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Though before the High Court of Bonbay. Panaji Bench
(CGoa) three questions were raised and answered, before us
| earned counsel for the appellants confined the argument to
one of the questions raised before the H gh Court, nanely,
whet her the decl arati on nmde/published under ‘the Land
Acqui sition Act, 1894 (hereinafter called the ‘Act’) was
barred by limtation

To appreciate the above question, certain dates are
necessary. Initially a Notification wunder Section  4(1) of
the Act for acquiring land for construction and black
topping of St. Sebastian Chapel Road was published on
8.11.90. That Notification |lapsed as no declaration as
requi red under Section 6 of the Act as anended by Act 68 of
1984 was nmde. Therefore, a fresh Notification  was made
under Section 4(1) of the Act for the same purpose on
23.6.92. The said Notification under Section 4(1) was first
published in the English daily "O Heral do" on 29.6.92, and
in the Mrathi daily "Nav Prabha" on 2.7.92. Public Notice
in the locality of the Notification was given on 8.7.92 as
required under Section 4 of the Act. Lastly, it was
published in the Oficial Gazette of the Goa Government on
6.8.;92. Imediately the validity of the said Notification
was challenged in Wit Petition No.436/92 as "urgency
provi sion" under Section 17(4) of the Act was al so-invoked.
The High Court allowed the Wit Petition on 25.11.92 by
directing the appellants ( wit petitioners before  Hi gh
Court) to file their objections under Section 5A on  or
before 4.12.92 and directing the respondents to decide the
sai d objections on or before 18.12.92 after hearing the
aggrieved parties. After conplying with the directions of
the High Court, a declaration under Section 6 of the Act was
made on 3.8.93 and it was published in the Oficial CGazette
on 5.8.93. The same declaration was published in Mrath
daily "Gomant ak" on 6.8.93 and in the English daily "Navhind
Ti mes" on 7.8.93 respectively. Public Notice of the
declaration was given in the locality on 28.8.93. Under
these circunstances, the appellants challenged the validity
of the declaration under Section 6 on the ground that the
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publication of the declaration was beyond one year taking
28.8.93 as the date of publication and, therefore, the
acqui sition proceedi ngs had | apsed.

The contention advanced on behalf of the appellants
before the Hi gh Court was that on a correct understanding
and interpretation of Section 6(1) & (2), of the Act, the
decl aration nust be taken to have been nmde/published for
the purpose of proviso to Section 6(a)(ii) on the date on
which the last in the series of publications under Section
6(2) was published. In this case, it was in 28.8.93. If so
understood on the facts of this case, according to the
appel l ants, the declaration having been published in the
locality on 28.8.93 it was beyond one year prescribed under
proviso to Section 6(1)(ii) of the Act. Therefore, that
declaration was barred by limtation. On the other hand, it
was contended before the  High Court on behalf of the
authorities that under Section 6(1) the relevant date for

the purpose of  limtation was the date on which the
declarati on was nmade and that declaration having been made
on 3.8.93 was well within one year from the date of

Noti fi cation —published under ~ Section 4(1), nanely, on
6.8.92. The High Court in the Iight of the earlier Division
Bench judgnent of the- same Court held as foll owed: -

"Applying the ratio of these two

decisions, it/ /is clear that Section

4 Notification was published in

Covernment Gazette on 6th August

1992 and in fact that was the | ast

of such publications. 3rd- August

1993 and it is comon ground that

it was published in the Governnent

Gazette on b5th August 1993. It is,

therefore, clear that regard being

had to the date of making of the

decl arati on under Section 6, which

is 3rd August 1993, it falls within

the limtation prescri bed and,

therefore, it cannot be held that

the publication of the declaration

is out si de t he [imtation

prescri bed under the Act."

M. Dhruv Mehta, |earned counsel for —the appellants,
el aborately argued the matter bringing to our notice severa
judgrments of the H gh Court and of this Court both for and
agai nst the appellants. In short, the argument of |earned
counsel for the appellants was that having regard to the
| anguage enployed in sub-section (2) of Section 6 of the
Act, the last in the series of publication nust be taken as
the last in the series of publication nust be taken as the
date of publication for cal cul ating t he [imtation
prescribed under proviso to Section 6(1)(ii) of the Act.
According to | earned counsel, the purpose of introducing the
[imtation of one year by Act 68 of 1984 was to nake the
of ficials concerned to speed up the proceedings and to avoid
the delay. This object, according to him cannot be achieved
unl ess the construction of Section 6 as advanced by himis
accepted. He heavily placed reliance on a judgnment on
Raj ast han H gh Court in Jagrup Singh Vs. State of Rajasthan
& Os. _ AIR 1993 Rajasthan 157. He also brought to our
notice, in all fairness, a recent judgnent of this Court
reported in Krishi U padan Mandi Samti & Anr. Vs. Makrand
Singh & Os. - (1995)2 SCC 497, which holds against the
contention now advanced by the |earned counsel. He also
brought to our notice a decision of the Kerala H gh Court
which is al so agai nst the appell ants.
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We woul d have dealt with the natter el aborately but for
the recent judgnent of this Court in Krishi Mandi Samiti’s
case (supra), whichis directly on the point answering
i dentical contentions raised before this Court in the said
j udgrent .

Still, we would |like to give our reasons in brief for
reachi ng the sane concl usion.

Sections 4(1), 6(1) & (2) and Section 11-A read as
foll ows: -

"Section 4. Publ i cati on of

prelimnary notification and powers

of officers thereupon-

(1) Wienever it appears to the

appropriate Government that land in

any locality is needed or is likely

to be needed for any public purpose

or for a conpany, a notification to

that effect~ shall be published in

the official Gazette and in two

dai l'y —newspapers circulating in

that locality of which at |east one

shall be in the regional |anguage

and the Col l ector _shall cause

public notice ~of the substance of

such notification to be given at

conveni ent pl aces in the sai d

locality (the last of the dates of

such publication and the giving of

such public noti ce, bei ng
hereinafter referred to as the date
of the publication of the

notification."

"Section 6. Declaration that [and
is required for a public purpose -
(1) Subject to the provision of
Part VIl of this Act, when  the
appropriate Gover nirent is
satisfied, after considering the
report, if any, made under Section
5-A, sub-section (2), that  any
particular land is needed for a
public purpose, or for a conpany, a
decl aration shall be made to that
ef fect under the signature of a
Secretary to such Governnent or of
some officer duly authorized to
certify its order and different
decl arations may be made fromtine
totinme in respect of different
parcels of any |and covered by the
sane notification wunder Section 4,
sub-section (a), irrespectively of
whet her one report of different
reports has or have been nmade
(wherever required) wunder Section
5-A, sub-section (2):

Provided that no declaration in
respect of any particular |and
covered by a notification under
Section 4. sub-section (1), -

(i) publ i shed after the
conmencenent of t he Land
Acqui si tion ( Anendnent and

Val i dation) Ordinance, 1967 (1 of
1967), but before the comencenent
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of the Land Acquisition (Arendnent)
Act, 1984, shall be nade after the
expiry of three years fromthe date
of the publication; or

(ii) publ i shed after t he
conmencenent of the Land
Acqui sition (Amendnent) Act, 1984,
shall be nmde after the expiry of
one year from the date of the
publication of the notification
Provi ded further that no such
decl aration shall be nade unless
the conpensation to be awarded for
such property is to be paid by
conpany, or wholly or partly out of
public revenues or some fund
control l ed or~ nmanaged by ~a |oca
authority.

Expl anation 1 - In conputing any of
the " periods referred to in the
first proviso, the _period during
whi ch any action or proceeding to
be taken in _pursuance of the
notification issued under Section
4, sub-section (1), is stayed by an
order of a court’ small be excl uded.
Expl anati on 2 - Wher e the
conpensation to be awarded for such
property is to be paid out of the
funds of a corporation owned or

controlled by the State, such
conpensation shall be deened to be
conpensation paid out of public
revenues.

(2) Every decl aration shall be
published in the Oficial gazette,
and in t wo daily newspapers

circulating in the locality in
which the land is situate of which

at | east one shall be in the
regi onal | anguage, and the
Col I ector shall cause public notice
of t he subst ance of such
decl aration to be gi ven at
conveni ent pl aces in the said

locality (the |last of the dates of
such publication and the giving of

such public noti ce, bei ng
hereinafter referred to as the date
of t he publication of t he

declaration), and such declaration
shall state the district or other
territorial division in which the
land is situate, the purpose for
which it is needed, its approximte
area, and, where a plan shall have
been nade of the land, the place
where such plan nay be inspected."
"Section 11-A - Period within which
an award shall be made -

The Coll ector shall nake an award
under Section 11 within a period of
two years from the date of the
publication of the declaration and
if no award is namde wthin that
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period, the entire proceedings for

the acquisition of the |and shal

| apse:

Provided that in a case where the

sai d decl aration has been published

bef ore the conmencement of the Land

Acqui sition (Amendnent) Act, 1984,

the award shall be nade within a

period of two years from such

conmmencenent .

Expl anation - In conmputing the

period of two years referred to in

this section, the ‘period during

whi ch any action or proceeding to

be taken in pursuance of the said

declaration is stayed by an order

of a court shall be excluded."

lt"is nowwell -settled that the last of the dates in
the series of the publications nade under Section 4 (1) of
the Act i's the relevant date to reckon the starting point of
[imtation for~ the purpose of proviso to Section 6(1) (ii).
Now, the question is which is the relevant date to reckon
the last date for the purpose of proviso to Section (1)
(ii). In other words, whether the nodes of publication
prescri bed under Section 6(2) obviously for the purpose of
reckoning limtation under Section 11-A of the Act have any
part to play in the mtter of ~conputing the period
prescribed under proviso to Section 6(1)(ii).

According to the learned counsel, the Ilimtation
prescribed under proviso to Section 6(1)(ii) has to be
construed with reverence to the different dates / nodes of
publication prescribed under Section 6(2) of the Act. In
support of this subm ssion, |earned counsel refers to the
judgnents of this Court rendered on Section 4(1) of the Act
hol ding that the last of the dates of such publication in
the series is the relevant date for conputing the period of
[imtation under proviso to Section 6(1) (ii).

Let us exam ne whether the |earned counsel is right in
his submi ssion. As seen fromthe above extracts of relevant
provisions, while Section 4(1) commands publication of
notification under that Section. Section 6 speaks of the
declaration being made to the effect that any particular
land is needed for public purpose or for a conmpany. There
are judicial decisions that have interpreted the word ‘ nade’
to nmean ‘published” for the reasons stated in those
deci sions. Therefore, strictly speaking, but for those
deci sions. Therefore, strictly speaking, but ~for those
judicial decisions the date of making of the [ declaration
under Section 6(1) will be the relevant date for reckoning
the period of I|imtation. However, in the interest of
general public, the courts have taken the view “that the
declaration made will stand acconplished only when it is
published. This publication has, therefore, nothing 'to do
with the publication referred to in Section 6(2) of the Act
which is for a different purpose, inter alia, for reckoning
the limtation prescribed under Section 11-A of the Act.
This construction is supported by the |anguage enployed in
Section 6(2) of the Act. In particular, the wor d
"hereinafter” used in Section 6(2) will anply prove that the
l|ast of the series of the publication referred to under
Section 6(2) is relevant for the purposes com ng thereafter,
nanely, for naking award under Section 11-A. The | anguage
enpl oyed in second proviso to Section 6 (1) also supports
this construction. Therefore, the contention of |earned
counsel cannot be accept ed.
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This is also the viewtaken by this Court in Krishi

Ut padan Mandi Samiti’'s case. The |earned Judges franed the

quest

cons

ion thus:-

"The question, therefore, is that

which date of the publications in

three steps i.e. publication in the

Gazette, two newspapers and |oca

publication to be the last date for

the purpose of conmputing three

years limtation prescri bed in

clause (1) of the proviso to

Section 6(1) of the Act."

It may be noted that this Court in that case was
dering a case which arose before the coming into force

of the Amending Act 68 of 1984. The case on hand has arisen

after the Anending Act 68 of 1984. The case on hand has
arisen after the Amending Act 68 of 1984. The only
difference is the period of limtation: for the cases
arising before the Arending Act it was three years and one
year for the cases arising after the Anending Act.
QO herwi se; the principle is the sane. The |learned Judges

after

referring to the rel evant provisions observed thus: -

"The question, therefore, is that
whi ch date of ‘the publications in
three steps i.e. publication in the
Gazette, two newspapers and |oca
publication to be the last date for
the purpose of conmputing three
years limtation prescri bed in
Clause (i) of . the proviso to
Section 6(1) of the Act. Prim
facie, it gives an inpression that
the last of any of the three steps
puts in notion, the running of
[imtation of three years.

So it is necessary to understand
the schene and policy of the Act to
get the crux of the question

It would be seen that the purpose
of notification under Section 4(1)
isan intimtion to the owner or
person having an interest in the
land that Government exercised the
power of em nent dommin in relation
to his land and for public purpose
his land is needed or likely to be
needed: puts an enbargo on his
freedomto deal with the land as an
unencumnbered | and and al so pegs the
price of the land prevailing as on

that date. It also is a caveat to
the Collector to make the award
under Section 11 as well as to
det erm ne t he mar ket val ue

prevailing as on the last of the
dates to be the date and the award
should be made wthin a period
prescribed by Section 11-A, |est
the entire acquisition shall stand
| apsed. The word ‘hereinafter’ is
for such purposes as well as for
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the purpose of determination of the
conpensati on under Chapter 11l of
the Act as well. Therefore, the
word hereinafter referred to as the
| ast date of the publication of the
notification is the date from which
the prevailing prices of the |and
is to be conmputed etc."

The | ast date under . Section 6(2)
shall be the date for the purposes
"hereinafter referred to" would be
not for computing the  period of
three years prescribed in clause
(i) if proviso to Section 6(1) of
the Act as it was al ready done. But

pur poses to be f ol I owed
her ei-naf ter. Q herwi'se I'anguage
woul d have been "her ei nbef ore

done". Sub-section (2) as such did
not prescribe any limtation within
whi ch the declaration under Section
6(1) or other steps hereinafter to
be taken, in other words, the steps
to be taken thereafter in making
the award wunder Section 11 or in
conput ati on of the peri od
prescribed in Section 11-A. The
publication of the declaration in
t wo daily newspapers havi ng
circulation in the locality one of
which is in the regional l'anguage
and the publication of the
substance of the declaration(in the
locality are ministerial acts and

is a procedural part. It appears
t hat t hese publications are
required to be done to nmke the
decl aration publ i shed in the

manner, to be conclusive evidence
of the public purpose under Section
6(1) and also to provide limtation
to make the award under Section 11-
Ais for the purpose of meking the
award and if the Collector fails to
do so, the entire proceeds under
Sections 4(1) and 6(1) shall stand
| apsed. If this consistent policy
of the Act is understood giving
teeth to the operational efficacy
to the schene of the Act and public
purpose the Act seeks to serve, we
are of the considered view that
publication in the Oficial Gazette
al ready made under clause (i) of
proviso to sub-section (1) of
Section 6 is conplete, as soon as
the declaration under Section 6(1)
was publi shed in the Oficia
Gazette. That will be the date for
the purpose of computation of three
years period fromthe last of the
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dates of the publication of the
notification wunder Section 4(1).
The procedural mnisterial acts
prescri bed under sub-section (2)
are only for the purpose of the
procedure to be fol | owed
‘“hereinafter’, in other words, the
steps to be taken subsequent to the
publication of t he decl aration
under Section 6(1) of the Act. W
cannot agree wth Shri Rana, the
| earned Senior Counsel, that the
date of nmaking the declaration by
the Secretary to the Governnent or
the authorised officer is the date
for conputing peri od - of three
years. FEqually, we cannot agree
with the |earned counsel for the
respondents, Shri Upadhyay, that
publication of the substance being
the last date fromwhich the period
of three years needs to be
conput ed. Acceptance of ei t her
contention woul'd easily defeat the
public policy under the Act by
skil ful manner /of nanagenment with
the I ower level officials.”

In Lt. K Padmadas Vs. State of Kerala & Os. - AR
1992 Kerala 158, a  Division Bench of the Kerala H gh Court
whil e answering an identical question held as follows:-

“In this view of the natter, the

| ast date of publication envisaged

by S.4(1) is 28.6.1989. Being so,
the order of the Board of Revenue
made on 30.4.90 and the declaration
under S.6 published in the gazette
on 29.5.1990 are within the period
prescribed by the first proviso to
sub-section (1) of S.6, nanely, one
year from the date of publication

of the notification under S. 4(1).

The question then arises whether

all the requirenents of a wvalid

declaration as laid down in sub-

section (2) of S. 6, nanel y

publication in two daily newspapers

and in the official gazette and the
giving of public notice in the
locality should be conplied wth
within the period prescribed in
sub-s. (7). It is stated that the
sub-section defines the date of
publication of the declaration as
the |ast of the dates of the
publication in the gazette and the
newspapers and the giving of public
notice and therefore unless all the
publications and the public notice
fall within the one year period,
the bar of the first provision to

S.6(1) operates. The publication in

the gazette was on 29.5.1990 and in

the Kerala Times and WMathrubhumni

dailies on 29.5.1990 and 4.6.1990

respectively. The counter-affidavit
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of the third respondent does not
di sclose as to when public notice
was given in the locality.

W nust even at the outset nention
that a pleain this form has not
been put forward at the earlier
stages. The contention before the
| earned Single Judge (as evident
from paragraph 7 of his judgment)
was that the declaration under S.6
shoul d have been made within one
year of the publication in the
newspapers. The respondents did not
therefore have any opportunity of
neeting the present case or of
pl aci ng before court the necessary
detail s regardi ng the public notice
of "the declaration in the locality.
W need not~ however rest our
deci'sion on this point ~as we are
even-ot herwi se of the opinion that
the declaration wunder S:6 was in
time, in view of the publications
effected on 29.5.1990.

Sub-section (2) of S.6 reads:

"Every declaration shal | be
published in the Oficial CGazette,
and in two daily newspapers

circulating in the locality in
which the land is situate of which

at | east one shall be in the
regi onal | anguage, and t he
Col I ector shall cause public notice
of t he subst ance of such
decl arati on to be given at
conveni ent pl aces in the sai d

locality (the Ilast of the dates of
such publication and the giving of

such public noti ce, bei ng
hereinafter referred to as the date
of t he publication of the

decl aration), and such declaration
shall state the district or other
territorial division in which the
land is situate, the purpose for
which it is needed, its approximte
area, and, where a plan shall have
been nade of the land, the place
where such plan nay be inspected."”

It is evident fromthe parenthesis,
whi ch is rel evant, t hat any
reference in t he subsequent
provisions of the Act, to the date
of publication of the declarations
is to be taken as the last of the
dat es of publication and the giving
of public notice. The wuse of the
expression "hereinafter referred
to" makes it clear t hat t he
definition of the last date of
publication is for the purpose of
the subsequent provisions of the
Act. It is not possible to project
it back for the purpose of sub-s.
(a). The Hi gh Court of Andhra
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Pradesh had taken the same view in
(1991) 2 Andh LT (Notes on Recent
Cases) page 41(2) Dbetween t he

Executive Oficer. T.T.D. Vs. NS

Venugopal (to which one of us, the

Chief Justice, was a party). W are

in agreement wth this view The

publication of the declaration in

t he gazette on 29.5.1990 is

therefore wi t hin t he peri od

prescribed by sub-section (1) and
therefore the proceedings are not
vitiated in any nmanner."

Undoubt edly, the judgnment of Rajasthan High Court in
Jagrup Singh (supra) supports the contention raised by the
| earned counsel for the appellants. A learned Single Judge
of the H gh Court  differing with the view taken by the
Keral a Hi gh Court held as foll ows: -

"Thus, view ng from any angle,

whet'her applying the test of plain

literal dictionary neaning to the
| anguage used in the Act or

applying the test of Mschief Rule
of interpreting the Statute, or
| ooking from /'the point of view of
| egi sl ative i ntention, t he
conclusion is irresistible that the
act of making it known public, in
of ficial manner ~and, that ~act has
to be perforned within a period of
one year from the dat e of
notification under S.4(1). The act
of making declaration known in the
of ficial manner has been prescribed
under S.6(2) of the Act. The
principle is well settled that
wher e any statutory provi si on
provides a particular manner for
doi ng particular act, then, that
thing or act must be done in
accor dance with t he manner
prescri bed. Therefore, the act of
maki ng declaration of Governnent’s
satisfaction in regard to t he
requi rement of the particular |and
for any public purpose is conplete
only when the same is made known by
publishing the said satisfaction in

the manner prescribed under S.6(2),

for t he pur pose of further

proceedings in the matter of |and
acquisition, in terns of the other

provisions of the Act. It is only
after the publication of the
decl aration in t he manner

prescribed under S.6(2) that it
becones a declaration which is
concl usive proof of the fact that
land is needed for public purpose
and it is only ‘making of such
decl aration’, whi ch furni shes
concl usi ve pr oof of such
satisfaction that authorises the
appropriate Government to acquire
land in the rmanner thereafter
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to a

provided under the Act. It is only
after making such declaration that
the appropriate CGover nirent can
issue directions to the Collector
to take orders for acquisition of

and under S.7 of the Act. It is
only after maki ng of such
decl arati on whi ch i ncl udes
publication thereof al so, t hat
provi si ons of S.11-A  becones
ef fective in suppr essi ng t he

m schi ef of which it has been
enact ed.
Sunmi ng up of aforesaid discussion
is that nmaking of a declaration u/s
6(1) within its anbit includes the
act of making the docunment of
decl arati on” known or publ i shed
officially. Sub-sec. (2) of S.6
provi des only t he nodes of
publication of declarationin al
the nodes prescribed under S. 6(2)
has to be made wthin the period
prescribed under S.6(1)."
The | earned Judge of the Rajasthan
limted extent / when he observed:

irresistible that the act of ‘nmaking
appropriate Governnent that any partic
for public purpose, include the act of meking it known

public, in official manner and, that act
within a period of one year  fromthe
under S.4(1)." However, the Ilearned Ju
thus: "It is only after the publicatio

in the manner prescribed under S.6(2)
decl arati on which is conclusive  proof
is needed for public purpose and it is only "making of

| and
such

decl aration", which furnishes conc

satisfaction", because there is nothin

suggest by publishing in the Oficia

declaration’ has not been achi eved nor

t he

Statute to show that the nod

High Court is right
‘the conclusion is
declaration’ by the
ular lland is needed

hasto be performed
date of notification
dge erred in hol ding
n of the declaration
that it becones a
of the fact that the

| usi ve proof of such
gin the Statute to

Gazette the ‘making of

is there anything in
es of publications

prescri bed under Section 6(2) notw thstanding the express
| anguage used in that Section about which we have already
poi nted out, namely, ‘hereinafter’ tho
the publication at the prior stage, n

6(1).

se nodes also govern
anely, under Section

Therefore, we hold that the judgment of the Rajasthan
H gh Court does not correctly lay down the |aw.

In State of Haryana & Anr. Vs. Rag

1 SCC 133, this Court had occasion to co
failure to publish the substance of t

Secti
t hus:

on 6 inthe locality. This Court

"The purpose of publication of the
declaration is to give effect to
the concl usi veness of the extent of
the land needed for the public
purpose or for a conpany as nade
under Section 6(3) of the Act.
Since there is an opportunity
already given to the owner of the
| and or persons having interest in
the land to raise their objections
during the enquiry under Section 5-
A or ot herw se in case of

hubi r Dayal - (1995)
nsi der the effect of
he decl aration under
in that context held
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di spensi ng with enquiry under
Section 5-A wunless they show any
grave prejudice caused to themin
non- publ i cati on of the substance of
the decl arati on under Section 6(1),
the om ssi on to publ i sh the
substance of the declaration under
Section 6(1) in the locality would
not render the declaration of

Section 6 invalid. W are not
intending to say that the officer
shoul d not conmpl y with the
requirenent of lawand it is their
duty to do it. But their

dereliction to doso per se does
not render the declaration under

Section 6 illegal or invalid."
The above view of this Court |ends support to the view
that for the purpose of _calculating the limtation

prescri bed under ~proviso to Section 6(1)(ii), it is not the
last of the publication in the series that should be taken
into account, but the publication that was made in the first
i nstance under Section 6.

In the light of the law laid down by this Court, we
have no hesitation to hold that the declaration published
under Section 6 of the Act was well w thin one year and the
chall enge to the sane has been rightly rejected by the Hi gh
Court. However, the view taken in the judgment of the High
Court under appeal that the relevant date for reckoning the
period of limtation will bethe date of ~making of the
decl arati on under Section 6, may not be correct. As held in
Krishi Ut padan Mandi Samiti’'s case, nere maki ng of
declaration is not enough. The naking of decl aration under
Section 6 is conplete for the purpose of Proviso to Section
6(1)(i) &(ii) when it is published in the official gazette.

On facts we have seen that the Notification was lastly
published on 6.8.92 in the Oficial Gazette and decl aration
under Section 6 was published in the Gazette on 5.8.93 which
is well within one year. In the result, the appeal fails and
the same is disnissed with no order as to costs.




