquisition of

certain lands belonging to the wit petitioners by the Central Governnent

vide Notification dated 11th June, 1998 under Section 3A of the Nationa

H ghways Act, 1956 (hereinafter referred to as the "Act'). The wit
petitioners chall enged the acquisition of their |Iands on various grounds. =~ The
Di vi sion Bench of the High Court by its inpugned judgnent dated 7th April

2004 di sposed of the wit petition holding the i npugned Notification
regardi ng conpul sory acquisition of land to be bad in llaw. However,

keeping in view the fact that possession of the acquired |land had al ready
been taken by the authorities, the High Court felt that no useful purpose
woul d be served by quashing the Notification. The H gh Court also took

note of the power of the acquiring authority to issue a fresh Notification for
acqui sition of the land which could only | ead to possible increase in the
amount of conpensation payable to the owners. Keeping these aspects in

view it ordered that an additional anmount of conpensation be awarded to the

| and owners. Accordingly, an additional anmount cal cul ated at 30% over and
above the conpensation already deternined was ordered to be paid to the

wit petitioners. The Conpetent authority is aggrieved of the order of the

Hi gh Court holding the Notification regarding the acquisition of the land to
be illegal, while the NHAI is aggrieved of the award of additional 30 per
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cent anmpunt as conpensation to the Wit Petitioners. The owners/wit
petitioners are aggrieved of the Notification not being quashed in spite of
havi ng been decl ared as illegal

The acquisition of land in the present case is under the Nationa
H ghways Act, 1956. The power to acquire land is contained in Section 3A
of the Act. According to sub-section (1 ) where the Central Governnent is
satisfied that for a public purpose, any land is required for the building,
mai nt enance, nanagenent or operation of a national highway or part
thereof, it may, by notification in the Oficial Gazette, declare its intention to
acquire such land. Sub-section (2) provides that every Notification under
sub-section (1) shall give a brief description of the Iand. Under sub-section
(3) the Conmpetent Authority is required to cause the substance of the
notification to be published in two |ocal newspapers, one of which will be in
a vernacul ar | anguage. The inpugned notification in this case is chall enged
on the ground that it does not give a brief description of the land sought to
be conpul sorily acquired. ~There has been [ ot of argument on either side on
this aspect. The Conpetent Authority and the NHAI have supported the
Notification urging that brief description of the Iand contained in the
Notification neets the requirement of the statute while according to the wit
petitioners it is not so. A copy of the inpugned Notification dated 11th June,
1993 has been placed on record. ~As per the Notification, a brief description
of the land sought to be acquired is given in the Appendix to the
Notification. |In order to appreciate the rival contentions it is necessary to
reproduce sonme portions of the Appendi x.
The GAZETTE OF | NDI'A EXTRAORDI NARY
[PART Il \026 SEC. 3 (iii]_

Brief description of land with or w thout
Structure falling within the proposed Ri ght
of way in terms of Sub-Section (2) of
Section 3A of National H ghways Laws
(Amendrent) Act, 1997.
As per Appended \ 026
A

[ No. RW NH 15013/ 31/ 94-PL. ]
A.D. NARAIN, Director GCeneral (Road Devel opnent

& Addl . Secy
APPENDI X \ 026 A to NOTI OFI CATI ON No.
BRI EF DESCRI PTI ON OF PRI VATE LAND W TH W THOUT STRUCTURE
FALLI NG W THI N PROPCSED RI GHT OF WAY OF SECOND VI VEKANANDA
BRI DGE & | TS APPROACHES | N NATI ONAL HI GHWAY \ 026 2, WEST BENGAL.
(Vide Sub-Section (2) of Section 3A of the NH Laws (Amendrment) Act, 1997
Sl. Dag No. Khaitan No. Full Area Land cl assification Acqui sition/ Ali enati
on
No. ad New (Acre) as per BL & LR
pr oposed
Record For
Area (Acre)
1 3 4 5 6
7 8
State \026 West Bengal, District \026 How ah,
Police Station \026 Bally, Muza \026 Bally, J.L. - 14, Sheet \026 2.
1. 1020 1499 0 0. 420 DANGA Par t
0. 0150
2. 1021 1538 0 0. 130 DANGA Par t
0. 0900
3. 1448 7167 0 17. 000 SUNA Par t
2. 7500
4. 1449 7115 0 10. 550 SUNA Part
0. 3800
5. 1659 3446 0 0. 1800 DANGA Par t
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0. 1800
6. 1662 2162 0 0. 070 BASTU Par t
0. 0250
7. 1682 7167 0 6. 250 SHALI Par t
4. 0500
0. 4900

State \026 West Bengal, District \026 How ah,
Police Station \026 Bally, Muza \026 Bally, J.L. \026 14, Sheet \026 4.

1. 2920 7167 0 17. 6500 SUNA Par t 0. 1000
2. 2904 7167 0 0. 4900 DANGA Par t

15

8. 6715

State \ 026 West Bengal, District \026 How ah,
Police Station \026 Bally, Muza \026 Bally, J.L. \026 14, Sheet \026 10.

1. 8602 1990 0 0. 2790 BASTU Par t
;9 8603 1991 0 0. 2080 BASTU Par t

g? 8604 1992 0 0. 0670 UDBASTU Par t
0. 0150

4. 8609 3532 0 0. 0310 BASTU Ful

é? 8610 3532 0 0. 5100 DANGA Ful

g? 8611 3532 0 0.0100 BASTU Ful

99 8612 5373 0 0. 0930 UDBASTU Ful

g? 8613 5373 0 0. 1360 BASTU Ful

g? 8616 7113 0 0. 1560 DANGA Ful

28. 8617 3579 0 0. 0540 DANGA Ful

i?. 8618 3579 0 0. 0240 BASTU Ful

40

9. 4965

The Appendi x contains a long |list of various portions of |ands sought
to be acquired. The list runs into nore than 10 pages in the paper book. W
have chosen to reproduce only a snmall portion of the Appendi x in order to
appreciate the rival contentions of the | earned counsel for the parties.” The
| earned counsel for the wit petitioners submitted that the purpose of giving
a brief description of the land sought to be acquired is that the person whose
land is to be taken away, should at |east know what he is being deprived of.
This becones all the nobre necessary when only a part of the land out of a
bi gger chunk of land is sought to be acquired. A reference to the Tables
form ng part of the Appendi x, which according to the acquiring Authority
contain brief description of the land, will show that under various heads,
only part of bigger chunks of land is being acquired. |If the entire |and
falling in a particular survey is acquired, there cannot be any probl em of
identification of land. But when only a part of land out of larger tract of |and
is sought to be acquired, the question arises which part is going to be
acquired. For instance in the first Table full area of land in Dag No. 1448 at
Serial No.3 is 17 acres as per colum 5. Colum 7 indicates that only a part
of the said 17 acres is being acquired and as per Colum 8, the part which is
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sought to be acquired is 2.7800 acres. This neans out of 17 acres only
2.7800 acres is being acquired. The question will arise as to which side this
part which is sought to be acquired is falling, it could be anywhere on the
northern, southern, western, eastern sides or in the centre. Howis one to
know whi ch part is under acquisition? Simlar position energes with
reference to other serial nunbers where only part of larger chunks of land is
bei ng acqui r ed. Such cases are several when we | ook at the entire Appendi x
and the Tables formng part of it. According to the |earned counsel for the
wit petitioners, the absence of information as to which part of the land is
bei ng acquired makes the description insufficient, rather vague. The owners
are not in a position to identify the |and under acquisition. It also renders it
i mpossi bl e to make cl ai mregardi ng conpensation for the |and under
acqui sition because it is a natter of commbn know edge that in bigger tracts
of land, certain areas on a particular side are nore valuable than the others.
The absence of proper description of land makes it inmpossible to file
obj ection agai nst acquisition. For all these reasons it is argued on behal f of
the | and owners that the statutory requirement of a brief description of |and
is not fulfilled: According to the Wit Petitioners non-conpliance of sub-
section (2) of Section 3A renders the Notification invalid and the sane is
therefore, |'iable to be quashed.

The | earned counsel appearing for the Conpetent Authority as also
the counsel for the NHAI- have  tried to support the Notification. According
to them the requirenent in sub-Section (2) of Section 3A of the Act is only
of giving a brief description of the land. Brief description does not nmean a
conpl ete description. That would not be the intention of the statute. An
acquisition Notification is only required to convey to the persons claimng
interest in the I and about the intention of the Governnent to acquire a
particul ar |and and the description given in the inmpugned Notification neets
that requirement. The |earned counsel appearing for the Competent
Authority had really no answer to the probl em denmonstrated above about
identification of |and where only part of a |arger chunk of |and was being
acquired. Faced with this difficulty and in an effort to ensure that the
i mpugned Notification is upheld, the I'earned counsel appearing for the
Conpetent Authority rai sed various subsidiary issues which according to
himare sufficient to non-suit the Wit Petitioners. They are

(1) Del ay on part of wit petitioners in challenging the Notification
under Section 3A(1);

(2) Failure to file objections under section 3C within twenty one days
as prescribed in sub-section (1);

(3) Applying for conpensation for the acquired land giving full details

of the lands sought to be acquired which shows that |and owners

knew all the details about the |and under acquisition and the

obj ection regardi ng absence of proper description of land sought to
be acquired in the inpugned Notification is not open to them

(4) On failure of the |and owners to file objections under Section 3C
(1), the Conpetent Authority submitted a report to the Centra
CGovernment and the Central CGovernnent issued a declaration that

the I and shoul d be acquired for purposes nentioned in sub-section
(1). On publication of this declaration the |and vests absolutely in
the Central Governnent free fromall encunbrances. As per sub-
section (2) of Section 3D, therefore, |and having vested in the
Central Covernment the acquisition could not be chal I enged;

(5) The Conpetent Authority on vesting of the land in the Centra
CGovernment and on conpensation anount being deposited by the
Conpetent Authority, has taken possession of the |ands, therefore,
the acquisition could not be chall enged;

(6) Lastly, it was submtted that these acquisitions were for very
i mportant public purpose, i.e., construction of National H ghway

and the court should not interfere with the acquisition on nere
technicalities. The |land owners only have a right to conpensation

The quashing of the Notification would only |lead to postponnent

of the date of Notification thereby possibly resulting in increase in
amount of conpensation payable to the |and owners. Therefore, at

best the |l and owners coul d be compensated by giving sone

addi ti onal compensation for their acquired land. The acquisition
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need not be di sturbed.

So far as the question whether the inpugned Notification neets the

requi rement of Section 3A(1) of the Act regarding giving brief description of

| and i s concerned, we have already shown that even though pl ot nunbers of

land in respect of each mpuza are given, different pieces of |land are acquired
either as whole or in part. \Werever the acquisition is of a portion of a

bi gger piece of land, there is no description as to which portion was being
acqui r ed. Unless it is known as to which portion was to be acquired, the
petitioners would be unable to understand the inpact of acquisition or to

rai se any objection about user of the acquired | and for the purposes specified
under the Act or to make a claimfor conpensation. It is settled |aw that
where a statute requires a particular act to be done in a particular manner, the
act has to be done in that manner alone. Every word of the statute has to be
given its due nmeaning. ~1n our view, the inpugned notification fails to neet
the statutory mandate. 1t is vague. The least that is required in such cases is
that the acquisition notification should let the person whose land is sought to
be acquired know what he is going to | ose. The inpugned notification in

this case is, therefore, not in accordance with the |aw

Wil e dealing w th the question of brief description of land in the

acqui sition notifications, reference was nmade to sone judgments of this

Court where acquisition Notifications under Section 4 of the Land

Acqui sition Act had come up for consideration on account of chall enge

bei ng | evel ed on ground of vagueness of the Notifications. In npbst of these
cases, Plan of the /area under acquisition was nmade part of the notifications
to show that the requirenent of description of |land was net. This lead us to
i nquire whether there was any site plan forming part of the inpugned
Notification.

The availability of ‘a Plan woul d have nmade all the difference. If there

is a Plan, the area under acquisition becones identifiable inmediately. The
guestion whether the inpugned Notification nmeets the requirenent of brief
description of Iand under Section 3A(2) goes to the root of the natter. The

H gh Court rightly observed : "\005.it is just not possible to proceed to
determ ne the necessity of acquisition of a particular plot of |and w thout
preparation of a proper Plan."™ The Appendix to the imnmpugned Notification
shows that in many cases small parts of |arger chunks of |and have been
notified for acquisition. Thisis not possible without preparing a Plan. But
where is the Plan? The Notification in question nmakes no reference to any
Plan. CQur attention was drawn to avernents in pleadings by Wit Petitioners
and replies thereto of the acquiring authority. The Wit Petitioners have

pl eaded that there was no Plan. Replies are vague and by way of rolled up
answers. There is no specific reply. It is obvious that there was no Plan and
therefore none was referred to in pl eadings nor any thing was produced

before Court at the hearing. Learned counsel for the Conpetent Authority
tried to submit before us that there was a Plan at thetine of issue of the
notification and the Wit Petitioners ought to have inspected it if they so
desired. He further submtted that the Plan was produced before the Hi gh
Court. We find that both these subm ssions are not sustainable as they are
not correct. A reference to the inpugned Notification shows that there is no
nention of any Plan. Wthout this how can anybody know that there was a

Pl an which could be inspected and i nspected where? W are inclined to

accept that there was no Pl an acconpanyi ng the inpugned Notification

During the course of hearing we were shown a Plan which we are unable to

link with the inpugned Notification. This was a 1996 P.WD.Plan. The

P.WD. is a departnent of the State Government. The inpugned Notification

is by the Central Government. The NHAI is established under a Central Act.

The Conpetent Authority under Section 3 of the Act is appointed by the

Central CGovernment. Therefore, this State Governnent Plan of 1996 (the

i mpugned Notification is of 1998) is of no assistance. The inmpugned

judgrment of the Hi gh Court enphasises the need for a Plan. It is clear from
the judgnent of the High Court that no Plan was produced before it. The
absence of any reference to a Plan in the inpugned Notification and in fact
non-availability of any Plan linked to the Notification, fortifies the argunent
that the description of the |and under acquisition in the inpugned
Notification fails to nmeet the | egal requirenent of a brief description of the
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| and which renders the Notification invalid.

The absence of plan also renders the right to file objections under

Section 3C(1) nugatory. In the absence of a Plan, it is inmpossible to
ascertain or know which part of acquired | and was to be used and i n what
manner. Wthout this know edge no objections regarding use of |and could

be filed. Since the objection regarding use of the | and had been given up by
the wit petitioners, we need not go any further in this aspect. W would,
however, like to add that unlike Section 5A of the Land Acquisition
Act, 1894 which confers a general right to object to acquisition of |and under
Section 4 of the said Act, Section 3C(1l) of the National H ghways Act gives
avery limted right to object. The objection can be only to the use of the

| and under acquisition for purposes other than those under sub-section

3A(1). The Act confers no right to object to acquisition as such. This
answers the argunment advanced by the |earned counsel for the NHAI that
failure to file objections disentitles Wit Petitioners to object to the

acqui sition. The Act confers no general right to object, therefore, failure to
obj ect becones irrelevant. The learned counsel relied on the judgnent of
this court in-Del hi Adm nistration vs. Qurdip Singh Uban & Qthers

[(1999) 7 SCC 44]). In our view, this judgnent has no application in the
facts of the present case where right to object is a very limted right. The
case cited is a case under the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 which confers a
general right to object to acquisition of |and under Section 5A. Failure to
exercise that right could be said to be acqui escence. The National H ghways
Act confers no such right. Under this Act there is no right to object to
acqui sition of land except on the question of its user. Therefore, the present
obj ection has to be decided independently of the right to file objections. De
hors the right to file objection, thevalidity of the Notification has to be
considered. Failure to file objection to the notification under Section 3C
therefore, cannot non-suit the Wit Petitioners in this case.

The | earned counsel supporting the acquisition submtted that the

delay in filing the Wit Petition is fatal tothe case of land owners. It is true
that 11th June, 1998 Notificati on was chal l'enged only in Septenber, 2001 by
filing the Wit Petition. But if the Notification violates the very statute from

which it derives its force, will delay in challenging it clothe it with
legitimcy? The Act requires the Notification to be issued in a particul ar
manner with brief particulars of l'and being acquired. The Notification in

this case fails to neet this requirement. W have 'held it to be bad in law. It
has no legs to stand. The conduct of the opposite party cannot be used to
make it stand. Mdreover, the Wit Petitioners have expl ai ned'the reasons for
the delay in filing the Wit Petition. . The Conmpany whi ch owns the |ands

had been de-registered. It is a Conpany registered in the UK |t had to be
revived. Revival cane in md-2001 whereafter the action was taken. Thus
we find no nerit in the argunment about delay in challenging the Notification
rendering the challenge liable to be rejected.

Conming to the point regarding filing of claimfor conpensation on

behal f of the Conpany by its General Manager w th conplete details of the

| and under acquisition, we nust note that at the relevant tine in 1998 and
thereafter till 2001, the Wit Petitioner Conpany had no existence. n
account of demands of workers of the factory and to neet other statutory
denmands, a committee was appointed by the H gh Court in the w nding up
proceedi ngs pending before it to run the factory. The claimfor conpensation
was filed by somebody as the General Manager of the Conpany. /'He had no
authority to do so. The commttee had to manage only the factory and had
nothing to do with ownership issues. So far as details of |and under
acquisition contained in the claimis concerned, it is based on nateria
contained in the inpugned Notification and the Appendix. Filing of such a
cl ai m by somebody who had no authority to do so, cannot deprive the

owners of their right to challenge the acquisition of the |ands owned by the
Conpany. Therefore, neither delay in filing the Wit Petition nor filing of
claimfor conpensation can stand in the way of the Wit Petitioners in
seeking relief in these proceedings.

About the argunment based on vesting of the land in the Centra
CGovernment, it is to be seen that if the initial Notification is bad, all steps
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taken in pursuance thereof will fall with it. Vesting under Section 3D(2)
arises on a declaration by the Central Governnent under Section 3D(1).The
declaration is the result of disposal of objections under Section 3C. Each
step is a consequence of earlier step and in that sense all the steps are |inked
toinitial Notification for acquisition under Section 3A(1l) and (2). This
initial Notification has been held to be not in accordance with law. \Wen

the foundation goes rest of the edifice falls. The invalid Notification under
Section 3(A) renders all subsequent steps invalid. Therefore, vesting of |and
in the Central Governnent in the present case cannot be said to be |awfu

and it does not advance the case of the Conpetent Authority or the NHAI

Taki ng possession of the land is yet another step in the sane sequence and is
again subject to the initial Notification being held valid. The initia
Notification having been invalidated, there can be no legal or valid vesting
of land in the favour of the Central Governnent.

The aspect of possession of l'and havi ng been taken by the Conpetent

Aut hority, is an inportant issue for consideration in this case. Vesting of
land inthe Central Governnment has been held to be not in accordance with

the law. /'The other statutory requirenent which needs to be conplied before
taki ng possession is deposit of conpensation. Under Section 3E(1)

possessi on_can be taken only after the |and vests in the Central Governnent
and the anount determnmi ned by the Conpetent Authority as compensation

under Section 3G has been deposited under sub-section (1) of Section 3H

In the present case in view of an order dated 3rd April, 2002 passed by the

Hi gh Court final conpensation could not be determ ned by the conpetent
Authority. Therefore, there could not be a valid deposit of anmount finally
determ ned as required under Section 3E(1) of the Act, which neans the
possessi on coul d not have been taken. But the fact is that possession was
taken on 19th February, 2003 on deposit of provisional anount of

conpensation. The NHAI -had in fact applied for perm ssion of court to take
possessi on of the | and under acquisition. But without any order being passed
on that application, it hastened to take possession after giving only one day’s
noti ce when the Act requires 60 days notice. Mreover;, the possession is to
be taken through the Conmi ssioner of Police or the Collector. This was not
done. Neither of the three statutory requirenments for taking possession were
fulfilled. Thus taking of possession of the lands in the present case is in tota
violation of the statutory provisions. The |earned counsel for the acquiring
authority submits that possession was taken on basi's of oral observations of
the court. This is a totally misconceived plea. ~ Court orders are always in
bl ack and white. Oral orders are never passed. Myreover, this plea is wong
because the Division Bench observed inits order dated 27th Mrch, 2003 t hat

it never dealt with question of possession. The result is that taking
possessi on of the |and sought to be acquired cannot be said to be in
accordance with lawin this case and does not inprove natters for the

NHAI .

At this stage we would like to note that the learned counsel appearing

for the wit petitioners nade reference to a publication in the nature of a
brochure issued by the West Bengal CGovernnment wherein it is nentioned

that notel s/shops/petrol punps etc. will also come up-in the area where the
acquired land is situate. On this basis it was sought to be argued that such
use of the acquired |and would be contrary to the use nentioned in Section

3A of the Act and, therefore, is not permissible. There was |ot of
controversy on this aspect between the parties particularly, on the ground
that this plea was being taken at this bel ated stage when the respondents had
no opportunity to give a proper reply thereto. W have nentioned this only
for the reason that the issue has come up during the course of hearing. W
do not consider it necessary to go into this aspect, in view of the fact that we
have held in this judgnment that the basic acquisition notification itself is not
in accordance with | aw

Havi ng held that the inpugned notification regarding acquisition of

land is invalid because it fails to neet the statutory requirenents and al so
havi ng found that taking possession of the land of the wit petitioners in the
present case in pursuance of the said notification was not in accordance with
law, the question arises as to what relief can be granted to the petitioners.
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The High Court rightly observed that the acquisition of land in the present
case was for a project of great national inportance, i.e. the construction of a
nati onal hi ghway. The construction of national highway on the acquired

| and has al ready been conmpleted as informed to us during the course of

hearing. No useful purpose will be served by quashing the inpugned
notification at this stage. W cannot be unm ndful of the |egal position that
the acquiring authority can always issue a fresh notification for acquisition
of the land in the event of the inpugned notification being quashed. The
consequence of this will only be that keeping in viewthe rising trend in
prices of land, the anmpbunt of conpensation payable to the | and owners nay

be nmore. Therefore, the ultimte question will be about the quantum of
conpensati on payable to the I and owners. Quashing of the notification at

this stage will give rise to several difficulties and practical problens.

Bal ancing the rights of the petitioners as against the problens involved in
qgquashi ng the inpugned notification, we are of the view that a better course
will be to conpensate the land owners, that is, wit petitioners appropriately
for what they have been deprived of. Interests of justice persuade us to
adopt this course of action.

Normal |y, —conpensation is determ ned as per the market price of |and

on the date of issuance of the notification regarding acquisition of |and.
There are precedents by way of judgnents of this Court where in simlar
situations instead of quashing the inmpugned notification, this Court shifted
the date of the notification so that the |land owners are adequately
conpensated. Reference nay be nade to:

(a) Yjain Vikas Pradhi karan v. Rajkumar Johri. and others [1992 (1) SCC 328]
(b) Gauri Shankar Gaur & Ors. v. State of UP & Ors. [1994 (1) SCC 92]
(c) Haji Saeed Khan & Ors. v. State of UP & Os. [2001 (9) SCC 513]

In that direction the next step is what should be the crucial date in the facts
of the present case for determ ning the quantum of conmpensation. W fee

that the relevant date in the present case ought to be the date when
possession of the |land was taken by the respondents fromthe wit

petitioners. This date admttedly i's 19th February, 2003. W, therefore,
direct that conpensation payable to the wit petitioners be determ ned as on
19th February, 2003, the date on which they were deprived of possession of
their lands. W do not quash the inmpugned notification in order not to

di sturb what has already taken place by way of use of the acquired | and for
construction of the national highway. W direct that the conpensation for

the acquired | and be determ ned as on 19t h February, 2003 expeditiously and
within ten weeks fromtoday and the anpbunt of conpensation so

determ ned, be paid to the wit petitioners after adjusting the anount already
pai d by way of conmpensation within eight weeks thereafter. The clai mof

i nterest on the amount of conpensation so deternined is to be decided in
accordance with |law by the appropriate authority. ~ W express no opinion

about other statutory rights, if any, available to the parties in this behalf and
the parties will be free to exercise the sane, if available. The conpensation
as determined by us under this order along with other benefits, which the
respondents give to parties whose |ands are acquired under the Act should be
given to the Wit Petitioners along with what has been directed by us in this
j udgrent .

Accordingly appeals filed by the Conpetent Authority (arising out of
SLP (C) No. 16820 of 2004) and the National H ghways Authority of India
(arising out of SLP (C) Nos.17874-17875 of 2004 are hereby disnissed
whil e the appeal filed by R dh Karan Rakecha & Anr. (arising out of SLP(C)
No. 18773 of 2004) is allowed in terns of the above judgnent. There shal
be no order as to costs.




