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IN THE SUPREMB COURT OF XNDIA

CIViL APPELLATP JURISDICTIO}ff

IA NO. lOSCItr2 of ZO]._T

IN

CIVtrtr APPEAL NO. 1ggo1 of ?OLs

LWOF:
SUBHRATA BI.IATTAC FIARYA ... Appetriant

VERSUS

SEBi .. " Responder:.t '
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IN THE SUPRE}IE COURT OF'INDTA

CIVIL APPELLATE JURTSDICT'ION

CML AppEAL NO. LggOtr of ACIi.s

Ix_gE_ugIER oF:
SUBI{RATA BHATTACFTARYA

VERSUS

SBBI

IN THE MATTER OF:

IA NO. 135OL2 of 2OL7

FILED BY AKSHAT AGGARWAL

... Appeilant

".. Respondent

".. Applicant

OBJECTIONS ON BEHALF OF' II[R. AKSHAT
AGGARWAL To THE HoN'BLE JUSTICE LoDHA
COMMITTEE REPORT FILED ON 3O.O8.2O].9
MOST RESPECTFULLY SHOWETH:

1. That the applicant had made bidding rvith respect to 33
properties of PACL in January, 2017 out of rvhith he *,as
declared successfur in 3 properties. Apart from that theapplicant was the highest bidcter 1r-r-r1 in another 13properties. The MR No. of said 13 properties are TTTs-r6
2030- 14, 4244-15, 2027 -r4, 427r- is, 4273-r5, 427+ -ii"
4278-75, 4330-1s, 2023-14, 2o7s-14,43s3-15. I' the
above Properties, the property bearing M.n. No. T77s-r6
is a residential property whereas the ,rthe r 12 properties
are a.gricultural one,

2. That despite Applicant being the highest bidcier (H-1), hedid not receive any intimation u,ith respect to the depositof the balance amount ,of bid. However, on 04.0 s.2or1
Applicant received an e-mail from the auctioning agencythat the committee has not approved the sare of 13properties for rvhich the applicant has submittecl
H- 1 bicls. .in the said mail no riason was given for notapproving the sale with respect to the aforesaid 13
properties in which unclisputedly he ,,vas the highest ancl
successful bidder.

3. That with respect
residential property,

to MR No. 7775-16 r,r,hich is a.
the applicallt had macle a bid of Rs.



8,52,73,6561- against the reserve orlce of Rs,
5,26,38,0341-.However, now as per tile ticis submitted
by 'ARCIL and Prudent, rvhich is part of the Justice
Loclha committee report tne same property hras been bid
for a much less amount of Rs. 0,35,00,000/_ and Rs,
6,85,30,0001- respectively. It is thris clean that in bicl of
the aforesaid property an am.ount less tiLan B4% of the
bid amount offered by the appricant, is offerec for which
the propertv is now being sold for a xesser vaLue of Rs
2,r7,73,656/- which itself rs against the interest of the
investors. The dpplicant is stili ready to pr-lrchase the
said property on the price of H- 1 bid offered bv him.

4. That with respect to the other 12 properties which are
Agriculturai properties in u'hich the applicant uras
successful, the bid of ARCIL ancj pruclent are although
higher but is stitl fetching much iess price as exper:tecr
from those properties. The potential rraiue of the said
agricultural properties h.as increasec atter the
notification of the land poci policS,r ,ry ihe h,4inistry of
tr{ousing and Urban Affairs vide gazetre notrfication clatecl
11.10.2018 where the land use nas [:een perrnitted for
other purposes as r.l'e11. Furtlrer rile aforesaic pr.rperties
are offered for the price iess than tire book value rvhich is
contrary to the stand taken b)' SEtsl in its reply. Apart
from that had those Oroperties been . given to the
Applicant in the year 2017, during tire last three years,
the amount of interest wouici have been nluch higher
than the increased value offered by ARCIL anc prudent.
There is also no competitive process in the bicts
submitted before Lodha commirtee as these three biders
have not bidded for all the same properties and bid is
submitted by them selectively picking the properties our
of pool of 27,500 properties. The Appiicant is ready to
match the bid of ARCIL and pruclent ancl offer higher
value for those 13 properties.

5. That all the aforesaid aspects has not been apprisecl to
the Honble Justice Lodha committee which has resultecl
in gross undervaluation of the properties.and therefore
the Applicant is raising strong objection to the same. The
Applicant has enclosed a comparative chart of Bicls with
respect to all the above 13 properries ."rrhich is enclosecl
as Annexure A.

Submittecl B.v ,i{*:Y-
(Ritesh Agrawal)

Cotinsel for Applicanr.



o o

6'
o

EI

(l
cl

ot:l
'<l
>I
qJl
al
>l
s!i
0Jl
{l0)t-t

I

I

I

I

I
I

I

1t
-l

CI

O c
o !

o

@

f

5

)o

-=
Jg

a
-'

^=
to

t

-

c

;g

f
=qr

l

='

l

='

a
o

f.

-;
f
q

o

Oo

c ^J-o:

--
€q

o

I

o o

o

o

i,!
@

o

o

a o

t-

I

.o

N

o

o

!

@ @

o
N

o

o
o

N

@
o

EF:;;6;<

I

I

-i
sl-^l

;l

-

I

I

.-l
::t

@

oo

Jll .Hol or,t .a
.ol t.'J

I:{ :
.ol .e!J @

Ol N

!
o
o

FCE
EFS{+ggE!,

*

-O
I

:lrl

ol+

c
co

o
-o

o
.o

o

I
o oo

-@

o
o

I

s.
o
$
w
o.

l>
I ttl

cQl -,Fl o
;l .'f,
g.t >6 l0q
l, lsa5to
$l d
3.1 I
t"l

o
a

-i
.;lrl

-1 
1

h
o

o
o o

F3
-@-

!:

N

I lo
J :!t
I .ie| 6',i;

!v I D:

v
o

ooo

-o o o

o

a a
o

o

o
lw

\t i.jol :
-@l \8t ;

if
@
o
q)
o

i"
c; o

o
o

-l^lst Pl,ul ,ol e.;l j:l .3!l &lgiEIS @
O

!

o
o

go
iY
=d

=o

io
:l !l;Y:

,!

a

o

h
o
O

o
!

o

F d-'
FO

odg
=i4'

;6

dx
qii
x,x


