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* N THE HIGH COUST OF DELHI AT NEW DELAI

Yo didgrment Reserved On: 10 August E’iﬁ;’ i
' - fuggment Defivered Cin: 197 September, 2031

. ' © LAAPP. 999/2010 &

CiM Mg, 5549/2011 (Cross-Objection)

R SINGH . © e v Appellant
~ Through: Mr.B.5.Mann, Advocate e
Mr.Deepak Khosla, Advocate and
Mr.N.S . Negi, Advocate.

Vs, .
Ul & AMOTHER .. - PRespondents
Through: Mr.Sanjay Poddar, Senior Advocate
& Mr.Sanjay Kurnar Pathalk. Mr.Sachin
. Nawani, Mr.Siddharth Panda and Ms.K
- Raomudi Kiran, Advocates far R-1

. AND
+ LAAPP.  961/2010, LA.APP, 10012010 & CM
NO.12885/2011, LAAPP. 1007/2010 & CW Mo, 1518142011,
LA ARP. 10092010, LAAPP 1010/2010, LAAPRP. .
1036/2010 & CM No.12865/2011, LA APR. 5/2011, LAAPP,
0/2011 & CM No.6756/2011, LAAPP. 382011 & CM
NO.6740/2011, LA APR. 41/2011. LA APP. B89/2011, LAAPP.
142/2011, JAAPP, 16072011, 14 4PE 161/2011, L AAPP,
183/2011 tAAPP. 246/2011, LAAPE, 2472011, "LAAPP,
248/2011, LA APP. 298/2011. LAAPD. 34772011, LA APP.
S72/2011, LAAPP, 386/2011, LAAPP. 387/2011, LABAPP,

- 39442011, LAAPP, IBVZ01L, LAAFR. 406/2011, [AAPP.

402011,

(Relating Lo Notification u/Sec. 4 dated 15.09.2000° &
Award No. 06/2002-2003, Village-Bhalswa Jahangir Pufi)

AND

LA App o 99902010 & convected mutters _ ' : Prae | of 22




+ . LAAPP. 57/2011 & CM No.12871/2011, LAAPE.

BE/2011. LA APP. IED,-"E'Dll LA APP. 132/20117 LAAPR,

164/2011, LA.APP. 200/2011, LAAPP, 20172011, LAAPP,

. 20242011, LAAPP. 218/2011. LAAPP. 240201F, LAAPP,

2412011, LAAPP, 242/2011, LA APP. 2434'2011 LA.APP.
244j2011, EAAPP. 245/2011, -LA. APP; 32:;"2{!11,

LAAPP.346/2011, LAAPP. 348/2011 & CM.No: 15194f2l]11
'LAAPP.349/2011 & CM No.15182/2011, LA.APP. 3?3!2!]11
- LAAPP. 374/2011, LAAPP, 3762011, LAAPR. 380/2011,
 LALAPP, 382/2011, LAAPP. 393/2011, LAAPP. 39872011,

LA.APP, 399/2011, LA APP. 400/2011, LA.APP; 408/2011,

LA APP. 41{1!2{)11 LﬂAF‘F 414/2011.

"_-fRLIatnﬂg Py NDtﬁlcaLmn uIEEr: 4 dated 3D 07.1998 E,

- Award, Mo, 18/2000- 2001, ‘u’thgea Elhﬂlswa J’ahangw Puri} .

CORAM: :
" HON'BLE MR. ]JSTL,E PF{ADE'“ NANDRMCG

'1 Wi ether the Reporters of local papers ma; be al‘lnwed
T see LI"E Judgr“lem? ; .
To be refewed to F!.epn'ier G-J' nat? ’ T_
,:'j VWhether the judgment Ehc:uuld be |em3-rted in the
. Digesty - _ | : o .

PRADEEP | NANDRAJOG, r._ 5

1. J Dmr:ee-::i with an am::lngg.r o the reader I:‘J»g,-r referrlng to a@

notification Issued Iater in point of time and ‘then to a. -

not |f|cat|un issued. prr::lr ir pnrnt u:nf t|mt t:ut the reasan is that

the learned cdunsel far the. [and owners had addressed".

-EIF'!_;'LJ'T'IE["ItE with respect to the I'IEtITICdtIDI'l Jssued Iaher and had ]

_reqmred price to ‘be sy tab!y reduced pertaining. to the
natification which was issued earlier | in point of tlme d

- H =

'E.. ©land measuring ¥58-01 I:ugha 5|tuaiecl m the navenue--ﬂ
€5wate of vﬂlaje Ehai I5Wa Jahangw Purt was. acquar'ed pursuant

: ]_.ﬁ. *1-1-|:| Mo 993, xDlU&LnN_-n:'..,T.&]mﬂtl‘Eh . R " P“Efsinfﬁ-
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5. Another parcel of and ad-measuring  929-05 * bigha,
' 5ituated in.the same .revenue. sstate of ';illa'ge Bhalswa
) Ia*‘largrr Puri, was acquired purs Lant 1 & Hﬁtlﬁﬂatlﬂr‘l issuen -

under Section 4 af the Land Acquisition Act 13594, date-;
30.07. 1993, for toe same public puruufe [.e. ‘Rehabilitation n:uf
jj Cliuster’. This was followed by a declaration under Eeu:tmn I3
of the Act fissucsd an 0. i'.]B 1998, After fol Ir::wmg the dus
[rocess, hhf_ Land ,Eacqmmtmn Collector annm.ncen BN award |
bearing N{: 18 2000-01 ° dated 12.03, 2001, whereby  he
assessed the Jair market value of the m:qmred land at -
7,33, %33 per bigha which is eruivalont to TI1. .JU [akhs per
ACre, ] AP
.  Dissatisfied witn  the ASEESSMenrt mada by the Landg -

CAcquisition Caliectar, the land cwners sought reférence under
‘Section 18 of the Act. The Learned Reterence Caurt, in the

nad matter being LAC Mo 1114/2008 titad Eﬂanmawah lf";
Lrion of indfs, sssessed the fair markat value of the acquired
land &t %11.46,670/ per acre. | The d|fferen1:e in the

dostination reached is on the same reason .as noted

. hercinabove nErLdmmg Lo the notification dau_d 15.9, 2000 e,

the learned La*m Acquisition Collector adopting the land rate
notiied Ii:; the Government wilh ef‘EL from: 1.4.1997 vrde
Circular dated 25.7.1997 ard ignoring that thi notification in.
guestion was lssued cn 30.7.1008 BN tne learned He:ﬁzren{e_

Court granting enhancemant (D 1lm o ahnunl for the

interregnum perizd. _ o
f. The Union of Indr‘-a g5 weill as the land owners have.

chailenged the asséssmont made by the Learned Reference

LA App Me D200 & connsetad matiers : FPape 4 ol 22
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.t & notification dared 15.09.2000 issued under Section 4 af

the Land Acquisition ﬂ.ct-laée, for a euhlic_ pUrpose, namely,

25 REI“ bilitation of [j Ciuster'. This was ollowed by a declaration:

unger Saction & of the said Act fssued on l?-’_.G#.?.ﬂE;l. After
olinwing the e process, the Land' Aequieitien" Collecta:r
anmunee  his award bearing No.&/2002-03 dated ED 04.2002,

-whereky he eqqeeeej lhe fair market value of u,rle -acquired

lend at 2,87, th ef:u per bigha, Whl"h e quwuler_u_ 0 T13.852
ukhs per acre i.e, fair market value as of 15.DEJ:.2I:}D:D.'"'.-}35' fixed . -
at T13.62 lakns peracre. .

3. Dissatisfied with the assessmant made by the Land
Acquisllicn Cellert’:r the land owners sought reference under

Soction 18 of the =said Act, ‘The Learned Reference Court,

the lead matter, bEmg LAC Mo, JEA“EUDH t|?ler:’ Rai Singh Vs
- Linion eﬁ’m:-’fe eese:eeJ the fair marko: value of the: acquired

lang at 23, DH 534 per bigha or 14,566,963 per zore.

4. It needs to be highlighted that both fe, the learned Land

Acquisition Collector as well as the bearned Reference Court,

S while as5essing the f gir r*1erl=:e value of the ascquired Ianf!'

adopted the minimum price for agricultural land fixéd by the
Gowernment as on 01.04.2000, nofied vide Circular dated

., 11,09,2011, Ditferant: destinations were reachad inasmuch as

the learnoed Land Aeeulm :an Collector, while JBSESS[I"IQ the

m“er‘lc.a o0, did net arant appreelalmr for the perlod from
01.04.2000 tll the cate niotification under Section 4 of the
Land Acnuizsition Act was issued on 15.09.2000. . but. the
Ifea;'ned Foference Court grantod epprecietien far th'e'eei-_d'
cariod of 185 days @ 12% per arnum with re_l’ere'm;e to the
base date 1.4.2000 ee “ha'price :'i_':'J.B-HE lakhs per acre. .

_A A pp e 90920 L0 B conneeted mattens ' Paged a2
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Court by way of the dppealq and ::rn:uqs E]JZ}JE'CtIDRE mentlﬂneﬂ
.abDUE ' '

g, {_:IE{'. behalf of . the Iand" ':::;wn_{-:_rs, ' ju:ﬁti;}f]ng _ hfgh'ﬂ_r'

.compensation, reliance  was placed - on | the, .Fp!lu'w'ing .

' documientary evidence:-

"

_l:d}' The rate ﬂnd.led by the: JaDD vide. natification

dated 16.04.1999 (Exhibit PW-4/1), - whe:‘ehy it

disclosed Its |ntE-ntLDr‘| ta charge unsarned incregse in

. tespect: of deuelupﬁj residential and _r;ﬂmmert:ia_l _

- properties iﬁxnirmd by | L&OO. - Relying on - this . .

dociment, it was afgued thah in the }rear 15‘99 “the |
'_r.-,tEt of residential und in. Azadpur which i3 SLthEf to

- he ciose to mllage Bha!aswa lahiargir Purdi, was TJ}{Ed
LAt I58304- per., sQuare: meter Dr $2,35,92,400.92 per.
acre and it was urged tI'i'at i S0% 8 deducted
ti:uwnrds dev:lnpmr_n’t GOst,. thp land uwnera sn-:rulcr-
. ',':u: entltlen] to ‘enkanced EEI"HFIEFEG{_I-DH m ,SL.II""I nf

: ﬂ 17-’ 9& ?GD;- per F‘JCJ‘L

=1 The :rate Churged by “M:D fur admﬂﬂﬂnt fo..
commercial plnh in Eanray Garwdn TFEHE[}E:II-;. Naga-r in
-, terms of the Resolution ‘Nb.705 dated 23.11. 1987
' :[Exhibjﬁ PWi-3/11, whereby - MCD uecrded to_atlot
developed. plots Lo the erqur:er& @ ?425; per
£ squarL meter and’ Exhibit PW-3/2, a any af ' the
Resolution No.610 dated 21.02.2005, whereby MCD
decided to allot the. plots if Sanjay Gandhf Trah'_apmt
Nagar @ ¥4,500/- pefsquare rnet_"re were urged to be
maierial and good _is.;éy-i'di-:fn'ce. Realying “on these

'_q_-'?L.;_ﬁlpp:}'Tc.Ei-Q';EE 10 -:-::-unE-:l:ﬁ:E_:nat'tena s g Pzige 5 nI"'H__
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';_.g"'-_.;ﬂ;r-p.Nc.E'S'EJEE"I ¥ -:'fq:.-:'.I:J.'l.r.le_',l:d :ﬁai:ters; i

“docurments, Iearned -EDUI!'I‘-'}E-: fur tne Iand f_':umEFS

arqued that the rate stated ' Tn the res-::ll,tmn:.-

afurenmed which was applacanlp Il::r the/ year: 19?6

-'-'d{!thlj evida nce that air markoet quue af dwe]uped .
land mr‘r‘e:l to ?l? 19,857/ per acre and- |t was drged

“hat: ever- HORO% de::ll.,ctmn is rr.ade L’ acmuni of the
dE".-"E"]DDmFrTf' costis, ~Tor undevelr:meci 4ands fau
market value W-‘Z‘-ul-t‘ ane b ?:‘B 50,928/- per arare i

the' '_-,nea" 1976 and increasing the same by 12% per

Y]

-an|m tha fair r't'I-:l"klEL vallie as of 15 9, Eﬂtltar_ wuufﬂ
be 24,776,592/ per an.‘::'

1':] Learned CDLmE& fﬂr ‘the 'land Oivners. also.

 placed raliance on- the auction record of plots in
Rohini Residentfal Scheme in the year 1997-38 and |
1998-09 (Exhibits PV/-8/2 and PW-8/3). While rélying . -

on the brochuré of DDﬂ'pDr‘fainihn to the jrear E-ﬁ{jﬁ
it was argued that as per the aduer‘tmemeht EtL,ICtJDI'IE
were held qua flais having plinth area of §9. sglUare

m@tre to 71 SﬂLIaJE" metre Iy Jahangw Purl-at a pnr:a'
ranging between 5:23 72 lakh to ¥28.4 [ak:h whlrh.

accdrding to learncd cuunsu tran IaLL&. tﬂ 3 prn:e of

T'-ﬂ 36 36,363 per ak_re and caunsel urged that

sumjb?e decjuctu:un could t]ﬂ eﬁer:‘ted thererrnm
pErtaining <o L,nd{-_ve'nped agricultural land. '
{d_] - Relying on s sale-deed of wPage Khera }{hurd

(Exhibit PW-15/1), whereunder |and meaﬁunng 2 19 . s

bigha -was sold “’w 32 40,300/ an - 25.04.2001,

lzarnad caunsel urged that the price per.acre f:r:mﬂes

to 56,983,163 or f:ll EE 15@“—'par blgha It _.j.nsas'

CPagoGof2d
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'cr:intem&ed Lhat tﬁiﬁ sale deed shouid be relled upon, ~
after .malc:irl‘!;g'.a.' reasonable deduction towards
developmiant costtn lﬂetermﬁ'e Che fair market value
Coof. undevalaped awmuﬁcural lard in village Ehahwa
. Jahangir Puri. Another. sale dead dated 24.03.2000
- {Exhihit B 1542}, whe_reby fand " measuring '4-16
Bigha  situated i{'. the rever‘iue. gstate. of u.il_lage' )
Marnurpur was sold to. Radha Swami SatSi_:Jﬁg Vyas at -
A price of ﬂﬁ,?S,ﬁtﬂDf— pefat:re was also J'.E—':Iied Wpon.
el Leamed counsel for the land owners alécjf_relieﬂ 3
upon an Agreement te Sell (Exhibit PW-6/11 which was
executed Ly one Sar Khushi' Ram fn Lame,.r of a -
:.a-::|e-1:3-f Mis, EL.ttE"I'_‘;.-f whcreUndr.ar land was agreed Lo
be-sold an 05.08.1996 @ 18 lakhs per acre. .It was.’
| -uré_gd that ‘the land was in “he reven__r;lle esfat‘c of
. willage E-half_s-.mra jghangir Furi ana thus was pressed in
aid- as Qood evidenze of fajr’marke't value of land in
the said village as of e dal-& of the agrewﬂent to sefl
. 5.8.1996. '

i Per contra, .Sh._Sanjay _'Pﬁdclar ‘Barmed senior counse!
appaearing on lje-.hal’_r'_ of Urion of [India relied é;-n a Sale Dead "
-dated 05.06.1996 (Exhibit B-2), whercunider 1-03 higha of land

) ml‘acﬁ Eha SV Jaha'ﬂg'jr Puri was sold At a wicé af

'u,iLa 000 and urged that even if 12% appreciatian pe. annum

is 1o be q.wn on satd varur_ the ":lll.l-_E as on the date of tho '
=1::nt|f'l|:a~.t]r| under Section 4 comos to 71, 9:’1 82 per t:uqha and’

l:m.a it was argued that since price of 'armH.::r Eanr:l rs available

in fhe same village, 't would be impradent to Lr.wﬂl to the

adjeining village or to adapt the price of developed }aﬁd far

]..e" .-fu"p Mo S0W20I0 & connactad T—:tt-ars : = 1"3,;:,-: Tolf2z' .
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V'__rESpGHSE bW A
C1i. The tc}pngraph}r of. wllage Enalswa deangrr Fun ha

f:-cmg the . mar!ﬁet ualue mf uﬂdeuelnped agricultmai land :

naving, a vast area, . Learnad munsel ansa argued that the
learned Land ."-"-.Cquril:.il:iﬂ Ecﬂlectt}r has asseam:d the fEHT

© market ‘-!'::1|LJE.‘ of the land at a prn:e much higher Lhar the one

reflected o E}{hlbit R-2" and 50 has th:= tearned Heference
o Court, o .
A0 K rna\_.f be n~:::tE-d that when jud,g.ment WES reaemﬂed in the
.:cm:me f_ap‘wnnad m&itera of. 19 ﬁ.uguﬁt 2011, deqamn had
- .'I:Jer?n rr:5t=rw3d for 5udgmﬂrnL in ﬁ batch {JF land ElCEI,LIIS-ItLDﬂ :
aﬂpgaua Iead nﬁtier I::emg L.E'E.App HD EEEJEDDE tltled jaﬂ*_
e UOLE Anr in which-similar. arguments as were advanced:
: mth reapLLL tn SHTLI!IEH' awdencr: relied  upon in the 'in5tam : e
appeals and Iearﬂﬂd cemur CD’.JH‘:E[ Shﬁamay F‘Qdd‘ar‘ R
unrrutted that in. respense o the arguménts ::.11‘ Ie-arﬁEd_
-:.'n:uuﬂ*‘-:el far the Iar.d awners thr_ arguments whu:h he haq{:
_.aduanced on -the earltr E:ccasmn ma:,r be - treated as hu_

' :'cmme out in: the dEpDSItIGH of Shri TnIu:uL: Chanu (Halga Farwaﬂ,,_. |
Cwho appearcd as PW-2 in LAC No, 112MED{JB titled: H‘a{ Em‘gg _

Vs tinign r::ﬂmffa in ‘which.he has ez-ecplmned the Lﬂpmlmgy ‘of the

o area while «prmrmg the Aﬁfs Sizra Ex.PW-2f1 of village Ehalﬁwa
' jahangir Puri. His tea’f nﬂﬂ-rw would reveal that wllage i{ampur
and L|‘::35|:|ur are situated in the Morth, wllages Mukhmeipur

and Esurad are situated i '[hE East, vnlages Samalpu* E‘adh and

. ]'-‘;d"-_-&].ﬁl"_.hu.@ GO0 0 & connzoted et R S -"l';_F'ilge 8 af 2

'HaﬂLrQU| are sltuated in the West and wllages ‘Bliarola and - - i
'f_Saral P:palthala are Situafeci |r the Snuth of, wildge Jahanglr _ '

2 U r|
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12, | may additionally note that the {ay out p'l._ém_f::lf thi
national . Capital Territory of Delhi, published by the)

Government of NCT Delhi would reveal that Uillagﬂ Bhalswa
Jal*qngi*~ Pur s situated orn. the eastern side of G. T }{nrnai Road
Natmnal H|gh.wuy Mool Willages E-:adn Samajpm, Libaspur,

{he.a Kdl 1, Alinur, Mar*marpm Ut]arc_ a) arg on the westerr

sige of National i ghway Moul. _
13. it needs Lo be highlighted that whalever development
tock place in the revenus estate gf village Jahanglr Pur, post:

village was-for re-settlement of slum and [.). cwelfgr.'s 2. the
character of urbanization.in the arez was of.a kind where
potential price increased due to urbanization '.r[ras af a waak

H*me ln the densmn remm’eeu as Amar 5fru:,rf; V5. Linfoi If:'.r'

me:ffe 1998 {"u-“jl Al {Delni) 45‘:2‘ it was natr:ct that there E:-u5tn.=d a

rasattlement colory callet Jahangw Puri In the’ area which had
sprung up during the pe HDd of emeargency i.e, the year 1975-

FG. It has to be remembored that the two subject aqwsﬂm% -

wers alsa for ro- bettlement of slum and’),). Clusters.

'14. The decision ir LAADpND. EﬁhJJDGB Jai _'E-mtm Vs, b &

Arir, which was reserved on 12.8. 2011 and _had vet to be
pronaunced or 18.8.2011, when instant appeals were Feserved

for ji mr_qment has since been pronounced by me rm 23.8.2011.

ard | would highlight that while assessing the fair markes

walle of the land si Luated in 10 reverue estates in.the same!
. revenue district i.e, Nm—n West Deoih! being I'L\IEI'IU{-" estate of
llages Pacth K#ord, Slwhpur fzarhi, Sanoth, Ahp |r Marels, -
Aajepur Kalan, Holambi Kalan, Khara Khurd, HL}|dJTIL"II I{huad

ind Bawana | had. noted that the tapology of the ares

LAATEMa 99920 10 & correcled mzters _ _ _ © PageBal2? .

acquisition of agricultura! lands in the I"L".-'Er‘ILIP est ate of sah.,. _

v
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: -L_'-.-'ncl'i.'t'-.ItEd a‘ "'u'” at the ﬂDIﬂt of II"'ItE-TSEEtIDI'I W|‘|E""'E e T hiarnal
-Huad e NH-1 and Robtak Huaﬂ & HH- 10 blfurcaied at-a -
.I'_I:II'I'IF"WJ.'}I'I Dﬂlﬂt pr‘r:ut:EF-f'ng in. .differan t dtt‘ﬂﬁtlﬂr‘ﬁ -at. .':n:'lel

Mar‘lm ]a. needs o be h|ghljghted that m]lage BhalSwa ]ahanglr LI

IF'l;r'I (5 D..Jtslde LhE %' eforesaid and 85 explamed heremabwe

and :lhut&. tc:wardS the Eaﬁt l::lf MH- 1

15, In the appeals relatmg ko the said 1i} vlrlagr:s where Iam:i'-' :

| '.'f: e to timé -l had dealt W|’r_h nﬂtlf'l:atmns issued |n the. yrec:r
© 2000, 2001, 2002 ‘and 2003. In those cases, learned cuunsel_ E

for the land OMTIErs had reller:[ upen the salu dead i:iated

-'15 04, EDE}I I[E}{l'llbll PY-15/1). and the salh_ deed ddtﬂ_ﬁj:_
.24.03.2000 (Exhibit PW-15/2) i.e. the samie sale deeds on -
'-*whi'ch' learned EGU.F'IEE| fi::r the, Fand '.:':wnér-r, hémé placeff:.
- relishce upon as ru::tv:d in sub- -para {d} of para 8 her-emachb
i the said jUdeEﬂ dateﬂ 23. B 2D1J. | h‘aw& d]SEEH‘ElEd these :

Lo sale deeds fﬁr thie reaspns recnrded in pamgmphs 21 to

- 3;: whick are-repred juced horeunder:: .
21, The first argumant is pre-m-::utéﬂ' on the 2 sale £

deeds, Ex.PW-1/3 which is dated 25.3.2000, and the -
sale-déed EXPW-1/2 which is dated 25, 42001, As
per the former, fair market value for the: former

- cames to T26.75 lakhs pEr.aer—_t and the lattel @

Y "-_?-E:E 478 lakhs per acre.” The [earned Reference

. Gourl has refected the 2 sale deeds as reliable:- -
cevidence® to determine fair market wvalue” of

agricultura) lands, for all the willages in question en’ ™ ..

tho reasoning that the sale deed Ex Piv-1/3 was:
purchased by a religious: trust by the namio of .. .|
_‘Radha-Swami Satsang’ and Suraj: Bhan PW-6 who
héd tendefed the sale deed in evidence, :while

© deposing il Courl in LAC Mo.68/2005 Fad- sfated

- that-to his knowledge the land was purchased for
_.rehgmus purpose and was being used for 4 rel:gmus
purpose, ' The sai e-deed Ex.PVW-1/2 has |I|'!:EWIEL.

A &pp HNo.9949/ JJ[EI & bnmmﬂwd Trkl.t[,l:].'.ﬁ SR Pau:: 10 Ufii

- wenﬂ a:;:qLJJFE:j pur&uant io d|FFerent nuhﬂcaﬁmns IS‘SUE{i fmm-_.



beén held not to be reliable evidence to determine

fair market wvalue . of -agricuttural . larids oh the .

reasoning it was. purchased by a Non Government =~ -

Organjzation *Christian Organization”. and as. -per
the tegtimony of PW-7 Sister Annie the secretary of
the organization stated that the organization had to

. Pay the price for the said piece of land as it was the

oty plet af the requisite size suitable for the - g

reguirement of the oroanization and is peing used

for - destitute women e, therse was a special .

' circumstance, personaf to the vendee. -

+ 22, As held in.the decisions reported as 1995 (1
SCC 717 Land Acquisition Officer Eluru & Ors. |/
Asti-Rofini& Anr. (Refer para 6) and 2009 (14) 5CC - 2

369 Mohd. Raufuddin Vs, tand Acquisition. Officer-. -
(Refer para’ 13} sale transactions evidenced-in a - .

sale deed which are tandared in evidence by wvirtue

df . Sedtion. 514 of the L.A-Act 1894 have ngt Lo be
ipso facto treated as an exemplar sale deed to

.- -détermine the market value of land in an area for

the reasun there may be ‘special circumstances

- “wihich-have led tha buyer to pay a higher price. The:
trus test is the price-which a waoll tnformed willing - .
Jbuyer would pay te-an equally well informed seller ©

- without * heing - influenced by - any Special
scifcumnstanceas or the fancy to fuy & particular pisce.

of land. An-informed buyer would be one who has
studied the market and has aeprised himself of all

available land In the. area; has understood . the = -

topology of the are# and the prevailing prices. If a .

buyer has a fancy for a particular piece of lafd, he

may pay a much higher price and this would not he

2 good index of fair market value of the lands-in the

area. [would be failifg if | do not highlight that the |

Unfan of India had refied upon the sale dead dated

2(15.2002, which was accepied by the tearned
- Reference Court pertaining to the notiflcation dated -
27.1.2003 where-under agricultura! land in village

. Rajapur Kalan was sold by an-agriculturist to an -
-agricultbrist for a much lesser price |.a. T17,74,109
Per dcte as Against the price which comes. to

163,478 lakhs per acre for Ex.PW-1/2 and ¥28.39

lakhs. per acre for Ex.PW-1/3. The 2 sdle deads -
LA Ap p.-Ij?n-ﬂﬂ Rl [0 L:-D]J:ilﬁﬂ'.ﬂii.lﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁ '
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Ei.PW—L’i_"".ZEn‘d Ex PW-1/3, themselves are having

intrinsic cvidence af the fanciul price and ex:facie
destroy each other, ot . .

23, Thus, apart fromi the redsoning of the [earned
. Reforence - Cayrt, with which | concur, afore-noted
 reasens.in para 21 abdve -would be: " additional
reasans to hald Lhat' thé 2 sdle .deeds . wolld

advisably not-be good evidence wherefrom ' fair
ridrket valye of Bubject lands can be determiined

~ and more. 5o far the reasan | find that under various

=wards nearly between 7,000 to 8,000 bigha of land

.. have basn:acquired and when the atquisition -is of
© such.large an‘area, it wauld maxe all the more a
‘reason to be Circumspect 0N sale deeds having
- . Intrinsic evidenceof the'transaction bejng the result -
;- 0%a fancy of fhe Bluver. | would Be failing not to .
note an unreported; decision cited by learned
coynsel SHiLS.Dshiva Being' the decision. dated’
1512 2008 disposing of a batch of appeals, lead
matter beirg LA ApENo. 193/2006 Fratap _ Singh.

(sinte deceased) thru (Rs Ve Lol & Ore. It was - -

highlighted that the sale deed therein by whith -L&T

had .purchased 8 higha and. @ biswa .of dyriculturai
land for expansion aof Its factdry which -had. been

. dgnored by, the learhed ‘Referance -Court an +the |
ground that L&T had a fancy for.the said land and,

hence the price reflected. therein could not be

treated as a good evidence of value of land in the
- ared, was refected by the Court and the price in -
question, with suitzhle deduction on -account.of the -
parcel of land beirig Jarge, was accepted by the
Court &nd thus even in the instant cases the 2 sale
deeds in question. ie ‘Ex.PW-1/2 and Ex.PW-1/3

sholuld be treated as the basis to determine’ fair

market vatue. The argument ignores the reasoning
- in the decision of tfis Division Bench in paras 37.to
- 3B.wherein the Divisian Bench, did mot accept the
valuein Lhe sale deed gn its gwn Ingic as indicative

of the market value, ‘but found that if the price -

-

therein’ was. reduced by 173" the price arrived:at
would be the.same as would be pricearrived af with
reference to the average rate of the sale deeds
produced. by the Unioh of Indfa Le. the sale deeds

|
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prodiced by -the Government were giving a orice of
AL, 37,0000 per bigha and the sale deed under
Jwhich L&T had purchased the lend gave the price
¥3,26,600/~ per bigha and the average would come :
to 2,301,800/~ which was near about the price of :
72,15,160/~ por bigha, if 1/3™ would be deducted.
from the sum of T3,26,600/~, 1L may further be
highiighted that in the szid judgment the year of

the =ale was 1893 and the notification under
Sectidn 4 of ths Land Acguisition Act was dated
24.7.1995 and.. 16.,11:1995 . and thé <Court
determinad fair market value as of the said dates at
the same sum  arrived &t as  aforosaid e
T2,15,180/-  In other words, the reasoring of the
Bivision Bench is not to: e read. pedantically” but
meaningfully. It is not that the Court treated .the
sale deed in ‘guestion as the basis for il was 50,
the appreciation for 2 years had r:_qmred to be
giver. | would highlight once again, that [ Fave
nereinbefore alreacy . noted the  inherent
t:mtmdmltmn in_the value of tha fand price as-per
tha 2 sale deeds ang this tself | I intrinsic mutually
destructive evidence of the 2 sale deeds reflecting
fair market value." :

1&.  For the reasons therein, | reject these tw_uj sale deeds in

) E’fhe prisent case alsg as 'reiiahle ard gocd evidence tt:-'
ceterming fair market valle of agncul‘urai land In viliage |
LEha lswa fanzngir Puri. _ ; = g

17, .As regards the agr_ﬂemenf to sell (Exhibit PVW-B/1), the -

land situated in village Bhnalswa lah&ngir Puri -has been 'agreeﬂ
Le¥ frea t_rahsr’erre:i far a STJ-‘.T'l af T1&8 [akhs per acre, The land

owners hawve alse relied upon another sale deed dated

01.07.2003 whereunder 4-16 bigha i.e. 1 acre [and was sold at
¢15,70,000/- i T . '

18, MNew, If the price, a5 per the own showing inf_': the land
OWRNETS wWas %lE,?D,ﬂDD;‘—. per d@cre as. on 01.07.2003, . it iIS |

LA Apn e 994,200 & tonnesred matters : Pape 130022
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"‘."-.; ftmck or Jtmd ﬂa{.‘r W be fixed, ,
A - ﬁaw_ discus sed  this fssue - in my’ demsmn dated
7382011 in LA, App.No, EEEIEDDB fai Singh . Hot & An, 1. e
2 wnae an abnnrmaliy hlgh price. for-a parcei uf Jam:l s with

- difficult 1o EDt‘ﬂ[::rJ’E'I"iEI‘ICI the abrr:rmrmaily hlgh ua[ue Els t:uer'
K E}q PWW-5/1 wehich is dated 8.4, 1995 in which-the Eta[Ed prlce ig.-
- %18 lakhs per acre; Itie indeed a puzzle that in 1956 I:he price

WaS Ela lakhs per acre apd 7.years down the. hne the prrce Tell

: to ¥15.7 lakhs per acre,” | need to hlghhght that m .paragragh
< 39:.0f Itg dEEﬂ}Dﬂ the learned Heference Cc:mrf : whlle L
" examining ExPW-5/1 has c:npmed that the said price was Tﬂr‘_ o

special considerations and not the price settled. between = 148 :
informed wrllng J::ug,rm and an mﬂ:u‘med wu—llnq sell'er anﬂ

. :._Wlth-DLIL being . m‘:‘lu&nced by SpEEial needs pﬂrtammg to a,'. |

part cular Iand and f‘lr:'ld ‘thus d|=ca|ﬂed tho sard sale deed 55_ :
:ﬁt reliakle evidence wfhérefmm fajr frarket valup of a Iar‘gp

~avidence "of neither the: buyer nor. the . seller being | well-

II]fD"f"‘IEd and there bung a special- feaLurE qQua the Iand and

'_'-'have held fhe same not.to be goaad emd&nce 0 determlne falr, _'
2 market value of a large part of fand, being the Tanciful price
_'pald by a-buyer :-J'.I"IitEE‘.ﬂ with fan::g.r -which Ub'?.er'n.rdtmrm have,

dlready been extracted by me herunamw& .. paras 22 and

£

" 230of H‘IF‘ Said uprrsmn reﬂ:erate Ehe a.ame i
26, As. regardE auctmn rates of deve[nped pIDt of Jandf." ;
situated in the Sarua}r Gdnd'hl Transport Nagar I {in not_find, -
'-an:.r 5ubstance i the arngEnE af Lhe Jearned ‘counsel for the-
land ownefs and- concu? iwith the decision {:f the |EEI’I‘”:IE-_I'_‘-|:' :
g HEfEfEHCE Court contained in paragraph5 29 and 30 which are
prermised ot the ::_I-_amsmn ﬂf_the Spprgmrz Court reported as faf |

g .".A.App.h'n.?ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂiuL%E'&mcctsii fallrs. T - Paje 14 of 22 : ]
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. Chand Vs, Unign of indis 2009 (15) SCC 769, Similar is the

- - are extracted hereunders-: .

- réasoning pe:jt_aihf'ng to the evidence. relating to auction rates:

of residential plots or flsts by DDA~ * ',
21. In my decision dated 23,8.2011 in LA.App.No.266/2003

Jai Singh Vs, U0 & Ors., | had exiensively d-i_s;us;séd the Jaw .
& déc—lar&-ﬂ_. by the EEJ'J:Irl'ErT'!.E_.D:'._':rLlr-'i_E' in Laf Chand's - case witli -

refarence to price at which deveéloped plots wire afictted by

 Uiferent agencies i.e, DDA and DSIDC, Relevaht observations - .

and findings in ‘para 29 to 31 of the decision in fa/ Lingf’'s casd
28, Now, we do not have evidenca as tn what was -’

- the extént of pletted land sald by DSIDE or DDA with

- _reference to the Bawana Industrial Estate ‘deyeloped
by DSIDC and Naisla Residantial Scheme dieveloped
by DDA. -Whether it was 20% or ¥5%, we do not know. |
The - inchdate evidence has resulted n the same  *
factors; being 3 n number which were noted by the -
CSupreme Court. in L3l Chand’s case (supra), which
- Fender this evidence as mest unreliable to determine
the value of dfand in the subject rases, ' :

30, It-is no doubt true, as held even by the learned -
Reference - Court, that with the development  of
Hawana Industrial "Area, Raohini Residential Scherne
and Marela Residential Scheme, the subject lands Rad
cacquired a- building potentiality, but the guestion.
‘would be what would be the value to which the |

building potentiality would translate itself. -

31. . | hold that the lgarihed Reference Court, keeping

in wview the. ghsérvation and the findifgs * of the
. Supreme Court In L3/ Chand's case (supray has rightly 3
Crejected safd eviderice ‘as reliable. On the issue of
. potentiality réfating itself to the value, 1 promise. the -
 reader of the decision, to deal with. the same ‘vihile | -

shall be discussing as to what should ~be the fair -
mariet vaiueof the lands, S
o LAARENa 29010 & colnicted mattas - f0D s penegiseen
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':_.2-2':_ ngl"rllghi ng that ||; Lal C‘ham:r'q r:asra Suprafr th&:.
: Suprerm Cobrt: held that suc’.h TEW data WaS H'IFH[']IHQ]L-‘EE arrf:_-_

was tag mchnatﬂ wherefmm falr' mar"k:et ualue cmuld E}E

T ':i‘"_-.-",SIE.H]zEd : : W £ .
23, res terate the. ["Edbﬂ'ﬂl"lg ta hold that pru:e aL :umnch MED

| a'[mted dev-z]npeﬂ p[ﬂts in: .:-an;a*y Gand#i Tran'-:pclrt Nagar and.
. oprice at which DDA smd deuac:péd plots and fiats would be

-'wrelwaﬁt Lo diétermine fa|r market value of agru:ulfturdl fand. :
.24 PE:H:E:IHHQ ta. pru:e nﬂtjfled t]}r L&DD for. n::hargrng

u1earmd increase when 'easa hold pmpu-t:.r undee L&DD s

' transferr EE[ b}r Gals perpetual lessee, Suﬂ'ce would it bé to state

 that the sama relates to develnped plots and on the pant:..r ﬂf‘

'FEd.:-G]’IIHQ in Laf Chand's case {supra) wherem th|5 kmd rjf :

_ evidence was | ':pE::!fln:aJIy ‘discussed and discarded wﬂ:h_ '

referﬂnm ‘to walage R|thnla whEre |am:15 were acqulr‘ed fnr*
Rohini Residential Echerﬁe | hegate the p]ea for tnmpensati‘uﬂ S

 fo be enhanced with refarence to LEDO rates r‘mtmg that I am:
. -_c-r,-m:emed with Iarqe tr"ack:s r:rf Ianr:is ad- measur"mq ?58 {)1;
bigha ana 929.05 bigha. i -
.25, From the tﬂpﬂl{a{:y of the area an::i as per the ﬁstummw
4 -'_ef Trilak’ Chand Ll-lalka Datwan}l whn appeared aS FW 2 |n L.B.Cn_
L M. 112A/2008 it Gmerges that wilizge Eur—:m i5 on. ‘the east of

..w[lace Ehalswa Jah.—ngw‘ Pun and mdeed the plan Tt:ur De[lm -

would, reveai Lhat the two villages. e, E|’ia|'51.-"|."d Jahanglr Purr-

““and Burart are. separ“aten ta‘f the outer ring road as we trau’eﬂf %

_-Immard: Mubarka I:Jm-;.r-a: from . the T't]etan F-le saﬂlement-.-,

rc}ln Y Eldjﬂlﬁlﬂg the Jamois Gur"ujwara Majnu Ka Tua 'Ihe-_-

_'mﬂu are Eldjﬂ]r'llf'lg wlfages se;:rarated by “Duter H-ng Fmad and

J_..-':'L.FL]Z!F::I“_‘ICII..:?"‘:;:E-'EE': D.:'Ef_m.urle-;'h_::’. IEE%_‘[E:J'EI- Ege e F}i_gc_lﬁ ﬁfﬂ_‘i e




| thus 'EhE f'.aj" mar{cet 1u"E||-L.E of rdnd on a p.artrn:ular cfate in the BN

L fwo whdgm wolld be r:amparahle

E ,EE; While ESEESEIHQ the Talr mar‘kel. value of the [aru:l SJtuatecz'

in village BLH'EII'I which was a-:qu Fed pu*suamt tn nﬂtmcatimm-.
dated 24.07.1988 and 18. D? EUES f‘.:-":J.LEd under bectlt:ﬂ g r}r

the Land Acquisition Act, [ had Lnnqrdered the rnattenar zn.
record i.e the evidence - in- miy ﬂecmmn pmnﬁunﬂed on.
7682011 in & batch of Lﬁlﬂppears lead matter bPlng LA,

.F'LFI!JEM MD.971/2008 titled Ramaf & Ors, Vs, {nion. -OF, india’ A '
s e the said dECIS!DH ! had assessed the fair mar}cet value

of agricultural land at ¥11,60.580.87 per acre. for. LEH.‘EQ‘DF_.-" ﬁi |

land, %14, 44,522, 73 ,I:-E-r acre ﬂ::r Categnr}f B “land am:i

| %8 28 q54 &5 -per acre for Eategnw C land . FIE'I'EZd'iFTII"IQ to the
_FID]IIﬁ'.CE]tJD!'I dated 24. ? IQQB The Jaﬂd acquireg- pfursuant o

nmtuwatmn dated 18. DT EDEB had I:neen EESEJSEﬂ b:.r e -zt

g {lq .20 568I per ucre for Categcrry A Jand and ?1? 28:512/- pes

Y re fof Calegory B Iand In Jjai Sin ngh's case fs‘u,ﬂra} I hau

EJSSES’-'ECI the fair mdrkp’r value n lgnd in lEr wilages asunderr—

Date of Nﬂhrrcathn Faif, . market |
-under Section 4 ualue {m lakhs |

per agre) 3
fﬂd '

S Hr:r 'Hllfaqp NamE

I JPoothkhurd "[78.2000 T Tieir 75 |

'-Eateg::rr}r AT

. oy, R e . ~ lCategary ‘5’
wHolambi Kalan™| 7.8.2000 pR1LE

3. [Bawana . |7s.2000) — - (3875 T for -

O ol @ - Category- A
s A = ¥14.38125 for.
-"Category 'B':°

A [Khera Khard T 1189000 T T Rig 0e

CCategary "A"
| ¥14.46413 fDr
- | Categary ‘B

LA Agp.NG U59/207 it commgtid matkws . - - ' Page 17 of22
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Te16.765  far

V)

3. Marels 2.5.2001 :
| 4 : Lategory 'A7
¥15.76087 for
I o i Category ‘B’ - |
3. | Holambi Kalan | 22.8.2001 TI6. 745 Tor
: : Category ‘&
¥16.43811 for
: : o i _ ., Categary ‘B
7 Alipur 22.8.2001 - (| ¥16:745 for
- Category 'A
71643811 var
- ] : ‘Category ‘BT
B Hoiambi Khurd | 22.8.2001 T . 16.745  for
' : | Category A_
- ¥16.43811 for -
w4 : . | Catehory ‘B’
Q. Rajapur Kalan | 22.8.2001 116,745 Frar
' Category A"
CI¥16.43811 for
: L | Category 'B'
10. Sanoth 7.12.200a1] ¥17.295
[ 5'1ahpL.| Garhi | 16.53.2002 [ FIE.655
12 Shahpur Garhi . 23.5.2007 {18.655
13. Holemb! Kalan_ | 23.5.2002 -1 ¥18.655.
1, Alipur 23.5:2002 . T18.655 |
15 Sanoth 27.1.2003 $19.435 for
‘Catenory ‘A’
T18.94912 far |.
Category ‘B 1
T18.47539 for -
s Category“C" |
16. Rajapur Kaian  |27.1.2003 ¥19.435 - for
- o | Category "A"
©¥18.84912 for
Category ‘B
T18.47539 for)| |
N Categﬂrg.f 'C’
27. In Jsi Singf's case (supra). | had also analyzed the

minimum land rates enhanced by the Gwernment fram time

lo time and found the same not'to be the fose gixit of the

LA AppM n.!?'?:?'.-t?.ljllj & comncoted mulicrs

F‘dgtt 18422
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y! Governmenl ufficers ard had found not anly’ raticnale but 3

reflection of urbanizatien impactifig such incredse.  With

.reference’ to th_E..dEEiEi[lns___.ﬂf. .r'_cnhr Division Benches of -thié’:.._' Hes
* Gourt reported as 2006 W AD Delhi 13 Gajraj Singlt Vs, YOI &
. Anr, 2604 1V AD Delhi 20. Ram- Chander Vs, YOL 11T (2004)

D LT:'{JS._ gﬁihfm 55;-75[?? s b’@' and ‘an unreported ~.-déi:E5il;m_ it

'.tlﬁ.gﬁptmﬂ,aaam_upfﬁ Mahander Singh Vs, ol & :::J;E&: decided _

o]t ll-frli?.ﬂt]ﬁ' whér_efn ba‘s‘ed_pn sale deeds and Gth_El'.'_ ayidence:".

dand price was determ i-he;i;:m'varfmus dates between the years.
. 1993°t0.1996 and in relalion to the minimurn price fixed by the 5
' Government t had highlighted inparas 50 te 53 of, the said -

decision as under=" 2T e gy e o

“50," The af[::resaif_:i judgments noted in' the 'p;fecedf"r_ig.'
“paragraphs as alss the various notifications issued fram

©time to lime by _‘tha'.-Gt}*n.rernmant of NCT Delhi:notifying: . -

minimurn grice for agricultural lands in Delhi as tabulated &

by-me in para 7 above bring out two very. Important facts’ -

relevant to deferming the growth/rise in the. prices af .
agricultural land in Delhi over the years comriencing:
rom the year 1990. As of 27.4.1990 minimum price’was .

3465 lakhs per acre-which rose to 10 lakhs per acre as.

‘of 1.4,1997 i.e. the increase 15%5.35 lakhs spread over 7!
years which gives us § 115.054% increase in 7 years and .
. the average price increase would be 16.436%. -The price
rise vwver the next 1 year is by 11.2% and thereafter by ©
11% forthe next 2 years and 11.5% for the next year L.e.’
as of 1.4.2001. It shows that due to urbanization, -
between the year 1990 and 1997 prices grows fairly

. - sharply and good corroberative evidenca for this would

.-__I:re” the decision. of the Division Bérith of this Court, in
Gairal's case (supra), which | have discussed in para 49 -
AopRe, . oh T T e § ' el

51, [ head to n'élalirm'r.ate a little mere, with 'r-'_es}jeéf:'tn-t.h::—z. =

decision in Gajrafs ‘case. ~ Distussing - the svidence @ -

" pertaining to-falr market valle of -agriciltural:land i
village Holamhbi - Kalan &y of 15.11.1096, in paras'9 to 17




the Courl  discussed the : valuation' on the basis” of _
-+ agricultursl vield and found that the gross return per acre. -

©oper annunt was 55,000/ for rmultiple cropped:land and
having good irrigation facilities and thus capitalized ths

. land price &t 39.5 jakhs pér acre.. Discussing the secdng -

method of land prices - of comparable’ lands in the
surrounding ‘areas including potentiality, in para .15
. onwards the Cours discussed: the matter with-reference to
. land prices .in adjoining ﬁi!lage:E:hﬂrﬂgarh'--'wh'eré e
Godowns had come up and based on salainstances
- found that based on the said sale instahces and: giving
~ benefit of industrialization the i hd price would come. to-
¥10,03,364/- per gere, (Refer para 31). The,_{;murt then
Cchsidered the prices notified by the Government as per
. policy dated. 1.4.1997 and thus- worked out the'mean
average. figure of ¥0,76,121/- per acre for Category 'A
lands and ¥9,51,121/- per acre for ‘Category ‘B lands,
“The decisinn highlights that the patentiality had been
well-factored  in. when the. Government fssued the
minimum piice notification w.a f, 1.4.1987, evidenced by
the fact that even with respect to sale transagtions the .
- Court Tound that as against the minimurn price notified
as of 1.4.1997 at T10 lgkhs per acre, saie Thstarices were
highlighting that the price was ¥106,03,364/- per acre.

‘L57. The dé_r':fsi::m;.fm_.Mahehdérjmg'ht case, partaining . B

to willage Bawana, referred td by me in-parg 49 above,
highlights with reference to para 28 to 31 of the decision.
that the Master Plan for Deihi 1999 had been taken into -
—AaccguUnt by the 'Court. which WERS Drojecting residential, =
©ocommeércial  and  industrial - future explaitation  of
- agricultural land in Balhi ard.on the issue of potentiality
had noted -that notwithstariding the Master Flan so.
- projecting. and . the lands theoretically . acguiring a- -
| betentiality, the samé. had not translated into & redlity
.evidenced by the fact.that till-the year 19965 i.e. the date
... _of the notification wWith which the Division Bench was
. concefned, virtually no development had taken place in’ -
village Bawana and Holambi Kalan and nobody had
.- exploited the-potential!’ As | have alfeady. highlighted i
' parai49 above'there is a gap between whiat would be .
. ekpected .to be the market growth and what t'h”ev;marke_t

actually grows.  THe decisions in Aeafals case and . o

I.A.ﬂppﬂu.bﬁ":’:lr‘l[]m&‘; cn:1;1¢cﬁxl_u:u1£m.s ' ' Pﬁgelll ol 32 '_




Mahender Singhi's- case highlight  that « potentiality
translated itself inta a reality between 1990 and 1907
~when prices rose by about 16.5% per annum apd~
thereafter the extended potentiality did not translate . °
‘with the requisite momentum and the acceleration fell to _
- between 10% per annum to 11% per annum. One reason

..could be that pursuant-to Master Plan for Deihi 1596 = "

. falrly' [arge area came 1o be developed, both residential,

. .commercidl and industrial and probably .there was’
o enough availability of deve:uped land and thE hunger of -
the market got saturated. :

53 ThE -rjr*1p|r|cal Evldeﬁce in: thE i!‘lStant EBSE apalt' :
© . from the 2 zale degds. relied upon by the land gwners, it
respiect whereof the learned Reference Court has given -
good . reasins not'to hr_lg.,r upon and for whlr:h | have given
further reasons in p-:lr'EIE 21 and 22: heranabwe for not ..
relying wpan, Being fanciful saté deeds, to determine fair.
~market valug, we have with us'the sale deed relied upon |
+ by the learned 'Land Acq uisjtion Collector | pursuant
.whereto in some references in village: R.Euapur Kalan the
learned. Reference Court has held that as- per the sdid

sdle deed Bx.R-2 as of the date of the sale r e, 20.5.2002 - '

" the fait méirket value of agriciitural 'lands” would - be
%16,16,040/- per acre as.&f 27.1.2003 6n tbe reasaning
that 1 bigha and 13 biswa of land which was sold for
5,380,600/ and T70,1604 was paid as sﬁamp duty weld
~mean that 36,09,850/- (¢5,39,650/- +  ¥70,160/-) wers
. spent would yield the price ¥17,74,10%/-. [:let‘ acre as n::uF
_ the date of | the safe. | e, 20 5 EDDE

28, In {“|:=- ab:.enr:e c:r Ay cagem E'uICIEE'ICE plar:ed an recpr;:i

"t]'_-..r wither pur ek other tfian the mlmmum price nc:UFEd by t"le f
.Ewemment ’rr:::m time to tlme 1 hold that the Learnﬂd it
Reférence Court has rightly adopted the- correct prlnmple and i

h&s relied upon the cnrrect evidence and has given the CEIFFE o
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