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We have perused the order of the H gh Court dated
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4, 1975. The only question raised relates to the
f the Ordinance which has al ready been uphel d by
Bench of that Court. It was ~argued relating to
e conpetency. Since it is-a mtter relating to
m and land, it is covered by Schedule 7, List I1,
4 and 18. As a result, (the inmpugned Act i's within
ative conpetence of the State legislature. It is
nded that it is violative of Art.14. W find no
the contention. Since the |egislature is conpetent
the law, all the agricultural holdings covered
Act are equally regul ated thereunder. Therefore,
no discrimnation violating Art.14. It is next
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ntion. The procedure is only supplenmental or
o the main purpose of the Act. CPCis in the
List. The Act received assent of the President.
| at ure, therefore, 1is conpetent to provi de
in the inplenentation of the provisions of the
submi ssion is that the trial provided under the
just, unreasonable and unfair. W find that the
ocedure having been prescribed for early disposa
cases, causes m ni mum inconvenience to the
whi ch is just and fair procedure. It is,
reasonable and fair to the parties. El aborate
like trial need not necessarily be provided as is
incivil suits. The time consuming process was
be curtailed and fair procedure was streaniined.
its facets it 1is argued that the Letter Patent
taken away under the Act and that, therefore, it
e right to fair hearing and the CPC. W find no
the contention. Creation of the hierarchy of the
one of legislative policy. Wth a viewto curtai
ty of appeals, the legislature stepped in and




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Page 2 of 2

saved structural appeals. The legislature limted the renedy
by providing for only one appeal to the High Court before a
| earned single Judge against the orders of the Board of
Revenue or consolidation authority etc. Since that question
was fully canvassed before the Full Bench, which has
consi dered the sane in extension and upheld the abolition of
the special appeal, we are in agreenent with the reasoning
and concl usion of the Full Bench

W do not find any justification for interference. The
appeal is accordingly dismssed. No costs.




