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CORAM: |
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SUNIL GAUR

_ ORDER
%o ' 01.02.2012
1. Above captioned appeals and cross-objections relate to acqulsltion
of about 2100 bighas of land in Village Bamnoli, Delhj notlhed for
Planned Development of Delhi vide Notification of 4™ November, 2004

undet the Land Acquisition, Act, 1894 and since the impugned order of
-the Reference Court in these -appeals unlformly grants compensatmr‘t at
: the rate of ¥17,45,000 per acre W1th statutory benefits, therefore, Wlth

‘the consent of learned counsel for the parties, who were present at the

' ;ﬁnal hearing, these: matters were heard together and are behlg

adjudlcated upon by this eommon order. , o t
2. Land Acquisition Collector VVhllP relym0 upon the indicative prlee
_ ﬁxed by Government of NCT of De1h1 for agricultural land in Delhi fo1
the period in question, had determined the market value of the dcquued
‘_land In question at the aforesaid rate of ¥15,70 ,000/- per acre of leve]ed

land in Block A, whereas for the acquired land excavated beyond one

|
meter, i.e., Block B land, compensation was determmed at the rate jof

%14,13,000/- per acre. _ | i

3. Not satisfied with the aforesaid Award of Land Acqmsmon

Collector, before the Reference Court, appellﬂnts/clalmants had relied

upon Notification of 24" October, 1994 issued by the Muricipal
Corporatlon of Delhi deularmg the Jand m 20 villages including the

instant village to be -urbanized. Reliance was also placea upon
Nétification of 16% October, 2000 deelarmg change of land use of the

acquired land in question and thereupon, Delhi Development Autl10111y

>

, . l
had prepared Zonal Developnjent Plan for Dwarka Sub City in Dwarlga




New Delhi.
4,
1/13) of the year 1999, 1

purchased by a religion

certified copy of Sale Deed of 27™ September,r2004 (Ex.PW-1/14

. While relying upon seVeh sale instances (Ex.PW-1/7 to Ex.PW-

elating to agrlcultural land in Village Pochan

|

i
i

and ,

)'of

s society — Radha Swami Satsang, Beas,

Village Bharthal, enhancement in compensation was sought. Reference .

Court upon evaluation of the evidence on record concluded that there

was no evidence to the

effect that locat1on potential and utility oi the

land i in the Villages of Bharthal Pochanpu and Bamnoh 1s similar and

‘had chosen not to rely

upon ‘the aforesaid sale 1nstances as the Sale

instance of this very Vrllage was available. |

5,

aforesaid sale instances,

!
In the absence of the ev1dence of the Vendor/Vendee of the

Reference Court had dlscarded‘the aforesald

sale instances relied upon by the appellants/elaunants while advertmg to

paragraph no: 29 of the Apex Court decision in Lal Chand vs, Umanl of

lIndta and Anr., (2009

instances (EX.R_—I and Ex|

refused to apply Delhi
cemnrercial plots or the

placing implicit reliance

15 SCC 769. Before dealing with the sale
R-IT) of Village Bamnoli, Reference Court had
Development Authority auction rate for the
schedule of market rates for Vasant Vihar by

upon the Apex Court decision in Lal (’htmd

(supra) to hold that' market price for the developed land r‘annot be

apphed while determmmg the market price of the undevelop

agricultural land in Delhi.

0. To fortlfy the afor

quoted the passages from

and thereafter, had proce

allotment of .14.5 acres

‘Authority to the Power Depattment of Govemment of NCT of Delhi for

' I,A.App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals

d

(€]

. i

"
esaid ﬁndlng, Refetence Court has e‘rtenswe
the Apex Gourt decision in Lal Chand (supr
eded to-discard heavily relied upon instance

of the acquired land by Delhi Developme '

of Village Bamnoli Page 4 of [5
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construction of 715 _Mega;Waﬁ Gas Based Power Plant/Project, while

holding as under:- | f

t

'
|
'
i
I
|

| i

1

5 '

“77. The allotment of 1.5 hectare of land for a premium of
R297.42 lakh per acre is an inter departmental allotment.
Buyer and seller both are agencies of state. Since no
development/ construction can take place on the land in
question without permission of DDA in view of Section ]2
of the Delhi Development Act 1957 determingtion of

. premium for allotwerfzz‘ of land in development area is not an '
ordinary sale between a prudent buyer and seller. Premium

of land in such an allotment cannot be called the market
price of land which: a prospective buyer of similar land
sitting in his armchair would be willing to pay.

78 Moreover, there is a time gap of three years between
date of Notification under Séction 4 of LA Act which is
04.11.2004 and date of allotment which is 25.11.2007

- Market price of Zandé allotted after 3 years of Notification
under Section 4 of LA Act cannot be taken into
consideration for detérmining market value on the date of

' Notification under Se;cz‘ion 4. As per Section 24 of LA Act,

the Court shall not take into consideration any increase to

-the value of the land acquired likely o accrue Jrom the use
to which it will be put when required.

7. On the aspect of the acquired land being decléred urbanized and; of

' : } : N
being in the development zone, the pertinent findings returned by the

- Reference Court are as under:-

“94. Land of peti loner is agricultural land although it is |
in urbanized azreaF and in development zone. The land
continued to be agricultural land even till issuance of |
Notification under Segtion 4 of LA Act in the year 2004 |
would show that i spite of being in capital of country ;
having  explosive | population, no - residential colony, |
approved. or unapproved came up on the land in question
and it would nega)e possibility of land in question having |
potential for building site even in near future. :

95.  The petitioner has brought no evidence, leave aside
documentary evidence ‘that the acquired land was szrz'table

- LA.App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals of Village Bamnoli Page 5 0f 15 .
. e . |




";;JA./‘-\pp.

o 1ates for agricultural land

Jor puz‘tiﬁg up buzldmgs be they residential or commercial
or industrial as .the 'case may be. There is no buzldzng
the:land in question even after passing of

activity started on

.a decade since areq was urbamzed ? “t

g.

On the question of ’potentlahty of the acquired land, Reference

|

Court has taken note of" the fact that th1s acquired land is surrounded on

all four sides by Village

S — Bharthal Bijwasan, Pochanpur and Dhul

Siras. Noticing that acqu1red land is'in the vicinity of Dwarka, Whe1e

DDA is developmg colomes and therefore adoption of the minimum

|
ﬁxed by the Government of Delhi by the Land

Acquisition Collector was not justified. Upon considering the two sa.le

: t]
instances of 25% October,

2004 (Bx.R-1) and of 20" April, 2004 (Ex.R-

~2) of this very village, Refer;ence Court had discarded the sale instance

9.

true potential of the acquired land Reliance was placed uporw

(Ex.R-2) as sale consider

atlon of 39, 02 ,496 per acre was found to be

depressed and had chos=n to rely: upon the sale instance (EX R~l)

depicting sale con51derat

comparable.

appellants that the effect g

the acquired lands being

October, 2000 regarding the change of land use under the Master Plan of

Delhi has- not been consid

. ' : "
In the instant appeals, it was vehemently urged on behalf of the

ion: of ?17 45, 108 wh1ch was found to be

{
{

1
f Notlﬁcatlon of 24% October, 1994 declarlng

ﬁt for urbam7atlon and Notification of 16|th

=red by the Refererace Court to appreciate the

|
decision of
"

Land Acquisition Officer & Anr vs. M. K‘

Rafiq Saheb, (2011) 7 SCC 714, by. learned counsel for the appellants ’ro

the Apex Court in Special

~ contend that in view of the aforesald Notlﬁvatlons the acquired land

' cannot be treated as an agricultural land for determination of its market

10,

3

value. - 4

Aforesaid contention|is noticed for being outrightly rejected as the
, ‘ o

No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals oL’ Village Baminoli Page 6 of 15




acquired lands may not o be termed as agricultural land but they vvere
eertalnly undeveloped. Government’s minimum rates for the agricultu ral
land applicable to Delhi have been r1ghtly discarded by the- Relerence
.Court. So, reliance placed upon M.K. Raij Saheb (supra), is clearly

- misplaced, as the Reference Court has determined the market value|of

the adquired land while relying upon a sale exemplar of this very v1llag,e
e 11, There is no question of dlscardmg the aforesaid Notifications. 'In

fact, inspite of the aforesald Not1ﬁeat1ons no development act1vuy vxlfas

1

. |
- there on the acquired la ds as no’ permission was sought by the owners

A%

of the acquired lands under Delhi Development Act and therefore, it can

: o
be safely concluded that the acquired lands were undeveloped and the

" 'same could not be compared with developed lands for determining the
matket value of the acquired land. Thus, rel1ance placed by appellant’s
counsel upon Udho Dass vs. State of Harpana & Ors., 2010 (9) SCALiE
41 is‘of no avail. ':' E

12. "Rejection of auction tates of,‘ Delhi Development l‘\uthority, :in
Sector 20 and 22 of Dwarlca., hy the Referenee Court, is assailed by
learned counsel for the appell:ants by contendi'lng that the acquired land 1s
fully comparable with. the aforesaid land and is in proximity an:d
therefore, the market value of the acquired land ought to have been ﬁxed
with reference to the auction rates of the Delhi Development Authonty
Reference Court‘has not only relied upon the decision of Apex Court’ 1h
Lal Chand vs. Union of Indta and Anrr., (2009) 15 SCC 769 but has
extenswely quoted relevant | passages therefrom to hold that the sale

consideration of the developed lands cannot be applied to the acqulred

[

lands which are undisputedly undev_eloped. At the hearing in thes

appeals, learned. counsel ffor, the appellant could not distinguish th

o

decision of the Apex Court in Lal Chand (supra), whose ratio squarely

lLA.App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals fVillage-Barnnoli - 4 ' Page 7 of 15
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o
. M
“applies to the instant cases. Therefore I find that the Reference Court

- , l
-~ has rightly refused to. apply Delhi Developmcnt Authorlty auction rates

. ) o . i
~ for determining the market value of the- acqulred land:

- 13.  While -1'eiterating the well settled pnncrple of law that comparabﬂ
"jsale instances, are the best p1ece of evidence to be considered by the
Court for the purpose of. determmmg the compensation, Apex Court i in
its recent decision 1in ‘Padha Mudalzzyazr Vs. Speczal Tahsildar (Land
. Acquisition Tamll Nadu Houszng Board) (2010) 13 Kee 384 has

observed as under:- °

“13. Comparable sales znstances are the safest method for
determining .the market| value of the acquired land and as Hi
laid down in Shaji Kurzakose v."Indiar. Oil Corpn. Ltd,
should satisfy the factors inter -alia (1) the sale must be
genuine transaction! (2) the sale deed must have been :
executed at the time proximate to the date of issuance of
notification under Section 4 of the Act; (3) the land covered :
by the Sale must be ll the vicinity of the acquired land; (4) |
the land covered by 1 If/e sale muyst be similar to the acquired

- land and (5) size of the plot of the land covered by the sale f
be comparable to the acquzred land. The sales instances |-
should preferably be| closest to the date of notification as .
then alone it would satisfy the touchstone of the principles

. contemplated under Section 23- of the Act, as held in
Kanwar Sz'ngh vs. Union of India.”

14, Fixation of the market value of the acqu1red land on the basis of
the sale 1nstances (Ex.PW-1/7 to Ex. PW-1/ 14) of the adjoining villages,
as sought by the appellants stands rlohtly rejected by the Reference
(;E_ourt as the sale instances of this Very village are available. When it is

s"o_‘,‘ then there is no need to look for the sale instances of the adjo1n1ng

|

15. - On the aforesaid reas'.oning, adoption of the L&DO rates to fix 'thez

villages.

‘market value of the acquired lands sought by the appellants is outrightlyi

Co
re]ected Appellants counsel had relied upon decision of the Apex,

LA.App. No 115/2011° & connected Appeals of V 111age Bamnoli , ' ‘Page 8of15
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‘ LA.App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals 0‘""Village"Ba1nno]i

" the ‘sale instances (Ex.PW

- had strongly relied upon t

_the aforesaid land was out

1t was asserted by learned
© compensation ought to be

Government of Delhi.

'.~_'Court in Kiran T anzdoh_ V. Allazhabad Devel’opmem Authom‘v, (700

T)
10 SCC 745 and in Valllyammal and Anr vs. Special T, ehszldm (: Lcm

40% towards deVelopment charges was improper and where large area,

not f‘ully‘ developed is ag

permlss1ble The need ta

- Acquisition) and Anr., AR 2011 SC 2937 to assert that deduct1on ,of

|
quired, normally, deduction of about 35‘%Ii's

|
look for sale instances.in the Vlcmlty I1s

obv1ated in view of the fact that thé sale instances of the instant village

are available and so the re

sale instance (Ex.R-1) is

is of no consequence.

|
quirement of considering the applicability of
-1/7 to ExPW-1/14) would arise only when

; found to be not _comparable. Therefore,

- reference to the aforesaid decisions by learned counsel for the appellants

16. During thd course of hearing, learned counsel for the appellants

1

acres approximately) by

he instance of allotment of 14.5 hectares (37

Delhi Development Author1ty to the Power

Department ‘of Delhi Government on leasehold basis at a- con31derat10n

of %297.42 lacs per acre with 2.5% annual ground rent to clalm-

“allotment s clearly comparable and therefore, on

'enhanc.ement of compensallon at the rate of 40 lacs per acre over and

“above the market value fixed by the Reference Court as the allotment of

of the acquired land. With much vehemence,
counsel for the appellants that the aforesaiid
its basis thie

enhanced while treating the acquired land to

be at par with the ‘af01e<a1d land allotted to Power Department of

by learned senior counsel

by Delhi Development Authorlty to Power Department of Government

17. To meet the aforesa1d stand of the appellants it was pomted out .

for the Respondents that aforesaid allotmen1t

I

|
Page 9 of 15 i
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1 g A . !

of Delhi was made in No@mﬁper, 2007 and the possession of the
aforesaid land was-handed pver to the-Power Department of Government
: !

of Delhi in February, 2008 and the acquisition of the land in question is
of Novémber, 2004 and ;cluriﬁg' the intervening period land rates had
'~ steadily increased and thér.efOrie, aforesaid allotment cannot be made the

" basis to determine the 'market value of the acquired land as the
_ Jats e ‘ |
intervening gap is of three years. i
18.  The factors to be co'nsidlered to determizie the market value of the

. LR écquired lands as reiterated| by ithe ApeX“Court_'. in General Manager, @.:z'l
“and Natural Gas Corporation |Ltd vs. Rameshbhai Jivanbhai Patel and
. Anr, (2008) 14 SCC 745, afe as under:-

“13. Primarily, the inci'rease' in land prices depends on |

Jour factors: situation ofi the land, nature of development in :
surrounding area, availability of land for developiment in f
the area, and the demand for land in the area. In rural .
areas, unless there ig aigaylprosp'ect of development in the !
vicinity, increase in| pr?ices would be: slow, steady and
gradual, without any sudden spurts or-jumps. On the other
hand, in urban or semi—uirban areas, where the development

" is faster, where the demand for land is high and where there
is c’onsl‘ruction_ activity a(l around, the escalation in mque;‘

price is at a much higher rate, as compared to rural areas.

In some pockets in big cz';ties,, due’ to rapid development and

high demand for lana’,li the escalations in prices have

touched even 30% tq 30% or more per year, during the '
nineties.

14. On the other extreme, in remote rural areqs where
there was no chance of.!lcmy development .and hardly any
buyers, the prices stagnated Jor years or rose marginally at

-a nominal rate of 1% or 2% per annum. There is thus
significant difference in increases in market value of lands

- inurban/semi-urban areas and increases in market value of
ca}'s. Therefore, if the increase in market

lands in the rural are

" value in urban/semi—mbain areas is about 10% to 15% per
" annum, the corresponding increases in rural areas would at

LAApp No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals of Village Baninoli . . Page 10 of 15




19.

| _"(EX PW13/1) of the year 2007 heav1ly relied upon by the appellants
~would not be a useful gu1de to determme the market value of the land i in
"_quesuon, as the said allotmentI was made after a perlod of three yea1s
from the date of acquisition |of the land in quesqon It is so said because

the sale exemplar of the relevant period of this very village in question is

| best be only around half of zr rhné is about 5% to 7.5% per

annum. This rule of 1

nineties, o' be adopted m the absence of clear and specific |

evidence relating to
special reasons for
any specif ic evidenc
prices, then the incr
the same.
15.

Normally, re

humb refers to theizeneral trend in the

increase in prices. Where there are
wplying a higher rate of increase, or
e relating io the actual increase in
vase to be applied would depend upon

course is taken to the mode of

determining the market value by providing appropriate ;‘
escalation over the plfovled mdrket value of nearby lands in !
" previous years . (as

acquisitions), wher

contemporaneous Sale - transactions or acquisitions of

comparable lands in

reasonably safe where| the relied-on sale transactions/

acquisitions precede
years, that is upto fo

unsafe, even if it relates to a neighbouring land. What ‘may
be a reliable standard

become unsafe and
larger. For example,

land acquired in 1992, adopting th*' annual increase
method with reference to a sale or acquisition it 1970 or
- 1980 may have many

course of years, the

undergo drastic clflzjznge apart from the likelihood of

occurrence .of varyi

| sudden spurts in prices affecting the very standard of

increase.’

Being mindful of the
'ONGC (supra),

LA.App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals of] Village Bamnolli,

| ﬁnd that the instance of institutional allotment

evidenced by sale transactions or
> there is no . evidence of any

the neighbourhood. The said method is

the subject aequisf*ion by only a few
ur to f ive years. Beyond that it may be

if the gap is only a few years, may
unreliable standard where the gap is
for, determining the market value of a

pitfalls. This is because, over the
“ 'z‘e of annual increase may itself

g periods of stagnation in prices or
|

ratio of the decision of the Apex Court in

|
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‘available. Therefore, the afo

Power Department of Govermnent of Delhi has been rightly rejected by

the .Reference Court.
20.
(}'x R-1) relied upon by the

Now what is required

not. Und1sputedly, sale 1nstance (Ex. R—l) is of this very Vlllage and is of

October,

Notification of November

(Ex.R-1) is not only relevant but is comparable as it has not been shown

by the appellants as to what

* make it inapplicable to determlne the market velue of the acquired lands.

F inding of the Refe'rence Ca

exhibited no objection was ra1sed by the claimants and as per section 51-

A of Land Acquisition Ac

document is acceptable in' ev1qence and since this document has been

. tendered i.‘n' evidence by the
| them, remains unimpeachabl
21, However, to meét the
. Was submitted by learned cc
lead rebuttal evidence to sho
or bona fide, an application t

: Reference Court which was

' 2010 and therefore, this m atter needs to be remanded back to 1‘he:

Refererice Court to enable. the lappellants to lead rebuttal ev1dence to

22. ~ First of all, -appellants

aforesald sale lnstance (Ex. R-l);: Having not done so, appellants have toj

face the legal consequences. Secondly, ever if application of the!

LA App. No. | 15/2011 & connected Appeals of Village Bamnoli

2004 whereas the ‘land in question was acqu1red wde

demolish aforesaid sale instance (Ex R—l) ' ‘
! |

1 i
o
e ald instance of allotment of land to the

i
I
i
|

Reference Court 1s a comparable instance or

2004. Evidently; aforesaid sale instance
are the distinguishing features which would
urt’ that When the sale instance (Ex.R-1) was
t ] 894, a certlfied copy of a reglstered

Reﬁspondents', the same can be read against

e. ' !

>unse1 for the appellants that opportunity to
W that sale instance (Ex.R-1) is not 1ehable
o) lead rebuttal evidance was filed before | the;

ille%gallyA rejected vide order of 25™ August,f

ought to have objected to the exhibition of

i
I
1

¢ )
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to be considered is whether the sale 1nst"tnce 4

aforesaid finding of the Reference Court, it '

19



. " - N I
. . . |
! - . . |
: )
' 5 : ot {
i L N :
| :
i i 1
\ . -

a‘ppellants for Ieading rebuttal ev1dence was’ rejected by the Refer ence

Court nothing had stopped them from movmg an apphcatlon for leadlng

additional. eVldence in the appr-‘al to lead evntence in order to demolish
the sale 1nstance (Ex. R-1) Not only this, even durmg the course of

hearmg, nothing - was urged to ishow as to how the sale instance (EX R—l)
is not genuine/reliable or comf)arable | | | E
23. In the hght of the evidence on record I am of the considlered
op1n10n that the Reference Court has rightly rehed upon the sale 1nstance

.+ (Ex. R-l) to determlne the market value of the dcquired lands Finding no
merit in the 1nstant appeal of clalmants and cross-objection by one of

them, the same are dismissed whlle leavrng the partles to bear their own

. . . 1
- costs. ’ : . i

24 . So far as appeals of thb Respondents are concerned, I find no

‘_ ’ Substance in them, because the determlnatlon of the market value of the ‘

| acquired land by the Reference Court has been done while relying upon
the sale instance (Ex. R-l) produced by the Respondents themaelve<
~chard1ng doing away of the cla331ﬁcat10n of the acquired land into A

block and ‘B’ Block by the Reference Court .18 concerned I find that

| ‘.thi\S' clasSiﬁcation has a-1ea>onable basis. That 1S to say, land with top

' soﬂ and the land Wlthout top soﬂ cannot be put at par as the market value

of the land without top so1l is bound to be lesser than the market value of

the land with top soil. o S o |
25. Endorsing the price dlfferentiationzbetween ‘A’ category land and
‘B’ category land my este emed brother Pradeep Nandrajog, in a
frecent de0151on in LA. App No 1266/2008 titled as Jai Singh & Ors. vs

. Umon of India & 0rs., rendered on 23™ August 2011, Wh11e relying on
o the decision of the Divismn Bench of thls court 1n Gajraj Smgh vs

Uhnion of India, 2006 (V1) AD ]De1h1 13, has held as under:-

: L\,A\App. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals of Village Bamnoli ‘ : Page 13 of 15




\ 56 ]n Ga]ra] Szngf 15| case (supm) me price dzﬁ’erentzal '
worked out was 325,000/- per acre. I have notea’
hereznabove that the acquisition ‘in Gajraj Singh’s case |

o pertained to the date|15.11.1996. In Ga]ra] Singh’s case the |
B . price for Catéegory A land deterniined was T9,76,121/- per :
" - acre and for Category B’ land the' price determined was

?9 51, ]21/— per acre -and the price dnj’erenlzal comes to

about 2, 5‘V with referenc_e to the price of Category ‘A’ ' |

“]ana’ o | i\ B

T 57 I thus’ hold thaf Gajraj Szngh s case should be my.
- guiding Sz‘ar Jor price dlﬁ‘erem‘zaz in the instant cases as
- well and thus I hold that wherever Category ‘A’ Caz‘egory'

< B’ and Category C have to be differentiated on price, the
o 'dzﬁ"erentzal Should be 2. 5 2.7 -

. 26 ? Consequentrally, the ﬁndlng of the Reference Court regardrng the'

. l
1 A category and ‘B’ categc ry land be1ng s1m11arly situated havmg same
‘ l
potentlahty and because they are acqulred for-the same public- purpose

cannot be sustarned in the! hght of the aforesald observations. However

{

‘the claun of the Unron of Ind1a to seek adopt1on of the mrnnnum
5 1ndrcat1ve price of agrlculturalt land in-Delhi :Whrl_e forgettlng that the
Appellant — UOI 1tself has relied upon the sale instance (Ex.R%—l), merits
rejecnon o - - i -’ o S II
l’ 27.. In view of the afore golng narrat1on I ﬁnd that no substance 1nlthe

|
: appeals ﬁled by clannants as Well as in cross objection of one of the

.clannants and the same are di‘smrssed So far as the appeals ﬂled by
Umon of India are concerned the same are partly allowed to the extent

RS that the compensat1on awardéefd by the Reference Court for the ;‘ ¥

- 'category of lands (as notlce‘cl’if:m the Award of the Land AchISltIOI’]

w Col lector) is reduced from ?17 45 OOO per acre 017,01, 375/— per acre

o e

| B _;:28‘,‘.'_ Before partmg this order I would like to br1ng on record that the

v : brev1ty of this order is occamoned by the tact that the nnpugned .

R Judgment is" well cons1dered on facts and the law. Therelore I ‘have
Lo [ i

, g . . : - : ‘ l .
1 A App No 115/2011 & connected Appeals of V1llage Bamno,h""- ' Page 14$of15;
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B ‘purposefully not ‘adverted |

relevant evidence, i.e. of

-consideration by me in this ¢

29.  The above captioned

with direction to the Registi

~deposited by either side wit

concerned Reference Court.

~ February 01, 2012
. pkb/rs

;1‘1,/;\‘(./-’\]39. No. 115/2011 & connected Appeals of Vill

|
to !the entire evlc&ence on record and thle

the sale exemplars has been taken mto

)rde1 . : i

appeals and cross- ObJeCtIOH are dlsposed of
Y to remit the com; Densatlon amount, 1f anyf

h the Reg1strar General of this Court to thc

i}
e
— ;

X e

—&UNIL (E}AIUR) i
JUDGE

age Bamnoli Page 15 of 15

|
i




