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v *>

Fhe Tigh Court held that by virtue of Section 12 A (4) of the Airports Authaority of
India Act, 1994, DAL has stepped into the shoes of AAL and therolore AL
would have all the powers of the AA] for the purpose of carryipg out the funefions

under the AAL Act.

The Cowrt also observed that the permission granted by UQ! vide its eter dured
February 9, 2009| specificaily provides an upper limi( bn the mmount to be
collected us DF and also is for a limited period and the permission a‘lsb preseribes
the manner of utilization of the DF so collected at IGIA. '

bn’ble High Court held that there is no itlegality attached o the |
imposition of DF| by DIAL with the prior permission ofithe Ummioﬂacﬁa As o

As a result, the -
such the Petition was dismissed.
if you need any flurther clarifications, please feel free to revert to us.

Yours sincerely,

Al Shamié/ Milanka Chaudhury,





