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“(i) The decision in the case of Gajraj as approved by Savitri Devi is not a judgement in rem which

could have been applied to proceedings for acquiring the land under different notifications or for

Y.EILD.A,;

(i) the issuance of the Government Order dated 29.08.2014 and its acceptance by Y.E.LD.A. is

patently illegal. It is violative of the provisions of the L.A. Act and is otherwise without jurisdiction as

no such Government Order is liable to be issued in equity by the Government and that the policy

behind it is unfair, unreasonable and arbitrary which is in violation of the provisions of the T.P. Act;

and

| (iii) the aforesaid Government Order dated 29.08.2014 as such is held to be invalid and liable to be

| ignored. Consequentially, all actions and demands of the Y.E.1.D.A. based upon it are held to be illegal. ‘
In view of above facts and circumstances, the impugned Governinent Order dated

25.08:2014 is deciared to be illegal and without jurisdiction and consequently all demands raised on

its basis are quashed.”
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In the result, we pass the following order:

(i) The appeals are allowed;
(ii) The impugned judgment and order dated 28th May, 2020,
passed by the Allahabad High Court in Writ

Petition No. 28968 of 2018 and companion matters is quashed and set aside;
{iii) The writ petitions filed by the respondents covered by

the impugned judgment and order dated 28th May, 2020,

passed by the Allahabad High Court are dismissed;

Applications for Intervention are allowed. Pending
applications, including the applications for directions,  shall
stand disposed of in the above terms. There shall be no order as to costs.

F0 STIATH ~ARITCY & ST ST A1 19.052022 B RT R 29.08.2014
AR DT HI0 ST ~ATITeRT §RT TR 2T a7 o | S &9 & wrfere<or
DI SR W f&TP-28.06.2022, RAiH—07.002002 T AR TfcrepN. @Y FRIRT AT
B S Bg 93 UG 5T T e

0 ST e SRR Re wifir der 38069 /2000 H0 ST W@ e
WWWWWWWWW%WW
2674 /2023 H0 WR [T ©¥C T SR 99 VT T o & TING 3MQY 10.07.2024

- wgn % ARfRe 1o W 27 o B RIS W% | A0 So7 <Red ERT ORY e

feicn 10.07.2024 BT 4% 39 FFTIT § —“102. We find that the petitioner is also liable to pay

penal interest form the date of accrual of demand till the date of actual payment, as mandated by
the supreme Court in YEIDA v. Shakuntla education and welfare society & ors. (Supra). & 106. The
principles of consructive res judicate further reinforece the finalily of the matte, precluding the
petitioner from re-litigating settled issues. Continued defiance would not only undermine the
authority of the judiciary but also impede the timely fulfillment of YEIDA's public duty to disburse
the additional compensation to the farmers. In the face of such compelling legal and constitutional
imperatives, the petitioner's contentions fail to withstand scrutiny. We find that YEIDA's actions in
levying interest and demanding additional compensation are legally justified and essential for
upholding legal obligations in the public interest, and ensuring equitable treatment of all
stakeholders involved., 107. In the aforesaid facts and circumstances, we are not inclined to interfere
in the matters. Both the writ petitions lack merit and are accordingly dismissed.”
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