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ACT:

Del hi Devel opment Act 1947---Section 44-- Master Plan
for Delhi--Mdifications made--Change proposed from ’'resi-
dential’ to ’recreational’--Requisites of the notice and
necessity for publication--Mandatory.

HEADNOTE

Respondent No. 2, Del hi Devel opnent “Authority, issued a
public notice dated 5th July 1975 stating that the Centra
CGovernment proposes to nmake nodifications to the Master Plan
for Delhi with respect to an area known as ‘Dargah Shaheed

Khan’. It was notified that the [ and use of the area in
guestion was proposed to be changed from ‘residential’ to
‘recreational’ and any person having any objection or/ sug-

gestion to the proposed nodification could send his ‘objec-
tions/suggestions to the Del hi Developnment Authority wthin
thirty days fromthe date thereof. The appellants sent _in
their objection on 18.10.1975 that is twoand half nonths
after the date of expiry of the last date for filing the
obj ections. The authorities seemto have not considered that
obj ection. Thereupon the appellants filed awit petition in
the Hi gh Court challenging the validity of the public notice
contendi ng that the public notice was not given publicity in
the manner prescribed under Section 44 of the Del hi Devel op-
ment Act 1957; as it was neither affixed in  COnspi CUOUS
place within the locality where the land is |ocated nor was
the sane proclainmed by the beat of the drum According to
the appellants the provisions of section 44 are nandatory.
The Hi gh Court having dismssed the wit petition, the
appel l ants have/filed this appeal, after obtaining special
| eave. The sane contentions have been reiterated by the
appel | ants before this Court.

Al'lowi ng the appeal, this Court,

HELD: In nmatters of interpretation one should not con-
centrate too nmuch on one word and pay too little attention
to the other words. No provision in the statute and no word
in the section may be construed in isolation. Every provi-
sion and every word rmust be | ooked at generally and in the
context in which it is used. [170E-F]

166
Section 44 requires that the notice signed by the Secre-
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tary of the Authority shah be widely made known in the
locality to be affected by the proposed nodification to the
Master Plan. It shall be published by (i) affixing copies of
the notice in conspicuous public places wthin the said
locality or (ii} publishing the sane by best of drum or
(ii1} advertisenent in |ocal newspaper. [170B-(

There are three alternate nethods prescribed. The au-
thorities wll have to follow any of the two nethods. This
is mandatory. There is no discretion in this regard. The
di scretion however, is to follow nore than the two nmethods.
It is also discretionary to follow any ot her neans of publi -
cation that the Secretary may think fit. That is left to the
Secretary. This appears to be the only reasonabl e and sensi -
ble viewto be taken by the Overall structure of the sec-
tion. [170G | 71A]

In the instant case, the notice has been published only
in the local newspapers, nanely, the Daily Pratap. The
H ndustan Tines: This is only one of the three nmeans of
publication provided under Section 44 and it apparently
falls short of the mandatory requirenents of the Section
Since the provisions of Section 44 have not been conplied
with, the notice in question has no validity and the action
taken pursuant thereto has also no validity. [172B-C|

Khub Chand & O's. v. State of Rajasthan, [1967] 1 SCR
120; Collector (Di'strict Magistrate) Allahabad and Anr. v.
Raj a Ram Jai swal etc., [1985] 37 SCC 1, referred to.
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