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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGAMA,
AT HYDEREABAD
(Special Original Jurisdiction)

WEDNESDAY, THE EIGHTEEMTH DAY OF JANUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY THREE

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE B.VIJAYSEN REDDY

WRIT PETITION NO: 3402 OF 2007

Between:

amtL. Jayaprada Reddy, Wio Dr. L, Marayana Reddy, rep by her GPA Drl.
Manohar Reddy, agad 44 years, Occ ! Business, Rio 8-2-276 M, Indradhanush Road
Mo 2, Fanjara Hills, Hyderabad.

-.PETITIONER
AND

1. The Govemment of Andhra Pradesh, rep by its, Principal Secretary, Revenue
Departmant Secretariat, Hyderabad.

2. The Special Officer and Competent, Authority, Urban Land Ceilings,
Hyderabad

RESPONDENTS

Petition Under Article 226 of the Constitution of India praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be
pleased to issue a writ, order or Direction, more paricularly one in the nature of
Wit of mandamus declaring the action of the respondents as arbitrary and sat a
side G.0.ms. No. 944 Rev. (UCIl} Depariment dated 19-07-2006, Letter No.
1.1/9600/2005 dated 09-11-2006 of the District Collector, Hyderabad and the
Motice under Sub-Section 3 of Section 10 of the Urban Land {Ceiling and
Regulation) Act 1976 issued through notification in A P. Gazelle No. 248 daled
28th July 2006

LA.NG:1 OF 2007(WPMP. NO. 4241 OF 2007)

Pelilion Under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in suppon of the pelition, the High Court may be pleased to
suspend the operalion of the G.O.Ms. No. 944 Revenue (UCI) Department dated
19-07-2006 issued by the Government of Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad and also
Mamo No.1.1/9600/2005 dated 09-11-2006 issuad by the Collector. Hyderabad,



LANO:2 OF 2007{WPMP. NO: 4342 OF 2007)

Patition Under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances statsd
in the affidavit filad in support of the petition, the High Court may ba pieasaed to
suspend the notice issued under Sub-3ection 3 of Section 10 the Urban Land
Celling and Regulation) Act 1976 issuad in Notification in AP, Gazette Mo, 248
dated 25-07-2006 pending disposal of the wril petition.

LA.NO:1 OF 2022

Botwean:

1. The Govemment of Andhra Pradesh, rep by its, Principal Secretary, Revenue
Deparlment Secratariat, Hyderabad

2. The Govemment of Telangana, rep by its, Principal Secretary, Revanus
Departmant Secretanat. Hyderabad.

3. The Specizl Ofticer and Competent, Authority, Urban Land Ceilings,
Hyderabad.

-+ PETITIONERS/RESPONDENTS
AND

Smt.L.Jayaprada Reddy, Wio Dr. L. Narayana Reddy, rep by her GPA Dr. L.

Manchar Reddy, aged 44 years, Occ | Business, Rio 8-2-276 M, Indradhanush Road
Mo.2, banjara Hills. Hydarabad.

HRESPONDENT/PETITIONER

Peatition Under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of tha petition, the High Courl may be pleased to
vacale the inlenm orders in W.P.M.P.No 4342 of 2007 in WP .NQ.3402 of 2007
Dated: 05-03-2007 and dismiss the wril pelition.
Counsel for the Petitioner : SRLSATHVIK MAKUNUR, ADV FOR M/s.A.DEEPTHI
Counsel for the Respondent No.1 : GP FOR REVENUE
Counsel for the Respondent No.2 : G.P FOR LAND CEILING

The Court made the following ORDER



— e

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE B. VIJAYSEN REDDY

WRIT PETITION MNo,.3402 of 2007

CORDER:

I'his wnt petition s filed assailing the action of the
respondent. Nol in issuing G.O.Ms.No.944  Revenue  (LUC LD
Department dated 19.07.2006 whersunder exemption granted to
Fhee petitioner under Section 20{1)(b) of the Urban Land (Ceiling
ard Regulation) Act, 1576 {for short 'the ULC Act’} to an extent of
3l123.44 sq. meters in pramises No.8-2-G74,2/-8; Banjara Hills,
Shaikpet. (Village and Mandal)l, Hyderabad, vide G.0.Ms.MNo.2532
Revenue {UCIL) Department dated 09.02.1%983 was withdrawn.
The notice under sub-section [3) of Section 10 of the ULC Act in

respzct af the sald land s also challenged in the writ petition.

-

2. The brief facts of the caue, as stated in the wril affidavit,
are set out hereunder:

ra) &n excent of 8,361 sg. meters of land in premises Dearing
Mo f-2-674/2/-8B, Banjara Hills, Shaikpet (Village and Mandal),
Pivderabad, was originally owned jointly by one SmE. Y. Vanajzkshi,
Mio, ¥, Gowindu, Smt. Radhika, W.o. S Venkataramana, Kumari
Pravina, 3o, ¥. Govindu, Pramod Kumder, Sfo. ¥. Govindu and
Master Pankaj Kumar, 5f/o. ¥, Govindu, The sbove said persons.
desirous of alienaling the entire extent of land, entered into

agreement of sale deted 22.08. 1974 with the petitioner and harcded



aver possession of the same. The owners filed dectarations ander
Sartion 6(1% of the ULC Act in CC.NoE2/3827 Lo 20259074 dated
27061976 znd the decigrants were held to be enttled tooa
retainable cxtont of 3902 sq. meters, owt ol total extent of 8361 5q.
meters. The Government of Andhra Pradesh issued G.OMs No 253
Revenue [LIC.I1) Departmant dated 0%.02,1983 granting exemptian
under Saction 2001)(5) of the LLC Act for an extent of 3121.44 s5q.
meters in favour of Smt. ¥, Vanajakshi ard her minor son, Pankaj

Kumar.

(b} The petitioner needed remaining 1335.45 sg. meters to
commence construction of bBospilal. The petitionor reguested tho
Government to allot the excess land felling Lo Lhe share of
Sml. Vanajakshi and other majar children, namely, Sr, Pramod
Kumar, M=, Fadhika and Ms, Praveena in the proporon of 548,35
5q. meters, 238.72 s, meters and 548,35 sq. meters respectively,
goquired by the Government and it is staked to be in possession of
the writ petitioner by virtue of her purchase vide registered sale
deads, The petitioner had  been persistently pursuing with tha
authonties and in the year 2004, The Governmenl aflotied excess
vacant land eader Section 23(4) of ULC Act ta-an extent of 1335.48
5q. metars upon payment of requisite amount, vide G.0,Ms.No.300
dated 25.03.2004, Thus the patiboner had been in possession of

the cntire exlenl of 8381 sq. meters, which Iincludes 3902 =g,




meters  relaingble ares, 312344 s5q. melers exempted vide
5.0.Ms.No. 253 dategd (09.02,1983 and 133545 sq. meters
exempted vide G,0.Ms.MNe.300 dated 25.03.2004 only in the year
2004 despite pelitioner entering inte agreement of sale in the year
1974, The petitioner could not proceed with the construction of
nospital as utilization of the entire extent of 8361 sq, melers was

made possible only in the year 2004,

() It is stated thal the pelitioner was actively pursuing her
application for NOC for construction of hospital dated 20.10.20065.
While so, she was mformed by  communication bearing
Mo 11L/9600/2005 dated 09112006 fram the office of the Collectar,
lyderabad Thal Lbe respondent Mo, | issued the impugned orders
wilhadrawing he exemplion granled o an extent of 312344 5i].
meaters in 1983, The exempbion was withdrawn on the ground that
nursing home was not constructed and that the subject land is kept
vacant till date and the same was sold t-:}_variﬂus persons. IE was
also stated thal despite issuing show cause notice alleging that the
ocetitioner  a8nd  Smb. Vanajakshi  viclated  condilions of
G.0.Ms.No. 252 Revenue (UC.II) Depariment dated 09.02.1983 For
constructing a hospital, not reply was received either from the
patitioner or Smit. Vanajakshi and as such, exemption  was

ythdrawn,



3. Mr, .\, Mohon Reddy, leerned senior counssl, sopresenting
Mr. Sathyik Makionur, learmed coungal For the petitioner, subrmithed
that petitoner has not received any show cause nobice prier o
issusnce of the impugned G0, As per extract of G.O.Ms.No.944
dated 18.07.2004, the addresses of the persons to whom ofTice
orders are to be sent are not mentioned. The address of the
pelitioner  was clearly  mentioned in GOMsNo 300 dated
25.03. 2004, Al the earliar cormmunication and correspondenoe
were addressed to such address. The allegation In the impughed
.0, Lhal the petitioner has sold awey the land o vancus persons
is incorrect, The application for NOC for constraction of hospital was
pending  with the office of the District Collector, Hyderabad,
Theo hushand of the petitioner, namely, Dr. L. Narayana Reddy, a
renowned Plastic Surgeon in U5A, had been regularty wisiting Inda

to pursue NCC for construction of hospital,

4, Learned senior counsel sebmitted that the impuagned G.0. is
issued in winlation of principles of natural justice. Apart trom that,
the exemption granted to the petiticner was under clause (b of
sub-section (1) of Section 20 of the ULT Act on the ground of
hardship to the declarants/owners and not on the ground: af public
interest. Learned senigr counsel referred to contents af
G.0.Ms.No.253 dated 09.02.1983 and G.O.Ms.Ko.186 dated

02.032.1977, It is contended that the exemption under

Vo =
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(3.0).Ms.No.253 dated 99.02.1983 was not granted without any
condition of construction of hospital. According to the learneg senior
counscl, noigentaity it was mentionea that hospical s proposed §o
be constructed by the petitioner and agreement was entered into to
purchase the said land and wse if for such purpose, It is contended
that an & reading of G.0.Ms.N0.253 dated 09.02.1983 it would pe
goundantly clear that the exemption was granted not with a
condition of construction & hospital and it was only to avoid
hardstip Lo the declarant, who has recgived sale consideration and
delivered possession of the subject property to the petitioner and
glso taking into consideration the fact that the petitioner has psid
He 20,000/ to the declarant to clear dues pavable to the Income

[a= [Fepartmmnt.

5. Learned Governmeant Pleader for Assignment submitted that
the petitioner violated the terms and conditions of G.0.Ms. NG, 253
dated 09.02.1983. The respondent No.l granted exemption to the
petitioner to facilitate the public at large for providing medical
necessities and to ensble the pelilioner Lo construct hospital.
Ihe zpplicatien for exemption wes submitted by the petitioner and
the declarant secking exemption (or construction of a hospital.
The Government, after considering the assurances of the petitioner
that she will use the entire land for the purpose of construction of a

hospital alletted the land under Section 23(4) aof the ULC Act vide



@0 Ms, Mo, 3000 dated 25032004, Whle =0, two persans, namely,
D. Venkateswara RBao and Gurrala Suresh Chandes, suomittes an
application requesting the District Collector Lo msge NQO for
oremises Mo 8-2-674/B/218 stating that they are the purchasers of
the land to an extent of 209 amd 360 2q. meters respectively under
reglstored szle deeds and they are in possession of the same,
The [District  Collector vide  letter Mo, L1/5257/2005  dated
0611, 2005 requested the Special Officer and Competent. Authority
to Turnish mformation and the stage of ULC procoodings on tac
above subject land. During the enguiry, it was found Thal  The
Smt. Vanajakshi, the declarant in C.C.No E2/3630/76, in whose
favour exemption has been granted, has viclsted theo torms and
conditions of the allotbment. That the land was kept vacanl and salg
te various parsons. Having noticed that the transterse has violated
Live conditions, decision was 12ken o cancel Lhe exempbion grder
and to process the applications received under GU0O0Ms Mo 155

dated 29.07. 2002 for regularization af the fanad.

. Learned Gowvernment Plcadetr further submilted that show
cause notice was issued to the transferor and transferee viz.
smt. Y. Vanajakshi and Smil. L. Jayaprads Reddy (petilioner
hiereln). The show cavse notice was served on the petitioner by duly
teking acknowledgement of the watchman, who was residing the

oremises, mamely, Krishna Behra. As there was nno resoonse

AL o =




GOl My Mo, 244 Rovenue (ULD) Department daled 19,07.72006
withdrawing the excmption grantad 1o the petitioner, The petitioner
failed to construct the hospital, The condibion of construction of
hospital  was  clearly mentioned  in GOMs N0, 253 dated
09%.02.1983. The petitionar, having failed to construct hospital form
muare than 25 yesrs from the dete of exemption, is estopped from,
denying the walidity and binging effect of resumption order.
The petitioner applied for allotment of surplus land in terms of
G.O0.Ms.No.455 daled 29.07.2002 vide applicalions No, E2/455/
S2002 and thus, has accepled the Lille and wvesling of land wilh
the Governmenl. Considering  the request of the  pelibioner,
the Government regularized the land in pessession ot the petitioner
to an extent of 133548 =q. meters wvide G,.0.Ms.Mo.300 dated
25.03.2004 in promises No B-2-674/2/B, Road Mo.13, Banjara Hills,
Hyderabad. The surplus iand Wils allatted Lo
D. Venkateswara Rao to an extenl of 209 sq. melers and 1, Suresh
Chander, [to an extent - of 360 sg. meters vide G.0O.Ms.No.1474
Revenue (ULC) Department dated 07.10.2006, The said persons are
necessary parties to this fs. This writ petition is liable o dismissed

on thal ground being devaid of merits.

7. Heard ®™r. C.\., Mohan Reddy, learned senior counsel,
representing Mr. Sathvik  Makunur, learned counsel for Lhe

petitioner and learned Government Pleader for Assighment.




Section 20 of the ULE Add reads as under:

20 (1) Mobwithstamding aovthong cortained inoamyeo ol Dl
foreguing excmpl, provisions of this Chapter

(a] where apy person holds vacant iapd in extchs
af the ceding ek and the State Gowvernmerd i
satisfled, either an its cwn motion or othorwise, Lhal,
having regard to the location o such lang, e
purpose for which such land s baing or s prooosed
0 be used and such other relevant laclars gz e
circumstances  of  the case may reguires, L s
necessary or expadient in the public interasl su Lo
da, that Gowarnment may, by ander, cedrmipl, sebed
to such conditions, 0L any, as may o2 spedilen an the
arcler, such vacant tand from the povisians of 0=
Chaphars,

B wikere any persan halds vacant land 0 gxcess
of the ceiling limit and the Stals Government. githar
an its own molion or clhereise, iz satizlizgd el b
application of Lhe provisions of this Chapler sould
cause  bndue  hardship Lo such  person, ol
Goveromant may, Dy order, axsmpt, Sl.ll'l]Efl'. Lo suh
conditions, If any, as may he specified 0 tha arder,

such vacant land from the provisions of this Chapter;

Pravided that no order under this clauss shall he
made unlass the reasons for doing e are recoraed in

werilinng.

f2) ifal any time the Slate Government is satisfiad
that any of the conditions subject to which any exemption
under clause (al or Clause (b} of sub-zectiovn (1] i granted
is not compligd with by any parsan, it shall ba competent for
the Srate CGovernment o withdraw, by order, such
exempllon after giving a reasonable opporlunily to such

person for making a represantation against o osoposcd



withdrawal and fhereupon the provisions of this Chaplter

shall apply accordingly,

=

2 F It is not in dispute that lhe exemplion granted to the
gebitiener under GO, Ms No 253 dated 09.02.1983 was in terms of
G.O.Ms. Mo 186 dated 02.03.1977 and in exercise of powers
conferred on the Government by clause (b) of sub-section (1) of
Section Z0 of the ULDZ Act. The Government has issued
Z.0.MzMo. 188 dated 02.03.1977 for granting excmption to a
persan holding lend In excess of ceiling limits, If the Governmaeant is
sabisficd that undue hardship wouid be caused to such person, who
has entered into agreements with cerlain Howsing Cooperalive
Societies, individuals etc., after taking considerable amounts as
advance. One of the considerations for the Government to jssue
GO Me Mo LBG dated D2.023.1977 was [o avaid hardship and civil
litigation in recovery of amounts advanced, if transaclions were not
finalized. The Government has decided to grant exemption of such
surplus land subject to such conditions if any 5 may be specified |n
the orders, if agreements have been entered inlo prior to
21.08.15876, It is not in dispute that the case of the petitioner was
considered for exemption and on being satisfied that zll the
conditions  stipulated in G.O.Ms Mo, 186 dated 02.03.1977 have
basn  satisfied, the petitioner was grented ecxemption under

(3.0.Ms5.No. 253 dated 02.02.1983.




.l;l

10, The point that arises for-consideration in this wnt oetition =
whother avemption was granled on the ground af hardsrtip or on

Lhie ground of public interest.

11. [he provision under Section 200E)B) =F the UWULC Aot
specifically deals with exemption on the ground of hasdahin.
Furcher, under S.00Ms.MNo 186 dated 02.03.1977, one pf Lhe prae-

conditions for granting exemption was that there should be an

agreement af gale in respect of the surplus land pror To 21081596

and amount had oeen received as advance,

L2, The relevant porbion of G.O.Ms.No, 186 dates 02.03.1977 15
extracted hereunder:

“According to clause (hl of sub-=zactian (17 0F Section 20 of
the Lrban Land [(Ceiling and RBequlation! Ao, 1976, wihans
ary parzan halds vacant land in excess of cailing limit ane
the Government are satisfied that the application of ihe
provisons of Chapter TTT of the said Act would cause dndue
hardship to such persons, the Govermment may be ardosr,
cxcepl, subject ta such conditiens, if any as may be
specifizd in Lhe ordars, such vacant land fram the provisicns
of Chapter Il of the &cl & . some persons have entered
into agreements to sall their urban lands o certain Hausing
Cooperative Sodelies, individuals et after  taking
cansiderable ameunts as advance and alsa  obtained
pecmissian under the andhra Pradesh Wacant Lanids i Urhan
Areas (Prohibilion of Alignation) &cl, 1372, to alienats the
lerid buk could not register the sale decds as the Urkar Land
Caling and Regulation) acl, 1978 came |ata fasce n tha

nearra e, Wilh a view 99 avoid hardship and sivil litigation

-



in recavary of the amaunts adeanced F ransactions are rod
finalised, many reguest have been made by the Lransferars
az well as lransterees that such land may be exempled from
Cne provasicns of Chapter ITT of the Lichan Lang (Cailing ang
Eequlatiang Act, L9760 so that the sale deeds for the ands so
tranmsferred may be regislered in favour of Lhe transferees in

accordance with the agreements already enlered into.

e Phe Goweftnment Lhere fdy down o the following
guidelines for dealing with such applications;

grant of exeamption to surplus land helders may be
considerad [or the sale of land to the registered
Housing Coaperabive Societies and individuals oo che
besis of agreements anlered inlo pricr Lo 28,02.1975

subjech Lo the (ollowing condilions:

&
b
:,

ri..

L3,  The application of Smt. Vanajakshi seeking exemplion was
enquired inte by the Government by requisitioning 2 report from
the Commissiangr of Land Reforms and Urbzn Land Ceiling, Andhra
Fradesh, Hyderabad. The Commissioner in his repart  dated
17.08.1982 has téken into consideration the fact that the declarant
has entered into agreement of sale with the petitioner and received
g sum of Bs 30,000/-. It was noted by the Commissionar that the
petitioner was already in possession ot the subject propoty and her

husband, Dr. L. Narayan Reddy, is a specialist Docter i Plastic

=




Surgery and deswes to construcl @ hospltal with 2 mocemn
Facilities, In para 7 of the report the Commissioner has conchaded
that the transaction (agreement of sale dated 22.08.1974) 5 &
genuine one, Tho Commissioner recommended for granl of
exemption  to the declarant under G.O.Ms.No.185 dated

Q203 AT ,

14, It is 1o be noted that the recommendation of the
Cammissioner wide report dated 17.08.198Z was the basis tfor
wmsdlng . cxemption under GO Ms.Na 253 dated 09,02 1983,
b roubt, roference was made even in the said report that the
hushand of the purchaser (petitionsr herein) is desirous 1o
construct & 0 oursing heme  with all medern facilitios.
Such phservation was made only to reach a conclusion Lhal the
agreement of sale was a genune Lransaction. It was clearly pointed
in the report that an amount of Rs.3I0000/ towards sale
consideration pad by the petitioner was remitted by the declarant
for clearing income tax dues of her husband vide her spplicetion
filed wunder Section 230(1%a) of the Income Tax Act.
It is alsae clear from G.0.Ms.No.253 dated 09.02.1983 that the
Gaovernmeont hes exemined the case of Lthe declgrant and cansidered
grant of exemplion as the transaction falls under the guidelines of
G.O.Ms Ne 188 dated 02.03.1877. Thus: the contentiosn of the

learnes Government Pleader for Assignment that exemption was




burdened with condition to construct 28 hospital and that exemption

was granted in public Intarast is without gny meric

15. As pointed ouwt above, reference was: made  regarding
construction of nursing home with all modern faciitics by the
husnand of the peltitionar only Ffor the purpose of recording that that
transaction between the petitioner and the declarant und_er
agreement of sale dated 22.08.1974 was genuine. The gxamplion
granted under G.O.Ms No. 253 dated 09,02, 1983 was in exercise of
powers under Section 20(1)(b} of the ULC Act read with
G.0.Ms.Np. 186 dated 02,.03.1977 and falls under the category of
hardship and not for public interest. No where it is mentioned 10 the
0.0 M5, Mo, 253 dated 09,02.1983 that only for the reason that the
petitioner and her husband intended to construct a hospital,

such cxemptlion was grantod.

16. The Government, having consciously exercised its power
under Section 20(1)(h) of the ULC Act read with G.0.Ms.No. 186
dated 02.03.1977 is estopped from contending that cxemplion was
granted only for the purpose of construction af a hospital. Even if
axemption was granted under Section 20({1)b) of the ULC Act,
it can be with cerlain conditions: Howewer, on reading of
G.0Ms.NO 253 dated 09,02.1983, this Court is of the opinion that

such conditions were nokt imposed, though it was mentioned that

————- ——



Exemption s grankted o oenanble the petitionsr to construct o
haspital. Thus, impugres G.0. s illegal, unsustainable and kable 1o

b sl asicle.

1/, Ancther contention raised by the learmed Government
Pleader for Assignment is that D. Venkateswara Rao and Gurrala
Suresh Chender heve already sought for exemnption in respéct of
cartain extent of subject land. However, no record (g placed before
Lhis Court, Tt is the contention of the petitionor that they hawve nat
sald the lang to any person, The allotment of land to
0. Venkateswara Rao and Gurrala Suresh Chander is not the lssue
imvoived i [his writ  petition Learned senior counsel for the
potitioner ‘:i'll_'ll'l'l]:.'_Elj that the pelitioners were nol put on noetice and
G0's, if any, issued in favour of the aforementioned persans is n
vicletion of principles of natural juslice. Be that as It may, it is a
disputed gueslion of faco as to whether the petitioner sold certzin
exlent of land te . Venkateswara Rao and Gurrala Suresh
Chiander. It is for the petitioner and 0. Venkateswara Rao and
Gurrala Suresh Chander to agitate their claim before the concerncd
civil Court, as the case may be, if there is any dispute regarding

title and possession amongst them.

18.  In view of the above observations, the writ petitian 15 allowed

setting aside G.0.Ms N, 944 Revenus (UC.I1) Departrment dated




15.07. 2006 and Letker NO. I L9600/ 200

15 dated 19,11, 2006 issued

2y the Drstrict Collector, Hyderabad.

e  mizcellan - ;
izcellaneous ; T
pelitiong pending, if any, shall atand

closed, There shall be o arder as to costs

f

That Rule Nisi has been made absolute as above.

Witness the Hon'ble the Chief Justice UJJAL BHUYAN, on this Wednesday, the

To

Eighteenth day of January, Two Thousand and Twanty Three.

aD/- MOHD. SANAULLAH ANSARI
AS EIET.AHT REGISTRAR
fMRUE COPY/!
EECTIG]{*;I OFFICER
The Prncipal Secretary, Government of Andhra Pradesh, Revenus
Deparfment Secretariat, Hyderabad.

The Spacial Officer and Competent, Authorty, Urban Land Ceailings,
Hyderabad.

4, Two CCs to GP FOR REVENUE, High Court for the State of Telangana at

I:.‘:I
Pouom a

Hyderabad [QLT]

Two CCs to GP FOR LAND CEILING, High Court for the State of Telangana
at Hyderabad. [QOUT]

One CC to SRLSATHVIE MAKUNUR, Advocate [OFUC]

One CC to M/s.A.DEEPTHI, Advocate [OFUC)

Twi CO Coples

Oine spare copy

oy




HIGH COURT

DATED:18/01/2023

ORDER
WP.No.3402 of 2007

ALLOWING THE W.P
WITHOUT COSTS.



