Before

UTTARAKHAND ELECTRICITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Petition No. 25 of 2020

In the matter of:

Revision of Order dated 23.07.2020 passed by the District Magistrate, Haridwar, in the matter
of payment of compensation of Rs. 2,35,549/ - for damage to trees and Rs. 55,080/ - for use of
land ignoring the mandate of law as enshrined in works of Licensee Rules 2006.

In the matter of:

1. Shri Hitler Saini, S/ o Late Shri Satish Kumar,

2. Shri Ajay Saini S/ o Late Shri Satish Kumar
3. Shri Rajkumar S/ o Late Shri Satish Kumar
4. Shri Vishwadeep S/ o Late Shri Satish Kumar
5. Smt Vedwati W/ o Late Shri Satish Kumar
6. Smt Setho Saini W/o Late Shri Satish Kumar
... Petitioner(s)
AND
In the matter of:
1. The Executive Engineer, Power Transmission Corporation of Uttarakhand Ltd.,
220 kV Line Piran Kaliyar, Office, 26, Civil Line, Roorkee.

2. The District Magistrate, 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” or “District Magistrate”) by which the learned
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District Magistrate awarded a sum of Rs. 2,35,549/- for damage to trees and Rs.

55,080/- for use of land by Power 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. Hitler Saini & Ors. 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. 2,35,549/ - for damage to trees and Rs. 55,080/ - for use of land
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 constructing a 220/132 kV sub-station at Piran Kaliyar
(Imlikhera) and is laying down 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 through their land having khata no. 324, khasra no. 560, and khata
no. 331, khasra no. 717 situated in village Hallumajara, Tehsil Bhagwanpur,
District Haridwar which is an agricultural land and the Petitioners are having title
of Bhumidar with transferable rights and the land is being used for agricultural

purpose having popular and other trees standing by at the said plots.

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
it 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 the Indian Telegraph
Act, 1885 (the Telegraph Act) are applicable and thus Revisionists should
approach the 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
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25

2.6

2.7

2.8

29

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 Honble Court holding that the Petitioner was free to avail
such other remedies as are available to him in law. Thereafter, the Petitioners
approached the District Magistrate, Haridwar and filed the matter before him on
15.07.20109.

The District Magistrate, Haridwar vide order dated 23.07.2020 disposed the matter
deciding a compensation of Rs. 2,35,549/ - against the affected 481 trees on the land
of the Petitioners. Besides this, an additional compensation of Rs. 55,080/- was
determined towards diminution of land value in the width of Right of Way (RoW)
corridor due to laying of LILO line in accordance with the directions issued by the

Ministry of Power in this regard.

The Petitioners on not being satisfied with the order of the District Magistrate,
Haridwar have now approached the Commission for revision of the aforesaid
order of the District Magistrate, Haridwar, requesting the Commission to quash
the aforesaid order of the District Magistrate, Haridwar 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 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 the District Magistrate, Haridwar vide letter dated 22.10.2020
submitted their comments on admissibility 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
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28.10.2020. Meanwhile, the Licensee vide letter dated 02.11.2020 submitted his

comment on merits in the matter.

210 On the scheduled date of hearing, the Commission heard the parties in detail. Both

the parties concluded their submissions/arguments in the matter.

Submissions by the Revisionists

3.1

3.2

3.3

34

The Revisionists vide their Petition have submitted that the Licensee started
working on erection 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 the Petitioners.

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

matters. In this regard, the Petitioner has submitted that:

“...similar controversy arises before the District Magistrate Haridwar in year 2013
wherein a rate list was provided and made part of order dated 15.10.2013 and compensation
for trees are provided by said list, as such the said list was of 2013 even though the
revisionists requested to follow the same although same was also not adhere to and as per
the order there being 403 trees of popular measuring circumference f more than 18 inches
thus required to paid @ 5000/~ per tree thus the same amounts to 20,15,000/- rupees and
other too are required to be paid according to the rate list as prevalent in year 2013 total
amount comes to 3158000/~ rupees and thus order dated 23.07.2020 is liable to be quashed
as such revisionists are entitled for minimum rates as prevalent in year 2013 and the same

even has not been paid to the revisionists as being entitled”.

Furthermore, the Revisionists have submitted that the Works of Licensee Rules
2006 have provided for yearly rent also for the use of land by the occupier i.e.
Licensee as after installation of transmission line, the land cannot be used for any
other purposes except for cultivating low height crops. Therefore, yearly rent be

provided to the Revisionists.

That while considering the matter, the District Magistrate has considered the

provisions of the Indian Telegraph Act and same are not applicable since the
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3.5

enactment of the Electricity Act, 2003. That 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 the compensation is
to be paid to the owner of land or building for laying any overhead line and the

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

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

in the impugned order of the District Magistrate.

4. Submissions by the Respondents

41

42

43

In reply to the submissions made by the Revisionists, the Licensee has submitted
that the District Magistrate vide his order dated 19.06.2020 constituted a
Committee having Officers of various concerned departments for valuation of
trees. The composition of the Committee itself shows that the best possible officers
were deputed for the task. The Committee submitted its Report on 03.07.2020. The
said Report was not challenged nor any objections against the same were filed
during the proceedings by the Revisionists. The report was accepted and thus, has

attained finality.
Further, the Licensee has submitted that:

“...at the time of constitution of the committee by the District Magistrate, the rates
which were available for the government were as per the list of the forest department
prepared in the year 2012, and he should have granted compensation as per the same
unless the government itself revises the rate, however the District Magistrate on his
own deemed it just to grant the compensation for tree cutting as per the present market
value, and accordingly the compensation was granted which is higher than was is

permissible as per forest department list”.

That in the impugned order dated 23.07.2020, it can be seen that the Petitioner
insisted before the District Magistrate for payment of compensation as per
prevalent Rules of the Forest and Horticulture department. Moreover, mostly
throughout the country, compensation for tree cutting is uniformly given as per

the rate list of the forest and horticulture department. Further, there are no rules
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44

4.5

and Regulations for determining the value of trees being cut, for the purpose of
asserting the compensation in the Electricity Act or any other Rules or Regulations
framed thereunder. The Rules itself leaves it is on the discretion of the concerned

District Magistrate to determine compensation for tree cutting.

That from the Petition it can be observed that the order dated 15.10.2013 passed by
District Magistrate, Haridwar in the matter of Brijendar Kumar Vs. Power Grid
Corporation of India Ltd. (PGCIL) shows that even in that matter the
compensation was to be given as per the assessment done by the officers of the
forest, agriculture and horticulture department as per the Government Order
dated 16.05.2012, further, the compensation was to be granted as per the highest
rate permissible in the list for the various categories of trees provided therein.

Further, Respondent submitted that:

“...from the minutes of meeting dated 02.12.2014 (filed at internal page No. 56 of the
petition) 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 for resolving the dispute, the minutes
nowhere mentions that the compensation is being given as per the order of the district
magistrate, hence the reliance by the petitioner on this order is not relevant moreover the
District Magistrate has himself rightly analysed the admissibility and binding of the said

order”.

That the order dated 15.10.2013 and the order dated 03.08.2010 of the Hon’ble
Allahabad High Court annexed to 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
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4.6

4.7

4.8

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.”

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 his Petition.

That the Petitioners are assuming and considering the construction of line for the
purpose of making handsome gains, 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 felling of
trees, because of which the stringing of the conductor between five towers out of

total 32 towers is being held up.
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.”
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5.

Commission’s observations, views & decision

51

52

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 proceedings are being exercised under the

prevailing provisions of the Indian Electricity Act, 1910.

On examining the impugned order dated 23.07.2020 of the District Magistrate, it
has been observed that 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 rate list of the Forest Department 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 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. Thereafter, during the hearing
before the District Magistrate on the said report of the committee, no written or

oral objections were made by either party before the District Magistrate. On being
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satistied with the report of the committee, the District Magistrate decided the
compensation amount to be paid to the Petitioners vide the impugned order. It is
imperative to import the relevant extract from the impugned order that inter alia

entails the report of the committee:

“are F el @l fonfaa qer Hiide Wied QI [ G @7 SaeN HRIT [T I/
TGN &T [371% 19.09.2019 &I HENWT FgT 4 Siidd Sfdered qrfeaer e T3 e
TIaardt GIvT [d7% 03.09.2019 T HENRVT FIT 4 3 JfHeled qrfeaer &3 73/

e o 1371 19.06.2020 P1 Gel I @I TGT] GG H IR W2 P G & BT 157
7T [& GIAaIET RT G [T §IRT q8—2012 &1 SIETJVIR YS! &7 FIIaor [@9T G V&7
& Ol I 957 P9 & T G wdIBpIN T81 &/ GG Pl Us] BT Grgor IdqrT 4 a7
134T & GRIGrT 19T @ Sy [9FE & SR [@F O U¥ §e7 Q97 g7/ Fiaars) &
ST GINT a7 134T §INT q8—2012 [FEIRT v & 9sl &7 Fajigor @4 o v §of
fe=ar 3

gre gFIgell § &4 &l @l G @ SUNIT GAIGed] BT Jaciid [T TIT/ GFEaed] gv
SUTE FIIITT TY AR TAEBIY], BSPH] Y T7 FHFT Ted] VT 397 97 [a71%
26032016 & GIVT a7 G417 GRT q9—2012 ¥ Faloid @M= goiiid & gell & ey
SFQIAT &%/ HIb Gl B SIIHIT & SIEIR Y Flaare] §1%T FSIdoir Evier &l T
g/ q—2012 W q¥—2020 GF IIT AT T/ Fod BT qA B GiRaldd T8l AT
TIT| GT [IHIT EIRT G 2020 SFHIET ¥/ FodIHT WAl 4 GRadT g1 w@rHidd o/
T&T ¥ TE Tooi@HIT & [ Ve Blg T 3G T8l & & g7 [T FRT [FERT
SFGIAT &7/ qIBT e B SR Y Gell & Gl &l e @ g/

“...gIF JETIT BT H GEIRT IV 92012 F & B QAT &% qAIHT G
H ®Ig gRadT T&l a1 T T9IF gEl & FldeY BT TN GAFrT H [FAT T &
g7 13917 1 ST &% HoIBT GE P SIAINGT 3 [¥d] [T9T B Us] & Gl
P TRE H B3 JoglbT Gl 78] & foree SN Y FHIEad gel & Hlday @ [FEr
P [oT7 HY GIRT 311G 13719 19.06.2020 & ZI¥T TGN 1 PIY YIH GIaT FEIT 324 TR
THRIV 560 G GIGT &I 331 @V TN 771 ReJT Y4 14 &lociaorvl, G¥i=] d devicl
TIGITY, [S767] ENGIRT 4 &8 Us] & G3Iaot & Jodldb [ G &G 1—F4911% aIEHTe),
g7 U, EREIR @1 SR W TG B, 2—JHFI T gaEeE, ERER &1 S o
TIHT SEBTY, 3—3IIETH] ST, Uk, wedh] T 4—TEHITGIN HIGITYY FIHG T
TST Y, GG H SYET B T @ ITH Us] BT FodlbT ST IITd H 7% 26.
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06.2020 T BYCTE] BT GIHRTT HY | W TFT B ANSTITTE] 153 I &G 41 17/
17 797 | T3 AT GIRT 379 YT HAIGIHT STF ST [@F1 03.07.2020 B =17
4 SUTE FVIE T Off YFIGCA] Y¥ GYSIE &/ SAT FIHIT P ST YY GAaIg & GINTT
1! o ver gIvT PIg [y srerar Hife srgiaT wegd T8l @1 T8/ id @reld &7
ST FIGIHT e SRR H Gt [T AT & 13 WIorva SiferEl 4 qid @ 7Y
560 HIIRTH 3f1a T 771 RIS FAY 37 R ITH EIHGIN], GV T TewIel HITaTTYR
forerr &RgTY @ 719 37iad & Ioriar FUv [T qverTr &g &41 Jore V&l &/ S ITorva
G d G & YiF GEV 709, 807 G 729 RIT FIH EISIHIIN GVl T &I

TIGITYY, o767 ERGIY & T jidbd & T ST GV THNIT & FHYY W 13gd GINeETT
FTET UiV V&1 &/ Tod i WA & @) ST @71 29.06.2020 & VAN GERT TRV
709 17T 7 ETeqHGIN, YR § eI FIGITYR [o7er] G¥IGIY H &S GIgeiv & 290 US
g7 @ 72 US TIgT & 01 US, HIXH & 02 TS, 31H & 01 US T 396G & 01 US T G
THIV 729 [T TT9 EIeqdoiv], GR7T] § Aevic] YTy, 57l VIR 4 @S UIYeiv &
76 US g @RIV TRV 807 ReIT U9 EIoqHoIN], Yv7T] § devicl YIaryv forerl 8RgTv 4
@GS GIUTY & 37 US FoT 481 U BT GAFIT IoTY] HoF W& 235549,/ —(&T g Udled

EGIY GIF W G7av]) 3IdT TIT &1 9P SANTT [Agd FFTT YIvd FYBIN & IR
1T BT GHIAT 1537207154598 TIHISY [oreeT GGl 459 T 120 F &Y 55V080¢
TYT N SHIE & oIl G &1 Flaais] & fear o Sfaa gdia &ar &1

T
37 SUYFT [qda & SR GY GG BT qI7 SRIp Y ¥ Wb [ Gl &/

TIGIRTT @] GEN] TRV 709, 729 Td 807 ReJT TTH ETociHoiNT Gvir—l  Tewicl YIarTyv
forerr ERgIY # @< FeT 481 USI &I T JIGTY Hodl &Y% 2.35549,/— (G &1 daled
EGIY Gie ¥ S~T91%) 397 ST & Ged SIANTT 13g THAITT HINd YPBIR & 3FVIR
afF BT GAIET STBST 163x20 x15%=459/- TTHEY [oTeaeT FATTOT 459 x 120 = &G
55,080/-(Te9+ &GIIY 3IVH)) [ea7 TIar &/ Flaaia! ST vifer &7 YIarT JIei &

[AFHIFEIR BV GIAPad &Y Gl THY 709, 729 VT 807 R T ETec]HoTe], GviT
g aEvier ¥IarTyY forell RGN 4 @S Fl 481 YS! BT HCTT 597 WIY | HIRT FVBIY

P SIEIGET [@T% 18.06.2006 & [F9H—3 & Yvga—2 & IR Hldqia] & [dgd qrRerT
ST P B F I IT 3T B ST,/ Tl GegeT AT JTIET W W DI Ve, FTEr

g~ T&l @V FIAdaia] FITIT YA TR THRNY 709, 729 T 807 NeIT TTH ET]HIV,
T TEHIT YA [S7eq] ERgTY UY [FH0ENT 132 P0dlo FearTyv—glearer dlel
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53

54

TIRTT BlcrIv [Aga qRYYT cligT @l JreE QU Bl GiARad #Y /| aggerN are &l
[N 57 ST 81 gFIget! §17 Javad FrRlarel & e dway d o/

With regard to amount of compensation determined, it is evident that the District
Magistrate relied on the Report submitted by the Committee on 03.07.2020, which
was never disputed by either party and accordingly, the District Magistrate
calculated/determined an amount of Rs. 2,35,549/- as compensation, as per the
prevailing market rates and further calculated an amount of Rs. 55,080/ - towards
diminution of land value as per the guidelines of Gol dated 15.10.2015 payable to
the Petitioners as compensation. It appears that the District Magistrate has
followed utmost diligence in determining the compensation payable to the
Petitioners and has adopted methods which appear fair on the test of reasonability.
On the submission of the Petitioners that the amount of compensation is
insufficient seems unjustified. The Petitioners themselves have not provided any
alternate methodology to be adopted by the District Magistrate in determining
compensation and are disputing the compensation amount without any basis.
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 4.4 supra. Thus, it is clear that the order of the District

Magistrate does not suffer from any illegality.

On the question of providing annual rent to the Petitioners, it is evident that the
land of the Petitioners over which the transmission line is passing, has not been
acquired by the Licensee and will remain in the ownership and possession of the
Petitioners in which they can still carry out all the agricultural activities
unhindered and can grow trees attaining certain height as permissible under the
law for which they are being compensated as per the guidelines dated 15.10.2015
issued by Ministry of Power, Gol. Therefore, not providing the annual rent to the

Petitioners is not illegal.
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5.5

5.6

Besides the above, 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:”

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 based on the above provision of the CPC 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
exercise 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.”

The scope of Revision is limited to the above three parameters. 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 with the order passed by the District Magistrate.

Moreover, the claim of the Petitioners to revise compensation and provide annual
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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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