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PETI TI ONER
RAMJIAS FOUNDATI ON AND CRS.

Vs.

RESPONDENT:
U OIl. AND CRS

DATE OF JUDGVENT13/11/1992

BENCH
[MH KANTA, CJ., N M KASLIWAL AND N.P. SINGH, JJ.]

ACT:

Land Acquisition Act, 1894:

Sections 4, 6, 9 and 10-Notification- challenge to-Del ay- Not
properly ‘expl ai ned effect of.

HEADNOTE:

Notification under/ Section 4 of the Land Acquisition

Act, 1894 was issued in respect of certain |ands including
the lands belonging to the appellant-foundation situated at
two different places.

The appel | ant - Foundation fil ed objections. Subsequently
notifications under Sections 6 and Notices under Sections 9
and 10 were al so issued. The appel | ant - Foundati on chal | enged
the notifications in respect of the |and situated at one of
the two places, by way of a Wit Petition before the Hi gh
Court and the sane was disnissedas withdrawn with liberty
to the petitioner to agitate the matter in a suit.
Ther eupon, the appellant-Foundation filed a suit and the
same was dismssed by a Single Judge of the Hi gh Court. The
Letters Patent Appeal filed ‘against that decision is
pendi ng.

In respect of the land situated at the other place, a

Wit Petition was filed by the appellant before the High
Court, which cane to be dism ssed as wi t hdrawn.
Thereafter, another Wit Petition was filed by the
appel | ant - Foundati on before the H gh Court chall engingthe
notifications.

The High Court having disnmissed the Wit Petition, the
appel | ant - Foundati on preferred the present appeal

On behalf of the appellants, it was contended that

they filed their objections under Section 5A of the Act, but
the sane were rejected without affording any opportunity of
personal hearing, and the denial of such opportunity
invalidated the notifications; and that the land 'of the
appel l ants being wakf property it ought to have been
excluded on the basis of the notification under Section 4 of
the Act. Alternatively it was contended that the appellant
has been running several educational institutions on the
very land and that if the exenption for wakf property is not
applicable to such educational and charitable institutions
run by Hi ndus or non-Mislins, then such a notification would
be violative of Article 14 of the Constitution

The Respondents contested the appeal on grounds of

del ay, | aches and acquiescence in fling the Wit Petition
chal l enging the acquisition proceedings. It was al so stated
that the appellants were given opportunity of persona
heari ng.
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Di sm ssing the appeal, this Court,

HELD: 1. The conduct of the appellants in raising the

plea that no opportunity of personal hearing was given to
the appellants in respect of the objections filed under
Section 5A of the Land Acquisition Act, 1894 was totally
basel ess and factually incorrect and such conduct is
reprehensible. It is well-settled that a person invoking an
equi tabl e extraordinary jurisdiction of the Court under Art.
226 of the Constitution is required to cone with clean hands
and shoul d not conceal the material facts. [431-F, G

Farid Ahned Abdul Samad & Anr. v. Minicipal Corporation

of the City of Ahnmedabad & Anr., [1977] 1 SCR 71, referred
to.

2. The <challenge to the acquisition proceedings was

mai nly based on the ground that in the notification dated
13.11.1959 issued under Section 4 of the Act the |ands of
wakf property were excluded and the | ands of the appellants
being al so used for educational ‘and charitabl e purposes the
sanme were also liable to be excluded. At a later stage a
ground was al so taken that if  wakf property in the
af oresai d notification under Section 4 of the Act neant only
wakf properties of the Mhanmedans, then such notification
was discrimnatory and violative wunder Art. 14 of the
Constitution as there  was no reasonable ground to
di scrimnate such /properties of H ndus or non-Mislins neant
for charitable purposes. Thus the challenge was in respect
of notifications under Sections 4 and 6 of the Act alone
and though in the prayer clause relief has been sought to
guash the notification under Sections 9 and 10 of the Act
al so which were issued in 1972, no ground  whatsoever has
been pleaded in the wit petition nor raised in the present
appeal as to how the notifications under Sections 9 and 10
had any concern for explaining the delay in respect of the
Chal l enge to notification under Sections 4 and 6 of the Act,
Admittedly the notices wunder sections 9 and 10 issued
appel lants in 1972 were in respect of a portion of the |and.
The challenge on the other Land(in the wit petitionis in
respect of notifications under Sections 4 and 6 covering the
entire land. There is no justification at all in explaining
the delay on the ground that no award has been passed nor
the appellants have been dispossessed so far. This cannot
be an explanation for not challenging the notifications
under Sections 4 and 6 of the Act and in the present case
the appellants had t hensel ves sought stay fromthis Court as
early as 15.11.1978 for not naking and decl aring the award
and not to dispossess the appellants. Thus there is no
justification at all for the delay in not <challenging the
notification issued under Section 4 on 13.11.1959 till 1973.
Even notifications under Section 6 of the Act were issued in
1968 and 1969 but not challenged till 1973. [435-H, 436-A- G
Aflatoon & Os. v. Lt. Governor Delhi & Os., [2975] 1

SCR 802, relied on.

JUDGVMVENT:

ClVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION: Civil Appeal No. 2213 of
1978.

Fromthe Judgment and Order dated 31.1.1978 of the
Del hi High Court in Gvil Wit Petition No. 106 of 1978.

V.M Tarkunde, S.B. Wad, Ms. J.S. Wad and Ms. Tanal
Wad for the Appellants.

K. T.S. Tulsi, Solicitior General, T.C. Sharma and P
Par meshwaran for the Respondents.

Kirpal Singh and M A Kri shna Mborthy for the
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I ntervener.

The Judgrment of the Court was delivered by

KASLIWAL, J. This appeal by the Ranjas Foundation, a
soci ety duly regi stered under the Societies Registration
Act, 1960 and five others who are the Secretary and trustees
of the Ranjas Foundation is directed against the order of
the Delhi High Court dated January 31, 1978 dism ssing the
civil Wit Petition No.106 of 1978 in |inmne

On Novenber 13, 1959, the Chief Comm ssioner Delh
issued a Notification wunder Section 4 of the Land
Acqui sition Act, 1894 (hereinafter referred to as 'the Act’)
Land neasuring 34070 acres was notified as land likely to be
acquired by the Governnent at the public expense for a
public purpose, nanely, the planned devel opnent of Del hi.
The following land was excluded fromthe scope of the
notification:

(a) Covernnent |land and. evacues

| and;

(b) the land already notifi ed,

ei t her‘under Section 6 of the Land

Acqui-sition Act for any Covernment

Schene;

(c) the | and ~al ready notified
ei t her under Section 4 o. under
Section 6 of 'the  Land Acquisition
Act , for House Bui | di ng
Cooperative Societies nentioned in
annexure-111;

(d) the | and under graveyards,
t onbs, shrines and the | and

attached to religious institutions

and Wakf property.

The aforesaid |and nmeasuring 34070 acres included | and
nmeasuri ng about 872 bighas, 9 biswas situated in | Chowkri
Mubari kabad and measuring about 730 bighas situated in
Chowkri Sadhurakhurd, belonging to the Ranjas Foundation
The present appeal relates to the land situated in Chowkri
Sadhur akhur d. The Ranjas Foundation on Decenber 11, 1959
filed objections wunder Section 5A of the Act for the'entire
land situated in Mibarikabad as well - as Sadhurakhurd. The
Lt. Governor of Delhi subsequently issued notifications
under Section 6 of the Act on 15.4.1968, 27.4.1968,
15. 5. 1968, 19.8.1968, 14.1.1969 and 18.1.1969. The Lt~
Governor also issued notices under Sections 9 and 10 of the
Act on Decenber 27, 1972 for Sadhurakhurd |l and.” As regards
the land in Mibarikabad notification under Section 6 of the
Act was issued on February 28, 1968. Ranjas Foundation filed
awit petitionin my, 1968 in the Delhi (Hgh Court
chall enging the action of the Governnent in acquiring their
| ands situated in Mibarikabad. In the said wit petition
Sachar, J. (as he then was) who heard the petition was of
the view that the matter ought to be tried in a suit instead
of wit proceedings. He, therefore, by his order ‘dated
August 10, 1971 permitted the Ranjas Foundation to w thdraw
the petition wth liberty to agitate the matter in a suit
and as such the wit petition was dismssed as withdrawn.
The Ranjas Foundation then filed a suit in the Del hi High
Court on Novenber 8, 1971 for quashing the notifications
i ssued under Sections 4 and 6 of the Act in respect of the
land situated in Mubari kabad. The suit was dism ssed by
Awadh Behari Rohtagi, J. of the Delhi H gh Court by order
dated 21.3.1977 reported in AR 1977 Delhi 261. Lear ned
Counsel for the appellants brought to our notice that
Letters Patent Appeal before the Division Bench of the High
Court is pending against the aforesaid Judgnment of the
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Learned Single Judge.

So far as the land situated in Sadhurakhurd w th which
we are concerned in the present appeal a Wit Petition No.
213 of 1973 was filed in the High Court and the sane was
di smssed as withdrawmn on 30th March, 1977. Thereafter
another Wit Petition No. 106 of 1978 was filed challenging
the notifications issued under Sections 4, 6, 9 and 10 of
the Act and the sane was dism ssed by the H gh Court by the
i mpugned order dated January 31, 1978 in limne as already
nmenti oned above.

We have heard M. Tarkunde, Learned Senior Advocate on
behal f of the appellants and M. Tulsi, Learned Additiona
Solicitor General on behalf of the respondents. Learned
counsel for the appellants contended that the appellants had
submitted their objections under Section 5A of the Act on
11.12.1959 but the same were rejected without affording any
opportunity of personal hearing. It was subnmitted that it
was mandatory on the  part of the respondents to have given
an opportunity of personal hearing specially when the sane
was desired  and a denial of  such opportunity of persona
hearing invalidates the notifications issued under Sections
6 and 9 of the Act. Reliance in respect of the above
contention is placedon Farid Ahmed Abdul Samad & Anr. v.
Muni ci pal Corporation of the City of ' Ahmedabad & Anr.,
[19771 1 SCR 71.

It was al so contended on behal f of the appellants that
the notification issued under Section 4 of the Act itself
excludes the |land of wakf property. It has thus been
contended that so far as the land in question is concerned
the same being also a wakf —property as such ought to have
been exenpted under —the notification itself. It was
submtted that Ranj as Foundati on i's an educationa
charitable society which is running several schools and
post graduate <college in Delhi ~and several educationa
institutions are being run on the alleged acquired |and
itself. As an alternative argunment it was
submtted that in case this Hon'ble Court takes /the view
that wakf property nentioned in the alleged notification
does not include the educational and charitable institutions
run by Hindus or non-Mislins then such notification is void
for violation of Art. 14 of the Constitution.

As regards the objection of the violation of the
mandatory provisions of Section 5A of the Act in. not
affording an opportunity of personal hearing whil e deciding
such objections, we granted an opportunity to the Learned
Addi tional Solicitor General to place material after
exam ning the original record. We grant ed, this
opportunity to the respondents on account of the reason that
the wit petition had been disnissed by the Hgh Court in
limne without issuing notice to the respondents and as such
the respondents had not been given any opportunity before
the High Court to place any material to refute the
al l egations nade by the appellants in this regard. The
Additional Solicitor General during the course of the
hearing of the matter placed an order of the Land
Acqui sition Collector, Del hi dated 23.2.1968 which has
been taken on record and for the purposes of identification
has been marked as Annexure 'X . A copy of the said Annexure
"X was al so given to the Learned counsel for the
appel l ants. A perusal of the aforesaid order dated 22.3.1968
clearly shows that the Ranjas Foundation Society was
represented through Sh. Ratan Lal Gupta, Advocate who was
given a personal hearing. Froma perusal of the aforesaid
document Annexure 'X dated 23.2.1968 it is clear that ful
opportunity of hearing through counsel was afforded to the
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Ranj as Foundati on. It has been further mentioned in this
order that the Ranjas Foundati on Society was also allowed to
file fresh objections if so desired, but Sh. Ratan La
Qupta, Learned Advocate for the Petitioner society declined
and stated that there was nothing nore to add in the
previ ous objection petition. After bringing the said
document Annexure 'X to the notice of the Learned counse
for the appellants, no satisfactory explanation or argunent
cane forward on behal f of the appellants. The conduct of the
appellants in raising the plea that no opportunity of
personal hearing was given to the appellants in respect of
the objections filed under Section 5A of the Act was totally
basel ess and factually incorrect and such conduct is
reprehensible. It is well settled that a person invoking an
equi tabl e extraordi naryjurisdiction of the Court under Art.
226 of the Constitution is required to cone with clean hands
and should not conceal the material facts. The objection
regarding not affording an opportunity of personal hearing
in respect of objections filed under Section 5A of the Act
was one of the main planks of the grounds raised in the wit
petition as well as in the Special Leave Petition filed
before this Court and -ought we know if such ground had not
been taken this Court would have entertained this appeal or
not . The appel | ant's have taken the advantage of obtaining
the stay order also fromthis Court which.is continuing for
the last 14 years as the Special Leave Petition was filed in
1978 itsel f.

It may be further noted that a conmon objection
petition under Section 5A of the Act in respect of both the
| ands situated in Mibarikabad as well as in Sadhurakhurd
was filed on 11.12.1959 through Sh. Ratan lal GQupta,
Advocate. The said objections were heard in the presence of
Shri Ratan Lal Gupta, Advocat e and disposed of ' by one
conmon order Annexure 'X and we - cannot believe an ipse
di xit explanation made orally during the course of
arguments on behalf of the appellants that they had no
know edge of any personal hearing being given to Shri Ratan
Lal Gupta, Advocate. It is also inportant to note that no
such objection was taken in respect of land in Mibari kabad.

Anot her ground on which the present appeal has been
contested is the ground of delay, laches and acqui escence
infiling the wit petition challenging the acquisition
pr oceedi ngs. As al ready nmentioned above a conmon
notification was issued under Section 4 of the Act for an
area of 34070 acres of |and needed for planned devel opment

of Del hi . Between 1959 and 1961, about, si x -t housand
objections were filed under Section 5A of the  Act. The
obj ections were overrul ed. On March 18, 1966, the
decl aration under Section 6 of the Act was published in
respect of a portion of the area. Thereafter, . in 1970

notices were issued under Section 9(1) of the Act and sone
of the persons who had received such notices challenged the

validity of acquisition proceedings by filing wit petitions
before the Hi gh Court of Delhi. The Hi gh Court negatived
all the contentions raised in those cases and di sm ssed the
wit petitions. Thereafter appeals by grant of special |eave
agai nst the judgnment of the Delhi H gh Court as well as wit
petitions filed directly under Art. 32 of the Constitution
were heard and disposed of by this Court by a comon
Judgnent reported in Aflatoon & Ors. v. Lt. CGovernor Delhi &
Os., [1975] 1 SCR 802. In the aforesaid case a Constitution
Bench of this Court held that in the case of an acquisition
of a large area of land conmprising several plots bel onging
to different persons, the specification of the purpose can
only be with regard to the acquisition of the whole area.
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Unlike in the case of an acquisition of a snall area, it
m ght be practically difficult to specify the particular
purpose for which each and every itemof |and conprised in
the area is needed.

It was further held in the above case that about six
thousand objections were filed under Section 5A by persons
interested in the property. Several wit petitions were also
filed in 1966 and 1967 challenging the wvalidity of the
acqui sition proceedings. The Governnent had necessarily to
wait for the disposal of the objections and petitions before
proceeding further in the matter. The High Court was of the
view that there was no .inordinate delay on the part of the
Government in conpleting the acquisition proceedings. The
concl usion of the H gh Court was held to be correct. It was
also held in the above case that the wit petitions were
liable to be dismissed on the grounds of |aches and del ay on
the part of the petitioners. ~In the above case this Court
had found that the appellants of that case had not noved in
the matter even after the declaration wunder Section 6 was
published in 1966. They approached the High Court with
their wit petitions only in 1970 ~when the notices under
Section 9 were issued to them This Court then observed as
under :

"There was apparently no reason why

the wit petitions shoul d have

waited till 1972 to cone to this

Court for challenging the validity

of the notification issued in 1959

on the ground that the particulars

of the public purpose were not
specified. A valid notification
under Section 4 is sine qua non

for initiation of proceedings for
acqui sition of property. To have
sat on the fence and allowed the
CGover nient to conplete the
acqui sition proceedings on the
basis that the notification under

Section 4 and the decl arati on
under Section 6 were valid and then
to attack the notification on

grounds which were available to

them at t he time when tile

notification was published woul d be

putting a prem um on dilatory

tactics. The wit petitions are

liable to be dismssed on the

ground of |aches and delay on the

part of the petitioners".

The delay and laches in the case before us are even
worse than those in the above cited Aflatoon’s ‘case. The
appel lants had initially filed a wit petition No. 213/73
chall enging the notification dated 13.11.1959 under Section
4 of the Act and notification dated 27.4.1968 under Section
6 of the Act with respect to 245 bighas and 1 bi swas of land
situated in the revenue estate of Sadhurakhurd and the
noti ces dated 27.12.1972 under Sections 9 and 10 of the Act
i ssued by the Land Acquisition Collector, Delhi with respect
to Khasra No. 1040/353 (12 bighas and 8 biswas). On
30.3.1977 Shri MC. Cupta, Learned counsel for the Ranjas
Foundation stated that he had instructions fromhis clients
to state that they did not want to press the petition and
wish to withdrawit. The statenment of Sh. Gupta had been
separately recorded. The Court, in these circunmstances
permtted to withdraw the petition and di sni ssed the sane as
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withdrawn. It is inportant to note that in the statenent Sh
M C. Gupta, Learned counsel for the petitioners stated as
under :

"I may be pernmitted to withdraw

this petition in view of the

Judgnent delivered by Hon. M.

Justice Awadh Behari in Suit 451 of

1971 decided on 21st March, 1977,

bet ween the parties, wherein the

contentions wurged were precisely

the sane as urged in this petition,

ny clients reserved the
opportunity to file a fresh suit if
SO necessitated by t he

circunstances in future."

It may be noted that the reference with regard to suit
No. 451 of 1971 deci ded on 21st- March, 1977 is in respect of
the land of petitioners situated in Mibarikabad. It is
surprising that though the opportunity was sought for filing
a fresh suit, the appellants again filed a wit petition No.
106 of 1978 in the Hgh Court on 7.1.1978 which was
ultimately disnissed by the Hgh Court in limne on 3lst
January, 1978 by a Division Bench conprising of T.P.S
Chawl a and Awadh Behari, JJ. In this wiit petition No. 106
of 1978 the appellants conveniently omtted to nention that
the permission to withdraw the petition No. 213 of 1973 was
granted on the statement of Sh. MC ~CGupta that his clients
reserved the liberty to file a fresh suit and not wit. Thus
no liberty was sought or given  for filing a fresh wit
petition. In any case there were no fresh ground or
circunstances available to the appellants to file a fresh
wit petition No. 106 of 1978 on 7.1.1978 on ‘identica
grounds when the earlier wit petition No. 213 of 1973 had
been dismissed as wthdrawn on- 30.3:1977. Nothing had
happened between 30.3.1977 and ~7.1.1978 for giving a fresh
cause of action to the appellants to file the wit petition
No. 106 of 1978. Awadh Behari, (J. had dism ssed /'the suit
No. 451 of 1971 by order dated 21.3.1977 in regard to the
lands in Mibari kabad and he was also one of the Judges of
the Division Bench who passed the inpugned order dated
January 31, 1978 dismissing the wit petition in |imne as
he was fully aware of the entire background of this
litigation. The appellants are thensel ves responsible for
creating confusion in initiating separate proceedings  at
different period of tine in respect of the lands situated in
Mubar i kabad and Sadhur akhurd though challenge to the
acquisition proceedings was on comobn grounds. Learned
counsel for the appellants was unable to satisfy in respect
of such <conduct of hide and seek on the part of the
appel lants. In case, as sought to be explained by M.
Tar kunde, Learned Senior Counsel for the appellants, the
appel l ants were depending on the result of the civil suit
filed in respect of the lands situated in Mibarikabad there
was no justification for filing the wit petition No. 213 of
1973 in respect of the land situated in Sadhurakhurd as the
suit was not decided in 1973 but was in fact dismi ssed on
21.3.1977. W find no justification for filing the wit
petition in respect of the land situated in Sadhurakhurd in
1973 and subsequently withdrawing the wit petition on 30th
March, 1977 reserving the liberty to file a fresh suit but
thereafter again filing the wit petition on 7.1.1978
i nstead of suit.

| ndependently, of all the circunstances nmentioned
above, we shall now consider the question of delay and
laches in filing the wit petition No. 106 of 1978 and the
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earlier wit petition No. 213 of 1973 relating to lands in
Sadhur akhur d. M.  Tar kunde, Learned Seni or Counse
vehenmently contended that there is no limtation prescribed
for filing the wit petition and the question of delay and
| aches has to be examned independently in the facts and

ci rcunst ances of each case. He has argued that the
appel lants are continuing in possession uptil date and
though chall enge has been nade to the wvalidity of

notifications issued under Section 4 in 1959, Section 6 in
1968 and 1969 and Section 9 and 10 in 19722, there is no
del ay, since no award has been passed so far and no | oss has
occasioned to the respondents due to |apse of tinme. It has
been submtted that there was no change of circunstances
during the intervening period and the delay had been fully
expl ained on the aforesaid grounds. It has al so been argued
that notifications under Sections 9 and 10 were issued in
1972 and soon there after the appellants canme forward with a
wit petition No. 213 of 1973 challenging the notifications
i ssued under Sections 4, 6, 9 and 10 of the Act. W find no

force at ‘all” in the above contentions.
It is an admtted fact that notification under Section
4 of the Act was issued asearly as 1959 and all the

notifications under Section 6 of the Act in relation to the
| and of the appellants in Sadhurakhurd were issued in 1968
and 1969. The chall enge to the acquisition proceedi ngs was
mai nl y based on the ground that in the notification dated
13.11.1959 issued | under Section 4 of the Act the | ands of
wakf property were excluded and the l'ands of the appellants
being al so used for educational and charitabl e purposes the
same were also liable to be excluded. At ~a later stage a
ground was al so taken that if wakf property in the aforesaid
notification under Section 4 of the Act nmeant only wakf
properties of the Mohamedans, then such  notification was
discrimnatory and violative under Art. 14  of t he
(Constitution as there was no reasonable ground to
di scrimnate such properties of Hndus or non-Mislinms al so
nmeant for charitable purposes. So far as the notifications
under Section 6 of the Act are concerned the sane were
attacked on the ground that no opportunity of persona
hearing was given to hear the objections filed under Section
5A of the Act. Thus it is abundantly clear that the
chal l enge was in respect of notifications under Sections 4
and 6 of the Act alone and though in the prayer -clause
relief had been sought to quash the notification under
Sections 9 and 10 of the Act also which were issued in 1972
but no ground whatsoever has been pleaded in the wit
petition nor raised before us as to how the notifications
under Sections 9 and 10 had any concern for explaining the
delay in respect of the challenge to notifications under
Sections 4 and 6 of the Act. It is worthwhile to note that
according to the appellants own showing the notices under
Sections 9 and 10 issued to the appellants in 1972 were in
respect of the |and being Khasra No. 1040/ 353 which rel ated
to 12 bighas and 8 biswas only. The chal |l enge on the other
hand in the wit petition is in respect of notifications
under Sections 4 and 6 covering the entire |and nmeasuring
about 730 bighas situate in village Sadhurakhurd. We find no
justification at all in explaining the delay on the ground
that no award has been passed nor the appellants have been
di spossessed so far. This cannot be an expl anation for not
chal l engi ng the notifications under Sections 4 and 6 of the
9Act and in the present case the appellants had thensel ves
sought stay fromthis Court as early as 15.11.1978 for not
maki ng and declaring the award and not to dispossess the
appel | ant s. Thus we find no justification at all for the
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delay in not <challenging the notification issued under

Section 4 on 13.11.1959 till 1973. Even notifications under
Section 6 of the Act were issued in 1968 and 1969 but not
chal l enged till 1973. As already nentioned above in

Afl atoon’s case (supra) a Constitution Bench of this Court
has clearly held that even after the declaration under
Section 6 of the Act published in 1966, the appellants had
approached with their wit petitions in 1970 when the
notices under Section 9 were issued to them the wit
petitions were liable to be dismissed on the grounds of
| aches and delay. M. Tarkunde, |earned senior counsel made
st renuous effort to distinguish the aforesaid case on the
ground that in the aforesaid case the Court was influenced
with the fact that the petitioners had sat on the fence and
allowed the Government to conplete (enphasis added) the
acqui sition proceedi ngs. Mich enphasis has been laid on the
word 'to conplete’ the acquisition proceedings. W find no
force in this subm ssion as the facts narrated in the above
case clearly showsthat the petitioners in those cases had
filed wit “petitions in the Hgh Court in 1970 and in the
Supreme Court —in 1972 after the issuance of notices under
Sections 4, 6 and 9 of the Act. The wuse of the word
conplete’ was not ~of rmuch significance and the nmain
reasoning of the case was that grounds to attack the
notification under Sections 4 and 6 of the Act were
avail able at the tine of publication of such notifications.
In the facts and | circunmstances of the case before us the
appel l ants were also sitting on the fence and did not take
any steps of challenging the notification under Sections 4

and 6 of the Act till 1973 though the grounds now sought to
be urged were available to the appellants as soon as such
notifications were issued. Thus viewing the nmatter from
any angle we are clearly of the viewthat the wit petition
was also liable to be dism ssed on the ground of |aches and
del ay on the part of the appellants apart from other grounds
al ready dealt by us. In the face of the aforesaid view
taken by us, it is not necessary at all to go /on other
guestions raised in the case. We decline to express any

opi ni on on any questions of |aw raised in the appeal
In the result we disnmss this appeal with costs. In

view of the dism ssal of the appeal itself all interim
orders stand vacated automatically.
G N

Appeal dism ssed




