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Dr. ARIJIT PASAYAT, J.

1. Del ay condoned.
2. Leave granted in the Special Leave Petitions.
3. Chal | enge in these appeals and Wit Petitionsis to the

j udgrment delivered by a Division Bench of the Madras High

Court. In the wit petitions,
Sections 326A to 326J of the Chennai
1919 (in short the \021Act\022) and the Chennai
Cor poration (Licensing of Hoardings and Levy and Col | ection of

Advertisenment Tax) Rules, 2003 (in short the \021Adverti senent

Rul es\ 022) .

4. The writ petitions were dism ssed by the H gh Court.
a Comittee was constituted for
the places of historical
popul ar places of worship in and around the city of Chennai.

i mportance or

chal l enge was to validity of
Gty Minicipal Act,
Gty Munici pal

i dentifying and enumerating
aest hetic val ue and

was al so directed to oversee the operation of the renoval

illegal and unauthorized hoardings in the city of Chennai.
Conmittee was directed to be headed by a retired Judge and
The State Governnent was

to consi st of several

ot her

persons.
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directed to provide necessary infrastructure and office to the
Committee. The District Collector was directed to renmove and
denol i sh all the unauthorized hoardi ngs whi ch were erected
after the cut off date and in respect of which no application
was made to the District Collector within a period of 8 weeks.
The District Collector and the Tahsildar working in their
respective zones were to be personally responsible for the
renoval of unauthorized hoardings in their respective zones.
The Muni ci pal Corporation was directed to extend al

necessary cooperation to the District Collector for renoval of
the hoardings in the city. The Conmm ssioner was directed to
supply to the District Collector the necessary equi pment and
work force for the purpose of such renoval. The Police

Conmi ssioner was al so directed to provide adequate police
force to assist the demolition team The State Governnent was
directed to appoint two officers not below the rank of District
Col l ector as Special Oficers vested with the necessary powers
of the District ~Collector to make scrutiny of the applications
pendi ng before the Collector within a period of 4 weeks from
the date of judgnent. It was pointed out that no licence was to
be granted and/or renewed in respect of any hoarding which is
not in conformty with the provisions of the Act and the
Advertisement Rules. So far as the applicants who clainmed to

be existing hoardi ng owners, the District Collector/Specia
Oficer was required to call for the views of the Traffic police
and such views had to be conmunicated to the District

Collector within a particular period.~ Al the hoardi ngs where
the applications/appeals were di smissed by the authorities

were liable to be renoved forthwith  and the concerned
authorities to take appropriate steps for the purpose.

5. The District Collector and the Tahsildar were directed to
take i nmedi ate steps for recovery of the advertisenent tax, the
rent and the penalties fromthe hoardi ng owners whet her

aut hori zed or unauthorized. The appeals against the decision

of the District Collector/Special Oficer were directed to be

di sposed of within 60 days as prescribed by the Advertisenent

Rul es and for that purpose it was suggested that the

CGovernment may consi der appoi ntment of one or nore officers

at the Secretariat |evel, exclusively for the purpose.

6. So far as new applications are concerned, it was held
that if the applicant had al ready constructed a hoarding in
that case hoarding was liable to be renoved and denvol i shed

and the applicant was entitled to apply only after such

renmoval and denolition of hoarding.

7. Wth reference to Rule 3(i) of the Advertisenment Rules it
was held that the plan of the hoarding was to bel approved by a
qualified structural Engineer. In case of non renpval of

unaut hori zed or illegal hoardings the District Collector was
directed to initiate prosecution as permni ssible under the Act.
Direction was al so given for denmolition and renpval of al

hoardi ngs erected on or in front of any places of historical or
aest hetical inmportance, popular places of worship as enlisted
by the Commttee as well as on or in front of the educationa
institutions and hospitals and in cases where applications
were made by any hoarding owner within the tine prescribed

by this Court applications were to be decided and if the
hoar di ngs were found to be illegal, they were to be renoved

wi thout further notice. It was directed that no Cvil Court shal
entertain any application against denolition or renoval of the
unaut hori zed hoardings and the wit petitions challenging the
denolition were to be placed before the bench of the Chief
Justice of the High Court.
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8. It was al so directed that notwi thstandi ng any order
passed by any Civil Court in the matter the directions given in
the i npugned order were to prevail

9. In support of the appeals, various stands have been
taken by the parties. Primarily it has been submitted that the
Advertisenment Rules are violative of Articles 19(1)(a) and
19(1)(b) of the Constitution of India, 1950 (in short the
\021Constitution\022). It was also violative of Article 14 because
private hoardi ngs have been treated equally with public
hoar di ngs, thereby treating unequals with equal. Wth

reference to the earlier Statute i.e. Tam | Nadu Acquisition of
Hoardi ng Act, 1985 (in short the \021Acquisition Act\022) it was
submitted that the acquisition of the public or private
property was held to beillegal. Wth effect from 23.7.1998
amendnent was nade to the Act and Sections 326-A to 326-1

were introduced. Section 326-B provides for the period of 30
days wi thin which the owners of the hoarding were to apply for
licence. On 5.9.2000 the Act was amended and Section 326-J

was i ntroduced. This provision pernitted renoval of al
hoar di ngs which are hazardous in nature. Chall enge was

made to the same provision. The H gh Court by order dated

14.10. 2001 upheld its-validity. It was inter alia held that that
every hoarding which is adjacent to the road is hazardous and
has to be renoved and the High Court judgnent was affirnmed

by this Court with certain nodifications by this Court in P

Nar ayana Bhat v. State of Tam | Nadu and Ors. (2001 (4) SCC
554). However, all the hoardings are not to be treated as
hazardous. What is hazardous is to be decided. The tinme

peri od for making application for |icence was fixed. In the year
2003 the Advertisenent Rul es have been enacted. It is

submitted that the Rules used the expression'\02lobstruction\022. It
was pointed out that the obstruction refers to physica
obstruction. Challenge is also made to Rule 6 which relates to
the width of the road. There is no forum avail able for
qguestioni ng correctness of the adjudication by the authorities.
In any event it is submtted that (the Rul es cannot apply to
private sites. Construction of private buil dings have been
excluded. It is pointed out that the concept of public order i's
bei ng i ntroduced but the sane has to be relatable to the
parameters | aid down in Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia v. State of

Bi har and Ors. (1966 (1) SCR 709). The public interest is
relatable to Article 19(1)(g) and not Article 19(1)(a). Hoardi ngs
are nothing but material for advertisenent. Rule 9 relates to
obj ectionabl e hoardi ngs. Placing strong reliance on Tata Press
Ltd. Vs. MT.N.L. and Os. (1999 (5) SCC 139) it is contended
that hoardi ng partake the character of commercial “speech

Ref erence is also nade to the decisions in Sakal  Papers (P)

Ltd. And Os. v. Union of India and Os. (AIR 1962 SC 305)

and Bennett Col eman and Co. and O's. v. Union of India and

O's. (1972 (2) SCC 788) to contend that even if it “is conceded
for the sake of argunments that the provisions are regul atory,
they nust be relatable to the parameters of Article 19(2). The
regul ation results in restriction on use of private |and for
advertisenment. It is submtted that as was noted in Sakal
Paper s\ 022s case (supra) it curbs conpetition and in Bennett

Col eman\ 022s case (supra) there rmust be sufficient reason to curb
the freedom of speech. Even over-burdensone | evy which

af fects freedom of speech was held to be unconstitutional

Ref erence is al so nade to Ronesh Thappar v The State of

Madras (AIR 1950 SC 124) and Brij Bhushan and Anr. v. The

State of Delhi (AIR 1950 SC 129) to contend that the

restriction can be relatable to public interest and not to public
order. When commerci al speech is protected there is no reason

to put restriction on putting hoardings. Public order relates to
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viol ence and not |aw and order. The basic difference, it is
submi tted, between Articles 19(2) and 19(6) has not been kept
inview. In essence it is subnmtted that display of information
on hoardi ngs whether it is commerce, political and social is
permtted by Article 19(1)(a) or no restriction can be placed or
right to dissemnate information on the purported clai m of
preventing obstruction or hazard to novenent of traffic which
is not covered by Article 19(2) as public order is not affected.
The statutory rules are exhaustive of the restrictions and
restrictions do not apply to hoardings on a private land. Rules
are discrimnatory in applying the same yardstick to public
roads and private properties as the same treats unequal s as
equal s. Even if Section 326J can be used later, it has to
specify reasons in the show cause notice, has to be disposed
of by the reasoned order after opportunity and the right of
appearance can lead to a decision. It is pointed out that
unsust ai nabl e di scrim natory approach is adopted in

perm tting hoardings of political parties which are certainly
nore hazardous. A different yardstick is being adopted and
ungui ded ‘power is given to the authorities to adopt different
nor ns.

10. Sone of the petitioners have pointed out that there was a
statutory cut off date fixed i.e. 23.7.1998 and the enuneration
was to be done to identify data as to which of the hoardings
existed prior to 23.7.1998 and the applicants nay nake an
application before the date extended.

11. It is submitted that Rule 6 is absolutely inpracticable
because nbst of the roads are between 15 ft. to 50 ft. category.
A statutory right is nmade illusory because of the size

restriction. Visibility per se is not hazardous. Rule 10 contains
wor ds which are inprecise and flexible and the listing has not
been done.

12. The statutory intention is to permt hoardi ng but by
putting unnecessary and unreasonable restrictions the
provi si ons can be ni sused.

13. The visibility concept is inportant. The size as provided
in Rule 6 has no basis to ensure reasonable visibility and
therefore it inpeaches the Act.

14. There is no rule to operationalise Section 326B. The Act,
the Advertisenent Rules and the form have to be
operationalized as part of the conposite schenme. It is pointed
out that right in question claimed by the appellants is a
constitutional right and not statutory right. \Wat is
objectionable is content. It is, by way of clarification
submitted that content is covered by Article 19(1) (a) as it
covers both antecedent steps and actual display. The content
is not limted to words, colour, picture but also extent, form
size and placenent. Wile Rule 3(b)(ii) is a pre-censorship
concept, Rule 9 is post censorship. The freedom of speech

rel ates both to pre and post censorship

15. The right clained is a preferred right. Wile bal ancing
free speech against restriction, shift of enphasis is to free
speech.

16. In exercise of public power there has to be gui ded

di scretion. In the instant case there is no guided discretion
The right to regulate being exercised in the instant case is
restrictive and not regul atory.

17. In response, |earned counsel for the respondent have
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submitted that the appellants and many |ike them have
continued litigation frustrating regulation of hoardings in
Chennai. It is subnmitted that owners of advertisenent
hoardings in the city of Chennai have persistently chall enged
and resisted the regulation on the erection of hoardings for the
| ast two decades with the result that even today city of
Chennai presents the nost depl orabl e huge adverti senent
hoar di ngs on nmj or roads, which are not only aesthetically
obj ectionabl e but are hazardous and dangerous to traffic.
Even after continued failure to get any relief fromthe Court
the challenge is still continued.

18. Fol l owi ng the directions of this Court in MC. Mhta v.
Union of India and Os. (1998 (1) SCC 363), the Tam | Nadu
Legi sl ature introduced the anendnent in Section 326J by
Amendnent Act 2000. By an-anmendnent, the Conmi ssioner

(later amended to District Collector) was enpowered to rempve
the existing hoardi ngs whi ch were dangerous and causi ng

di sturbance to safetraffic noverment, which adversely affect
free and safe flow of traffic. The provision also enmpowers the
District Collector to refuse the license for such hazardous and
danger ous hoar di ngs.

19. Earlier challenge was nmade to the Rules of 1998. Various
contentions were rai sed before the Hi gh Court including
reference to Tata Press case (supra). The High Court rejected
the contention that Section 326A was arbitrary and had laid

down no gui delines. 'Correctness of the judgnment was

guesti oned including the alleged infringenent of Article
19(1)(a). This Court rejected the appeals stating that it was ad
idemwi th nost of the conclusions arrived at by the Hi gh

Court in the inmpugned judgnment before it. This Court. also

noted that before it very sane stands were re-iterated. It was
noted that this Court was inclined to agree with the High

Court that Section 326J was neither ultra vires Article 14 nor
Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution in view of the decision
given by the Hi gh Court. Despite this, the Advertisenment Rul es
were chal |l enged before the High Court. The Hi gh Court

di smi ssed them subj ect to nodifications.

20. It is to be noted that in P. Narayan\022s case (supra) this
Court had specifically held in concurring with the views of the

Hi gh Court that Article 19(1)(a) of the Constitution was not

viol ative.

21. Section 326A defines \023hoardi ngs\ 024 to nmean \ 023any screen or
board at any place whether public or private used or intended

to be used for exhibiting adverti sement s\ 005\ 024 Sections 326B to

326J are provisions relating to licensing of hoardi ngs. The Act

requires licences of hoardings; and it requires licences of

hoardi ngs in both public and private places.

22. So far as public places are concerned, the State has a ful
right to regulate them as they vest in the State as trustees for
the public. The State can inpose such limtations on the user

of public places as nay be necessary to protect the public
generally. (See Saghir Ahned v. State of U P. 1955 SCR 707).

23. Hoar di ngs erected on private places also require to be
licensed and regul ated as they generally abut on and are

vi sible on public roads and public places. Hoardi ng erected on
a private building my obstruct public roads when put up on
private buildings; they may be dangerous to the building and

to the public; they may be hazardous and dangerous to the
snooth flow of traffic by distracting traffic, and their content
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may be obscene or objectionable. It is, therefore, not correct
that hoardings on private places do not require to be regul ated
by |icensing provisions.

24. Rule 6 of the 2003 Rules put restrictions on the size of
hoar di ngs, on their height, the spacing, etc. and the

requi rement of erection on steel franes. Rule 10 restricts the
hoarding to be put on certain places such as educati ona
institutions, places of worship, hospitals, corners of roads, in
front of places of historical and aesthetic inportance.

25. The power to license is not unfettered and i s guided by
the above considerations. Under Rule 11 an appeal lies to the
State Governnent for refusing the grant or renewal of |icenses.
Section 326J of the Act enpowers the District Collector to
prohibit the erection of hazardous hoardi ngs and hoardi ngs

whi ch are hazardous and a disturbance to the safe traffic
novenent so as to adversely affect the free and safe fl ow of
traffic. The power under Section 326J is not arbitrary as held
by the Suprenme Court in MC Mehta v. Union of India (1998)

1 SCC 363) on-an identical provisionrelating to case of
hoardi ng in New Del hi. Any action taken under Section 326 J
nmust be taken by observing the principles of natural justice
and supported by reasons.” An appeal against the order of the
District Collector for action under Section 326J lies to the
State CGovernment under Section 326H. There cannot be a
presunption of m suse of power nerely because discretion is
conferred on a public authority for the exercise use of the
power. I n Narayana Bhat’'s case, this Court has negatived the
contention that the power of thelicensing authorities is
arbitrary and ungui ded.

26. Sections 326A to Section 326H and the 2003 Rules are
made in public interest for the purpose of

(i) Preventi ng haphazard erection and proliferation of
hoardings in the city.

(ii) For orderly and aesthetic appearance in the city.

(iii) For safety and prevention of hazardous and

danger ous hoar di ngs.

27. Section 326-J of the Act prohibits erection of certain
hoar di ngs whi ch are hazardous. The expression "hazardous"

as an adjective, connotes sonething that is "risky" or
"dangerous" vide, Blacks Law Dictionary, Eighth Edition, page
736.

28. Section 326-J provides that where the Commi ssioner is
satisfied that the erection of any hoarding visible to the traffic
on the road is hazardous and di sturbance to the safe traffic
novenent so as to adversely affect the free and safe fl ow of
traffic, he shall not grant any |icence under Section 326-C.

29. The Conmi ssioner is also enpowered to renpve any such
hoardi ng which is erected in contravention of the provisions
t her eof .

30. The provisions contained in Rule 3 do not restrict or
control the scope of Section 326-J which operates on a w der
plain. Wiile failure to obtain a no objection certificate in terns
of Rule 3(iii) itself would dis-entitle an applicant for the grant
of a licence to erect a hoarding, Section 326-J, prohibits
erecti on of hazardous hoardi ngs and al so nandates the

Conmi ssioner (now District Collector) not to grant any licence
under Section 326-C in respect of such hoardings. It also

aut hori zes the Conmi ssioner to order confiscation and

renoval of such hoardi ngs which are erected in contravention

of the nandate therein.
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31. A del egated |l egislation can be declared invalid by the
Court mainly on two grounds firstly that it violates any

provi sion of the Constitution and secondly it is violative of the
enabling Act. If the del egate which has been given a rule

maki ng authority exceeds its authority and makes any

provi sion inconsistent with the Act and thus overrides it, it

can be held to be a case of violating the provisions of the
enabl i ng Act but where the enabling Act itself permits ancillary
and subsidiary functions of the legislature to be perforned by
the executive as its del egate, the del egated | egislation cannot
be held to be in violation of the enabling Act. (See Vide, State
of MP. and another v. Bhola Alias Bhairon Prasad Raghuvansh
(2003) 3 sCC 1).

32. In St. Johns Teachers Training Institute v. Regi ona
Director, National Council for Teacher Education and Anot her
(2003) 3 SCC 321, this Court has held that:

"Del egated legislation permts utilization of
experience and consultation with interests
affected by the practical operation of statutes.
Rul es and Regul ati ons-made by reason of the
specific power conferred by the Statutes to
make Rul es and Regul ations establish the
pattern of conduct to be followed. Regulations
are in aid of enforcenent of the provisions of
the Statute. The process of |egislation by
departmental Regul ati ons saves tine and is
intended to deal with local variations and the
power to legislate by statutory instrunment in
the formof Rules and Regul ations is conferred
by Parliament. The main justification for

del egated legislation is that the legislature
bei ng over burdened and the needs of the
nodern day society being conplex it can not
possi bly foresee every administrative difficulty
that may arise after the Statute has begun to
operate. Delegated legislation fills those
needs".

33. It is well settled that a del egated legislation would have to
be read in the context of the primary statute under which it is
nmade and, in case of any conflict, it is prinmary |egislation that
will prevail.

34. In I TWSignode India Ltd. v. Collector of Central Excise
(2004) 3 SCC 48) this Court has held as under

"It is well settled principle of law that in case of

a conflict between a substantive Act and

del egated | egislation, the forner shall prevai

i nasmuch as del egated | egislation nust be

read in the context of the primary/legislative

Act and not vice versa"

35. The expression \021obstruction\022 neans "sonething that
i npedes or hinders". The expression, however, has varied sets

of meaning and is not necessarily confined to physica
obstructions only.

36. It has been held that "Cbstructing"” the police, includes
anyt hi ng which nmakes it nore difficult for the police to carry
out their duties and is not confined to nere physica
obstructions, vide Hinchliffe v. Sheldon, (1955) 1 W.R 1203

37. ostruction has a wi der neaning than nmere physica
obstruction and it includes tangible and identifiable
obstruction and even a protest is obstructing.
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38. In Collector of Custons and Central Excise,
Bhubneshwar v. Paradip Port Trust and Another (1990 (4)
SCC 250) this Court, construing the expression "obstruction"
appearing in Section 133 of the Customs Act, 1962 has been
pl eased to hol d:

\023On the authority of Hinchliffe v. Sheldon it

can be said that obstruction is not confined to

physi cal obstruction and it includes anything

whi ch nmakes it nmore difficult for the police or

public servant to carry out their duties.\024

39. The expression ‘obstruction’” in Rule 3(iii) would,

therefore, include any act which inpedes the free and safe

noverent of the traffic, pedestrians and vehicles. Such an act

may well be, by reason of what is displayed on the hoardings.

If the subject-matter that is displayed in such hoardings

attracts attention of the drivers of vehicles and which, \021lin turn
i npedes free and safe novenent of traffic such a hoarding

woul d clearly cone under the neani ng "obstruction"

contenpl ated under Rule 3(iii) of the Rules.

40. It is to be noted that there is certainly sonme difference

bet ween \ 023hazar dous\ 024 and \ 023obstructi on\ 024 t hough there may be
sone anount of overl apping. What is hazardous cannot have

definite terns. So in that sense, Legislature had thought it

Wi se to use the expression \021lobstruction\022 so that it can be
brought withi n nanageabl e standards. The ultinmate objective

is safe traffic movenent and free and safe flow of traffic.

41. It can be seen in applying Section 326J, the authority
enpower ed can give \021No (ojection Certificate\ 022 and | ooki ng at
the fact situation in a given case say obstruction has been
caused. What is physical distortion or destruction can al so be
consi dered. But the concl usions can be chal | enged.

42. The problem can be | ooked at from another angle. Even

if there is no obstruction but there is distraction that is also to
be consi dered. As was considered by this Court in P.

Nar ayan\ 022s case (supra) the provisions |ikeappeal and the rules
to bring in the principles of natural justice can be pressed into
service. That will be a right step to avoid arbitrariness. It has
been contended enphatically that private hoardi ngs shall not

cause any physical obstruction. But this plea is, as noted

above, wi thout any substance. In our view there may not be

physi cal obstruction but it can be hazardous. The right to

regul ate and control is inherent in exercise of power.

43. One other thing which needs to be noted is that the
authority is not exam ning the contents of hoardi ngs, size etc.
The licence is for putting the hoardings. It depends upon the
size and at that stage the question of content does not cone
into picture. If it is distraction, the question whether it is
hazardous or creates obstruction conmes |ater.

44, Under Rule 9 the District Collector can suo notu take
action if he finds hoardings to be objectionable. The provisions
appear to be not restrictive but are regulatory. There is no ban
on adverti senent hoardi ngs but obstructive and destructive

ones are to be prohibited.

45, The apprehended arbitrariness can be well taken care of.
I f show cause notice is issued, it should specify the reasons as
to why the action is proposed to be taken in respect of any
hoardi ng or hoardings. The principles of natural justice can
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al so be complied with if reasons are indicated in the show

cause notice and there is scope for reply to be given.

Thereafter, reasoned adjudi cation can be nmade by the

authorities. It goes w thout saying that objectivity has to be
there, even though initially at the stage of issuing show cause
notice there is subjectivity.

46. Very narrow and stringent limts have been set to
perm ssi ble | egislative abridgnment of the right of free speech
and expression, and this was doubtl ess due to the realisation

that freedom of speech and of the press lay at the foundation

of all denocratic organizations, for without free politica

di scussion no public education, so essential for the proper
functioning of the processes of popul ar government, is

possi bl e. A freedom of such anplitude m ght involve risk of

abuse. But the franers of the Constitution may well have
reflected, with Madi son who was "the leading spirit in the
preparation of the First Anendnent of the Federa

Constitution,”™ that "it is better to |leave a few of its noxious
branches to their luxuriant growth, than, by pruning them

away, to injure the vigour of those yielding the proper fruits"
[Quoted in Near v. Mnnesotta [283 U.S. 607) (Al so See

Ronesh Thappar\ 022s case (supra).

47. So far as the question relating to enuneration in Rule 10,
the H gh Court has taken care of that problem by appointing a
Conmittee to identify the places, it was subnmitted that sone

of the directions need to be clarified. ~ Though it is conceded
that the directions are not wong it is submtted that they but
need clarification. It is open to the appellants if so advised to
nove the High Court if any clarification is necessary. But in

our view the directions cannot be faulted. It is submtted that
direction No.16 relates to forthwith denmplition. It needs no re-
iteration that the H gh Court\022s order is clear to the effect that
only after enumeration the denolition can be done.

48. It is to be noted that M C. Mehtal022s judgnent (i.e. 1998 (1)
SCC 363) resulted in anendnent of the Act. In the said case

the direction given in MC. Mhta v. Union of India and Os.

(1997 (8) SCC 770) has been quoted. The Advertisenent Rul es

in essence constitute a Code for regul ating erection of

hoar di ngs and do not deal with content except where it is

found to be obscene or objectionable.

49. There are two tier arrangenents in Rule 3 (b). One
relating to NOC by the police and the other the power of the
District Collector to see whether the hoardings fall foul of
Section 326J and was in line with it. It needs no enphasis

that the size is the yardstick and smaller the road the bigger is
the hazard because the unregul ated size can |l ead to chaos.

50. In Saghir Ahmad v. State of U P. and Ors. (1955 (11) SCR
707) it was held as foll ows:

\0232. In view of this pronouncenent of |aw, the
State CGovernnent, which wanted to have the
exclusive right to operate Road Transport
Services within its territory, sought the

assi stance of the Legislature and the U P. Road
Transport Act (Act Il of 1951) was passed and
becarme | aw on and fromthe 10th of February,
1951. It is the constitutional validity of this
enactment which is the subject-matter of

contest in these present proceedi ngs\024.

51. The fact that the hoarding is on building or private |and
does not take away the regul atory nmeasures relating to
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hoar di ngs. There can be cases where because of the size and
the height, it can be dangerous to public and al so be
hazardous. There is no structural safeguard in respect of such
hoar di ngs. There has to be regul atory nmeasures. As has been
rightly contended by | earned counsel for the respondents, the
Act and the Advertisenent Rules do not regul ate

advertisenent. They regulate putting of the hoarding which is
found to be objectionable, destructive or obstructive in
character.

52. It cannot be said that there is infringenment of freedom of
speech. The content, effect and the purpose of statute clearly
show that it is not intended to be so.

53. The inevitable result is that the appeals and wit
petitions are without nerit and deserve to be dism ssed which

we direct.




