Before

UTTARAKHAND ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Petition No. 26 of 2020

In the matter of:

Revision of Order dated 23.07.2020 passed by the District Magistrate, Haridwar, deciding
Khasra No. 44 situated at Village Dheer Majara, Ahatmaal, Tehsil Bhagwanpur as the land
belonging to Gram Sabha and payment of compensation of Rs. 1,91,325 to the Gram Sabha.

In the matter of:

1.
2.

Shri Chandra Kiran S/ o Shri Jagpal Singh
Shri Jagpal Singh S/ o Late Shri Malhu Ram

... Petitioner(s)

AND

In the matter of:

1.

2.
3.

The Executive Engineer, Power Transmission Corporation of Uttarakhand Ltd.,
220 kV Line Piran Kaliyar, Office, 26, Civil Line, Roorkee-247667

The District Magistrate, Haridwar-249401

Gram Pradhan, Gram Sabha, Hallu Majra, Tehsil Bhagwanpur,

District Haridwar
... Respondent(s)

Coram

Shri D.P. Gairola, Member (Law)
Shri M.K.Jain, Member (Technical)

Date of Hearing November 10, 2020
Date of Order: December 01, 2020
ORDER

The Revisionists have preferred the present revision under Rule 3 of the Works
of Licensee Rules 2006 (hereinafter referred to as “the 2006 Rules”) against the revision
of order dated 23.07.2020 passed by the District Magistrate, Haridwar (hereinafter
referred to as “the Respondent No. 2”7 or “District Magistrate”) by which the learned

District Magistrate awarded a sum of Rs. 1,91,325/- for damage to trees by Power
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Transmission Corporation of Uttarakhand (hereinafter referred to as “PTCUL” or

“Licensee”) for undertaking works under the Electricity Act, 2003.

2.  Background

21

2.2

2.3

24

A Revision Petition dated 22.09.2020 was filed by Sh. Chandra Kiran & Ors.
(hereinafter referred to as “the Revisionists” or “the Petitioners”) under Rule 3 of
the Works of Licensee Rules 2006 against the order dated 23.07.2020 passed by the
District Magistrate, Haridwar, in the matter of payment of compensation of Rs.
1,91,325/- to the Petitioners for damage to trees by Power Transmission
Corporation of Uttarakhand for laying of LILO of 132 kV Bhagwanpur-Chudiyala

transmission line at 220 kV Pirankaliyar S/s.

The Licensee is a Power Transmission Company authorized to undertake power
transmission business in Uttarakhand under the provisions of the Electricity Act,
2003. The Licensee is installing a 220/132 kV sub-station at Piran Kaliyar (Imlikhera)
and is laying a 9.5 kilometer LILO of 132 kV Bhagwanpur-Chudiyala transmission
line at 220 kV Pirankaliyar S/s and accordingly, has proposed to install 32 towers

for the same.

The Petitioners in their Petition have submitted that the proposed 132 kV LILO line
is passing over their land, having Khasra No. 305/12, 305/13 and Khasra No. 44
situated in revenue village Dheer Majra, Ahatmaal, Tehsil Bhagwanpur which is an
agricultural land for which they are entitled for payment of compensation and

yearly rent.

In the matter, the Petitioners earlier had approached the Hon’ble High Court of
Uttarakhand seeking compensation from the Licensee for the use of their land by
the Licensee under Writ Petition no. 1244 of 2018 which was dismissed by the
Hon’ble Court vide order dated 10.04.2019 on the ground that provisions of Indian
Telegraph Act, 1885 (The Telegraph Act) are applicable and thus Revisionists
should approach appropriate forum as provided under Section 16 (3) of the
Telegraph Act. However, the Petitioners filed Special Appeal no. 568 of 2019 before
the Division Bench of the Hon’ble Court on the ground that since the enactment of
Electricity Act, 2003 the provisions of the said Act shall prevail under which the
Works of Licensees Rules, 2006 have been enacted. The said special appeal was also

dismissed by the Hon'ble Court holding that the Petitioners are free to avail such
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25

2.6

2.7

2.8

29

2.10

other remedies as are available to them in law. Thereafter, the Petitioners
approached the District Magistrate, Haridwar and filed the matter before him on
15.07.2019.

The District Magistrate vide order dated 23.07.2020 disposed the matter deciding a
compensation of Rs. 1,91,325/-against the affected 472 trees in the name of Gram

Sabha, Dheer Majra, Post Hallu Majra, Tehsil Bhagwanpur, District Haridwar.

The Petitioners on not being satisfied with the order of the District Magistrate have
preferred present revision against the order of the District Magistrate, requesting
the Commission to quash the aforesaid order of the District Magistrate and direct
the Licensee to pay compensation for proposed cutting of trees and losses to the
tune of Rs. 50 lakh and a yearly rent at the rate of Rs. 1 lakh per annum for future

losses due to establishment of overhead Electricity Transmission line.

Accordingly, the Commission on receiving the Revision Petition decided to hear the
matter on admissibility on 27.10.2020. Meanwhile, the Licensee vide letter dated
22.10.2020 and District Magistrate, Haridwar vide letter dated 22.10.2020 submitted
their comments on admissibility, thereby, requesting the Commission to dismiss the

Petition on admissibility.

On the said date of hearing i.e. 27.10.2020, the Commission heard the parties and
decided to admit the Petition vide daily order dated 27.10.2020. Further, the
Commission vide the aforesaid order dated 27.10.2020, directed the Respondent to
file a reply on merits by 03.11.2020 with an advance copy to the Petitioners who

were given liberty to file rejoinder, if any, by 09.11.2020 before the Commission.

Thereafter, the Commission decided to schedule a hearing on merits in the matter
on 10.11.2020 and informed the parties about the said hearing vide letter dated
28.10.2020. Meanwhile, the Licensee vide letter dated 02.11.2020 submitted its

comments on merits in the matter.

On the scheduled date of hearing, the Commission heard the learned Counsels for

the Parties at length and perused records.

Submissions by the Revisionists

3.1

The Revisionists vide their Petition have submitted that:
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3.2

3.3

34

3.5

“...the Revisionist belongs to Schedule cast and the father of Revisionist No. 2 was
granted Asami Patta of land bearing Khasra No. 305/12, 305/13 and Khasra No. 44
situated in revenue village Dheer Majra, Ahatmaal, Tehsil Bhagwanpur as such as regard
to Khasra No. 305/12, 305/13 proceedings against cancellation of said Asami patta are
filed and pending and as regard to Khasra No. 44 area 0.3380 is concern it was never
cancelled nor any proceedings for cancellation are pending although after death of Malhu
Ram Revisionists are in possession and have grown trees for agricultural purposes
(Popular and Eucalyptus trees as farming and other trees) and the land used for

agricultural purpose having popular and other trees standing bye at the said plot.”
In continuation to the above, the Revisionists have submitted that:

“.. father of revisionist No. 2 was granted Asami Patta of Khasra No. 305/12 and 305/13
as such the other Khasra No. 44 is also entered in same khatauni and as proceedings for
cancellation of Asami Patta was initiated in 2000 and vide General order dated
14.02.2001 asami patta were cancelled through a list annexed with said order and name
of the father of revisionist No. 2 appears at serial no 235 and the same is only as regard
to Khasra No. 305/12 and 305/13 is concern and these two allotments were cancelled
although in khatauni entry was made in respect of total area wrongly, although there

being n order on record which can suggest that Khasra No. 44 is ever cancelled.”

Further, the Revisionists have submitted that the District Magistrate without having
jurisdiction passed an illegal order and directed to cut down the trees belonging to
the Revisionists and are called for being auctioned publicly and further the amount

shall be paid to Respondent No. 3 which is patently illegal.

Further, the Revisionists have submitted that the Licensee started working on laying
of the LILO line without the consent of the Revisionists and was illegally trying to
lay down the said transmission line without payment of compensation, yearly rent,

future damages etc. to them.

With regard to the impugned order of the District Magistrate, the Revisionist has
submitted that:

“...the District Magistrate, Haridwar heard the matter on 23.07.2020 and passed an
illegal order whereby after looking into the khatauni passed an order that the patta/lease
as regard to Khasra No. 44 is concern stand cancelled and thus revisionists are not

entitled for any compensation or claim and thus counted 472 trees and as per the market

Page 4 of 16



3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

value directed to pay Rs. 1,91,325/- to Gram Sabha and the trees shall be fallen down and
shall be sold in auction and the amount received in auction shall be kept in account of

Gram Sabha.”

Further, the Revisionists have submitted that on 06.10.2017, an inspection at the plot
of Revisionists was made by the Licensee and as per the said spot inspection, there
were 604 trees of various varieties standing. In-case, rate list as prevalent in year
2013 is applied, the cost of compensation for trees only comes to Rs. 32,62,500/ - and
thus order dated 23.07.2020 is liable to be quashed and the Revisionists are entitled

for minimum rates as prevalent in the year 2013.

Further, the Revisionists have submitted that the order passed by the District
Magistrate is illegal as the District Magistrate has not allowed a yearly rent for the
future losses due to the laying of the said LILO line and the compensation awarded
for trees is also not in accordance with previous order dated 15.10.2013 passed by

the District Magistrate in the matter of Power Gird Corporation of India Limited.

Furthermore, the Revisionists have submitted that the Works of Licensee Rules 2006
have provided for yearly rent also for the use of land of the occupier as such after
installation of LILO line, the land cannot be used for any other purposes except for

cultivating low height crops. Therefore, yearly rent be provided to the Revisionists.

The Revisionists averred that while considering the matter, the District Magistrate
has considered the provisions of the Telegraph Act and the same is not applicable
since the enactment of the Electricity Act, 2003. Under Section 176(2)(e) and Section
67(2) of the Electricity Act, 2003, the Works of Licensee Rules 2006 have been framed
and Rule 3 of the same provides the manner and way as regard to the compensation
is to be paid to the owner of building or land for laying any overhead line and

yearly rent which can be termed as compensation for future losses.

The Petitioners submitted that the District Magistrate has completely ignored the
fact that the land cannot not be used for any purpose in future due to passing of the
overhead transmission line and thus, is entitled for yearly rent which is completely

ignored in the impugned order of the District Magistrate.

Further, the Revisionists have requested that the impugned order of the District

Magistrate be set aside to the extent that the Licensee be directed to pay
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compensation to the tune of Rs. 50 lakh and a yearly rent at the rate of Rs. 1 lakh per

annum for future losses due to establishment of the said transmission line.

4. Submissions by the Respondents

41

4.2

4.3

44

In reply to the submissions made by the Revisionists, the Licensee has submitted

that:

“The learned Magistrate has not finally decided the issue of ownership as has been
suggested by the petitioner, from the reply submitted by the respondent No. 2 it is clear
from para 14 of the reply submitted by learned District magistrate before the Hon'ble
Commission that the case regarding the cancellation of the Assami Patta in favour of the
father of the petitioners is pending before the Assistant Collector 1st class Roorkee, it is
pertinent to mention here that the learned magistrate has vide his impugned order only
directed the amount of compensation determined to be deposited in the account of Gram

Sabha, and petitioner if becomes successful in the title suit, can receive the same.”

Further, the Licensee has submitted that the District Magistrate under Works of
Licensee Rule, 2006 is required to see the ownership or lawful occupancy and has
accordingly, given a finding in the case which can not be disturbed in the present

Revision Petition. Further, Licensee has submitted that:

“It is humbly submitted, the revenue authorities have an exclusive jurisdiction as per
section 331 of UPZA & LR Act 1950 with regard to the matter mentioned in column 3
of the Schedule II of the Act other than authority mentioned in Column 2 of the said
schedule. It is pertinent to mention that collector of the district has authority to evict a

person from the land of public utility as per section 212 of the Act.”

In continuation to the above, Licensee has submitted that from the records it appears
that Petitioner is claiming a Asami Patta, however, there is no record to show that
the Petitioners were granted the Patta. Even otherwise, duration of the lease cannot
be more than 5 years, hence, the occupancy of the land by Petitioners is unlawful

and liable for eviction.

Further the Licensee has submitted that the land belongs to Gram Sabha and that
there is no evidence to show that the trees were planted by the Petitioners or their
ancestors. The right if any, of the Petitioners, on the land was only for a limited
period and now the same vests with the Gram Sabha. The question of title of the

Petitioners cannot be decided in the present proceedings.
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

Referring to the impugned order of the District Magistrate, the Licensee has

submitted that:

“That it is evident from the petition that the report of the committee constituted by the
District Magistrate vide his order dated 19.06.2020 has given a detailed analysis for
computing the compensation, the composition of the committee itself shows that the best
possible officers of concerned departments were deputed for the task, the documents
prepared by the committee were even signed by one of the petitioner, further the said
report was not challenged nor any objections against the same were filed. The report was
accepted and has attained finality, even otherwise in the petition the grounds of revision

are only as has been mentioned above.”

With regard to the determination of the compensation by the District Magistrate,
Licensee has submitted that the District Magistrate should have granted
compensation as per the rates which are available as per the list of the forest
department prepared in the year 2012. District Magistrate on his own deemed it just
to grant compensation for tree cutting as per the present market value and
accordingly, granted compensation which is higher than the rate permissible as per

the aforesaid list.

The Petitioners submitted that it was the Petitioners only who had requested the
District Magistrate to allow them compensation as per prevalent rates of the forest
and horticulture department. That there was no objection raised by the Petitioners
on the findings of the committee constituted by the District Magistrate which has

now become final.

That from the Petition it can be observed that the order dated 15.10.2013 passed by
District Magistrate, Haridwar shows that even in the matter of Power Grid
Corporation Ltd.(PGCIL), the compensation was to be given as per the assessment
done by the officers of the Forest, Agriculture and Horticulture Departments as per
the notified Government list dated 16.05.2012. The compensation was to be granted
as per the highest rate permissible in the list for the various categories of trees
provided therein. However, from the minutes of meeting dated 02.12.2014 held
between officials of PGCIL and the affected farmers, it can be seen that the
determination of the compensation by PGCIL is not in the light of the order of the

District Magistrate but only for resolving the dispute amicably. The minutes of the
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49

said amicable settlement nowhere mention that the compensation is being given as
per the order of the District Magistrate. Therefore, reliance on the said order of the

District Magistrate dated 15.10.2013 is irrelevant.

That the order dated 15.10.2013 and the order dated 03.08.2010 of the Hon’ble
Allahabad High Court annexed with the Revision Petition are not at all relevant
after the notification of the guidelines dated 15.10.2015 by the Government of India,
Ministry of Power, for determination of compensation in regard to right of way for
laying Transmission lines. The said guidelines have been adopted by PTCUL and
the same reads as:

£“

i) Compensation @85% of land value as determined by District Magistrate or any other
authority base on Circle rate/Guideline value/Stamp Act rates for tower base area
(between four legs) impacted severely due to installation of tower/paylon structure.

ii) Compensation towards diminution of land value in the width of Right of Way (RoW)
Corridor due to laying of transmission line and imposing certain restriction would be
decided by the States as per categorization/type of land in different places of States,
subject to a maximum of 15% of land value as determined based on Circle
rate/Guideline value Stamp Act rates;

As can be seen these guidelines not only lay down criteria for determination of

compensation in case where the land utilization is severely affected and the land becomes
almost completely utilizable, but also in cases where there is diminution of land value, the
report of the committee and the comments of various stake holders have also been published,
from the background mentioned in the report of the committee the purpose why it was
necessitated has also been mention, which shows that how compensation earlier by various
authorities were settled differently and why it was necessary to lay down lies together with

the relevant law under which the compensation was determined.”

410 The Petitioners are assuming and considering that the construction of LILO line is

for the purpose of making gains, and therefore, expecting handsome amount so as
to encash the opportunity without even realizing that this act of the Petitioner is
causing huge loss to the Licensee and eventually to the State and its consumers. The

Petitioners on one pretext or the another are obstructing cutting of trees, because of
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which the stringing of the conductor between five towers out of total 32 towers is

held up.

411 That it is humbly submitted that:

“...the Learned Magistrate has as per the mandate of the Act already granted permission
as required under Section 67(2) and also the permission of the Government under Section
68 of the Electricity Act was obtained. The Petitioner has no authority to obstruct the
construction of line or in removal of trees causing hindrance, the act of the Petitioner is
punishable, the Hon'ble Commission has been conferred with powers to penalize the
defaulting party, we request the Hon’ble Commission to take stern action against the
Petitioner so that recurrence of such instances in the construction of transmission lines
can be minimized and necessary direction be issued so that the work of the line is

completed at the earliest.”

412 That for the Commission to exercise revisional jurisdiction, the Petitioners have to

point out any jurisdictional error committed by the District Magistrate. However,

the Petitioners have failed to do so in their Petition.

5. Commission’s observations, views & decision

51

The instant matter in hand is filed under the Revisional jurisdiction of the
Commission, whereby, the Commission is requested by the Revisionists to revise
the impugned order dated 23.07.2020 of the District Magistrate, Haridwar. The said
Revision jurisdiction of the Commission is requested under Rule 3 of the Works of
Licensee Rules, 2006. However, the said Rules are prescribed by the Central
Government under Section 67 (2) of the Electricity Act, 2003 and not by the
Uttarakhand Government which is the appropriate Government in the present case
to may have prescribed the Rules. Since, in absence of Rules prescribed by the State
Government, Section 12 to Section 18 of the Indian Electricity Act, 1910 are
applicable as stated in Section 185 (2) (b) of the 2003 Act. The said Section reads as;

“(b) the provisions contained in sections 12 to 18 of the Indian Electricity Act, 1910 and
rules made thereunder shall have effect until the rules under section 67 to 69 of this Act are

made;.”

Therefore, the present Revision is being exercised under the aforesaid prevailing

provisions of the Indian Electricity Act, 1910.
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5.2 The exercise of Revision jurisdiction has been provided under Section 115 of the

5.3

Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, (CPC) and therefore, it is imperative that the instant
matter be examined within the scope & essentials of Revision provided under

Section 115 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, (CPC) which stipulates that:

“(1)] The High Court may call for the record of any case which has been decided by any
Court subordinate to such High Court and in which no appeal lies thereto, and if such

subordinate Court appears
(a) to have exercised a jurisdiction not vested in it by law, or
(b) to have failed to exercise a jurisdiction so vested, or

(c) to have acted in the exercise of its jurisdiction illegally or with material

irregularity, the High Court may make such order in the case as it thinks fit:”

Therefore, the submissions of the parties are strictly being dealt and examined

within the scope and ambit of Section 115 of the CPC.

It is observed from the order of the District Magistrate that, while proceeding with
the matter before it, the District Magistrate had given an opportunity to the
Revisionists and the Licensee to file their submissions before him. The District
Magistrate while examining the dispute before it, had taken the submissions of the
Revisionists and the Licensee on record on dated 19.09.2019 and 03.09.2019
respectively. Thereafter, the District Magistrate heard the parties on 19.06.2020. It is
observed from the impugned order that the Revisionists had requested before the
District Magistrate to provide them compensation at the prevailing rates list of the
Forest and Horticulture Department. The District Magistrate considering that the
latest rate list of the Forest and Horticulture Department was for the year 2012 and
has not been revised till date, thought it wise to provide compensation for the
affected trees to the Petitioners at the prevailing rates, and accordingly, vide its
order dated 19.06.2020 constituted a committee for assessing the value of the
affected trees. The committee submitted its conclusive report on 03.07.2020. It was
through the said report of the committee dated 03.07.2020, it was brought to the
notice of the District Magistrate that Khasra No. 305/12 and 305/13 are not affected
by the aforesaid LILO Line as the same is not passing over these plots. With regard
to Khasra No. 44, it was informed that the said Khasra No. is registered in the name

of Gram Sabha, Village Dheer Majara, Post Hallu Majara, Tehsil Bhagwanpur.
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Examining the Report submitted by the Committee the District Magistrate gave the
impugned order. Relevant extract of the impugned order which inter alia entails the

observation on the report of the committee is reproduced hereunder;

“ g H el @l ferfaa aor Gifgd wed qIfeaer fd S &7 AV FSTT [T AT/
FIRITIT EIFT [3771% 19.09.2019 &I HERWT @qd d 3lad Sfieta qfeer 13 T a1
FIaardt GIRT 1371 03.09.2019 &1 HERT HYT 4 Sl fHeled qrfeaer &3 73/

T ¥ [a7iF 19.06.2020 P Y&l B AT TIT/ T H TG HEI-2 F GIVT I& HT
17 77 [3F FIGardT &RT a7 [GHTT GIT a—2012 &1 SITEIFEN 9s] &7 Faiaar a7
T ¥&T & Ol & 957 BH & 7T O veIBIY 78] &/ JIRITYT Bl US| BT GIIIT aaHT
4 g [T g FErar 19T @ G [FE @ SR 179 ST UY §of [@ar A7)
glaqrsl @ SifEeddr g7 97 1G9 §IRT a9—2012 [FERaT av & sl &7 Faaa a4
@I gY §o7 1397 T/

gre yFIge H 14 gEl @l G @ SURIT YFEe] BT a7 TIT | gHEad] g
YT HIIITT BY FUTNT TAIfEIEN], wed! ST a7 FHIT Wbl GINT 397 U [S71%
26032016 @& &IRT G [F91T GIRT q8—2012 ¥ Falerd 13M49=7 Fomiid & el & SJraare
SIFIAT &V T G 1 SIAGIT & YUY Giaara) g GTaer eI &
Tg &/ qv-2012 W TV-2020 TF SFT JFAT &5 HAIHT {A Bl GRIIIT T8
[T TIT| G 134T GRT 9 2020 SIFGIAT &%/ GAIBT Gl H givadT &I wridd
o7/ J&T GV I8 oo & 5 OaT Big VT JRe & & 5 a7 39T FIvT [Reia
ST &%/ qoIHT G B SN GV gell & Gl @l TR [ iy |

qIF FoTIT JHEYT H THIRIT GINT GY—2012 & G&l Bl ST ¥l qodidmT qel d
FIg GRadT &1 [T TIT Taid Gell & HIABY BT [FEINTT aaFrT d 1Far S 8/ a7
134T @1 SIgElT &% HeIbT Gl & SIARTT 7 [ 13417 @1 US] P FoiHTP
T H Blg Gl ! 78] & [ored SN Uy GHIIad el & HladY & [FERT &
fory &Y GIVT ST QI 19.06.2020 & GIRT GIGITOT @] PIT YIF @Iy weey 257 &evT

TRV 305,12, 305,13, 44 RIT T1H EfIvdarv], Gei=T g Tewic? HIarTyy, [o7ell ERGIRT
4 @s Ul @& FIIge & JoFiBT [ I 8 1— FHINT aANEHI, a7 FHr, ERETY
P IV F TAT BT, 2—FHRNT FFIT ggEE, R B SIN H AT BT,
3— SIEEI] ST f[9cgel, wsdl d 4—TEVHIIGIY YIGITYY HAG BT ST P,
AT | JYET B TE [ T U] Bl JoAIHT ST AT H [&T# 26.06.2020
TP FYGTT BT GIATT B | Il THT B ANSTIITH! 3% 517 &G T [9=/9rT a1
T TIST HIBIT GIRT S9H GYFT FIIbT el ST [@71% 03.07.2020 P 1T
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4 QYcTEl HYIE g il YFIGA] GV SUTE &/ FFT WA P ST GY GAIS B GINTT
1 1 ger GIT PIF Ty srrar G SraiaT gvga T8l @ g Wi diEia &7
ST FIIHT e ST 4 Foold [T AT & [ WIorvd Siei@l d qiy @y qrY
305,12 T 305,13 § 7 @ &Ig 13ga g7 ol Y& & 3N 7 & ®Ig UsI F FodIHT
1353 ST @7 FHVT & P GV TRV 44 SFBT 0.338 §0 eI TTH fIVHOIRT TRl

g TEHicT YIarTyy, [o7ell ENGIR H @8 J@lcilce, UIverY a I9F & Usl & JodidbT

8 VIS @ T @V TR 44 IIET H FHIQT T G G5 &1 =TI TETIP
HorFey, JoH v, wSB! 7 JIoTT TS TR 10,1995 =TT EIVT 229 0,/ 12281(4)7%
Soldo ST Hew TIH FRNEIN H FIG] T2 & [9aT §RT FOTIT Y U [edid
30 7, 1985 @ ol &I B PRV JIBHAUNT YRR & BN HGTT 154 ST BT
STV [HIT TIT| T ERE Fdy, T U Gedl H Flord qig AT
10,1995 SI=7Id &IRT 229 &lo,/ 122 §(4) V% SI0/d0 SETIH Foe] 717 VBN 4 IR
STGY [QT1% 17.04.1996 @& EIRT Jo7IT YIH @I THIQIY! G719 ST P IRT—132
P TR B YA &I P SN UV STAH HU—-3 & WY H T BT TIT| GGV
@I+ BVl I 1423 W 1428 & GIAT HE&IT 257 GV THOSIOVHO ©gh] & QYT [a7I%
14.022001 & EINT Fo7d q7 & A4 USRIV Hoc] §F U7 @l YTeT [Ived B,
THEIIT JTAVTHT @6 BV P 3T GIRT 159 T 8/ §9 FBIV 51 GRT GVINT TV
IR &2 @ [9aT Hoo] P SIaICd 3716 14.02.2001 & EINT [IVeT &Y [397 TIT 79
ST Y v SEHT BIg IR T v T &/ F9 I8 W §ar 8 [ aig g
W qd ST 97 U7 BIg GeT TE o T [ATF 14.02.2001 FI STHH ST [T &1
& QNI IS P geT RIUT BV BT Blg SIEIPBIR 78] o | AT YFIGei] Y¥ FyoieE]
el & SITETY GV TR TV 44 SFBT 0.3380 &0 RIT FIGTT eRFGINT JETH, GITT
g TEHicT FIarTYY, orelr ENGIY FHIIGT ITHHT @i, &/ GTHIGIRT 137eT S99 &
797 176 & (1) & SIFVIR SITATH! 3TaST P THAGEr 3ifida s/afer gra a5 gidt &/

T GBI H IS Bl G G TRV 44 FFBT 0.338080 IReIT HIGI EfRHGIRT
SETHIE, Y¥ITTI T AEVHIST FIGITYN, [o7e7T ENGIY U 379 ¥aifAcd & =l 4 SJfHcied|a
WIed QIR 1% O 8G [Q7I# 23.07.2020 @I 3GW¥ Y&TT 1547 47/ GIGITIT §IRT
3T AT FET H =TT Y [T BN TEIE Hordey, FIH Ul wed)
ETRT GIRT ST 1371 14.02.2001 &1 FHIIIT T G117 B7 T8 | 9% SIfaRFT T
I 3GV YT (T, TgaT HUSS Gl H Fiford RdlorT W Wsov0
13,/2001—2002 Fg 371Ie 79 FY [o7cTlfeIPTe], Web], [orell ERGIY 4 YIRT 3Ta¥T 23.
022005 1 BIIHIT TRIT P TS/ =TI Y [STTfBIN, TEIH doidey, FIH
5] HSP] G GIRT SR 7% 14.022001 H YH TV TV 44 &FBT 0.3380 &
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eI FIGT eRFOINT JETHIE, YR § TEvHiel FIaITyR, forell NG’ &I [Aved 78]
13T 7T | ~IIIITT GG [T BT TERIS Beldey FH S wed! GINT GIRa 31eeT
fRTId 14.02.2001 T =TI1TT 9% STYFT (F971977) T@areT Fveer, giet  Fifora RdiarT

W& TIS0T0 13,/2001—2002 & FIRT [AVed &Y [@AT TIT| Y7 GEVT TRV 44 SFBA
0.338080 IRerT FIGTr efivorT SETHIe], R T TEviel WIGITyy, forell ERER U¥

GETTIY BT YTTT VT &Y FHIaT JTHGHT @of 1397 GiTT JICqyl & WebaTl & | ~=rerd

Sy forcnifeIprel / TeTIe Foltaey gd St wedl d Jiford giq e 10,1995 ERT

22941,/ 122914 (%) G0fd0 SETIT HF TAH GBI B FITIT 4 q7 GERT TR 44
EIFTPHY 0.338080 RIT HIGIT efIRFGINT SeTHIe, YR T TEHIT HIarTyy, forerr §RgTV
TG S0—6(1) FBVF YH T YH & &7 H b 8/ FD JARFT FIT GAIGA
P gT G 15,3 15,4 VT 15,5 U SUYTE J§ VT & P Jol Fla oIl dbIchT

TTH eI GIRT Hog A T [997e] T efvGoiv & el H el &% Wiel Fo7id 917 &
TITT & GT H TR Bl TG BET W H VT 8 [ gITIa yiH T B off

gHIGeA Y¥ SUTE Wiegl & GReTT UF el & HfEd Hell & SR GV G TRV
44 GFB 0.338080 RJT HIGTT EfRHGINT JETHIE, GYT T TEHIT HITTYR [o7e7 ERGTY
Wl T § GO OWH @S el @ J3TaoTl [Qerrd ST TIIFIEId Fdid 78] &l
&/ FoTITa geil B FITA FEIRIT GIHTH BRI TIY ) I} GITIT YT & T
H e TR IS [T TR @ gl H gia & Wrar & a9 Faiaoi &l
TSGR GIITI BT 1597 1Y | TTHEH IFT GIaaal &) 719 &bl Td ad JIeH]
@rar § geied v/

3T

3T GUYFT 1397 & SN GY FIRITI BT TG [IVET [T SGTTar 8/ 7 @RI TRV

44 Reja 74 eINEINT SIETHIST YT @ dEviel HIaITYR [o7el ERGIR H &S §oT 472
9Sl BT JAFT TGN Ho ®Ud 1,91,325,/— (V% GG FFHI7d EFAN I @l GzHE)
TTTT, VTV GO G TEviel HGITYN, [orerr 8RETY @y war &/ gfaard g
E7TVIIET BT IATT TTTEHT Bl [FTATgEN. BY] Giaiad &Y T, fiRToRT geirTT

g TEvIcT JIGrTYN, o767 ERGTY F977d 44 4 &S YSI BT HTIT dcplel HYl Glirdad
B | TTHH, ERFGINL GV G TEHIcT YIETYY [o7eq] 8RgIV 9T el @l Widoalid
WY W AT BY, AAT AR B A TG BIY H TH BT GlAad #Y/ qRe
VYDV Bl ST [a71d 18.06.2006 & [797—3 & Gvgad—2 & IR Flaara! &
1AgT GRETT FTIET P BT H AR I 3= Bl AT, I G AT FIE T
PIg SN/ TET FG~ T8l BN/ FIAAG] GG YH gv [FHOEAT 132 @030
TIGITYv—GISTTeAT il [INTT BIcra¥ [3gjd YN &g =T &l Jerefe quf av=r giafoad
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54

5.5

5.6

BV TGYIIR qIS BT [TV [T ST &/ QT B FHIOT Gid BY [orelfear,

eI Boldcy HIY S FIaraqy U9 TG Efvaarvr, G d dEviiel HIarTyy,

1o7Tr ERGTY @I SITT9d FIals] &g Wofl Iy | YAIae] qIe Jaedd Bras] & e

B o [
From the above, it is clear that the District Magistrate on finding that the affected
land is only Khasra No. 44, and the same is registered in the name of the Gram
Sabha, Village Dheer Majara, Post. Hallu Mjara and observing that the matter over
the title of the said land is pending before the Court of law, awarded compensation
in the name of the said Gram Sabha with the directions that the Gram Sabha shall
ensure cutting of the trees immediately and conduct a public auction of the said
trees and to keep the amount received from the auction and from the Licensee as
compensation, safe till the matter over title of the land is settled by the Court of law.
The procedure and approach taken by the District Magistrate seems to be
reasonable and in order, and it is difficult to comprehend how otherwise should the
District Magistrate have taken up the matter. The request of the Petitioners does not

seem to be justifiable and without any sound reasons.

Further, with regard to amount of compensation determined, the District Magistrate
relied on the Report submitted by the Committee on 03.07.2020 and calculated an
amount of Rs. 1,91,325/- as compensation as per the prevailing market rates.
Further, it is relevant to mention from the impugned order that the Petitioners did
not raise any objection before the District Magistrate on the said report. It appears
that the District Magistrate has followed utmost diligence in determining
compensation and the Commission does not find any infirmity in the amount of
compensation determined by the District Magistrate. Further, the submission of the
Petitioners, wherein, they are relying on the compensation provided by PGCIL in
the similar circumstances cannot be accepted as the compensation provided by
PGCIL was not as per the orders of the District Magistrate and was a onetime
settlement as has been rightly pointed out by the Licensee provided at para 4.8

supra.

Further, the Commission also does not find any infirmity in the decision of the
District Magistrate in deciding the aforesaid Gram Sabha to be the legitimate title

holder of the land and directing it to be the custodian of the compensation amount
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5.7

5.8

till the dispute over the title of the land is settled by the Court of Law. Such decision
of the District Magistrate appears fair on the test of reasonability. Thus, it is clear
that the order of the District Magistrate does not suffer from any illegality.
Moreover, since the claim over the land is not yet decided in the name of the
Petitioners, the claim for compensation is not justified. Furthermore, the

Commission is not the appropriate authority in deciding the title over the land.

On the question of providing annual rent, it is to clarify that that the said land over
which the transmission line is passing, has not been acquired by the Licensee and
will remain in the possession of the land owner(s), on which agricultural activities
can be carried out unhindered including planting trees of certain height as
permissible under the law. Therefore, the claim of annual rent by the Petitioners is

unreasonable.

Besides above, the submission made by the Revisionists do not qualify the grounds
of Revision given in the CPC provided supra. It is observed that it is only in cases
where the subordinate court has exercised jurisdiction not vested in it by law, or has
failed to exercise jurisdiction so vested, or has acted in excess of its jurisdiction
illegally or with material irregularity, that the jurisdiction of the Commission can
be properly invoked. After examining the order of the District Magistrate it is
evident that there is no error in the order of the District Magistrate or that the
District Magistrate has not exercised the jurisdiction vested in him or has failed to

exercise jurisdiction vested in him.

In the case of Baldevdas Shiv Lal V/s Filmistan Distributors (India) Pvt. Ltd. AIR
1970 SC 406, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has observed that:

“The primary object of this section is to prevent the subordinate courts from acting
arbitrarily, capriciously and illegally or irreqularly in the exercise of their jurisdiction. It
clothes the High Court with the powers necessary to see that the proceedings of the
subordinate courts are conducted in accordance with the law within the bounds of their

jurisdiction and in furtherance of justice.”

From the above, there appears no jurisdictional error committed by the District
Magistrate in the impugned order and there is no illegality or material irregularity
found in the said order. Therefore, there is no reason to interfere in the order passed

by District Magistrate. Moreover, the claim of the Petitioners to revise compensation
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and provide annual rent have been established unreasonable and unjustified,

therefore, the Revision itself is uncalled for.

In light of the above, the Commission is of the view that the order of the District
Magistrate is sound and reasonable and does not suffer from any infirmities. Per
contra the Commission does not find any merits/justification in the arguments of

the Petitioners and therefore, revision is liable to be dismissed.

The Petition is hereby dismissed.

Ordered Accordingly.
(M. K. Jain) (D.P. Gairola)
Member (Technical) Member (Law)
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