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_PETITIONERS




Versus

1. The Federation of Pakistan..
2. Ministry of Law, Justice & Parliamentary Affairs.

3 Election Commission of Pakistan, Islamabad.

R i . : ...RESPUNDENTS

PETITION UNDER ARTICLE 184 (3) OF THE CONSTITUTION OF
PAKISTAN, 1973 -

Respectfully Shéweth:

1. That Petitioner No: 1 is 2 political party that believes in and works towards the ~
emancipation of the working classes. Its membership comprises largély ol middle,
lower middle and working class people who cannot imagine participating in the &

game of elections that goes on in this country now and then t0 produce the farce

called “representative government”. While Patitlunef No: 1, the party, stands
formed, it will continue tlu be'dar;ied the full realization of its Fundamental Right
guaranteed by Article 17 of thE:. Constitution unless it can .mmm'ng{m.*l_'
participate .in the process that leads to the formation of government in this country

i e unless elections begin to be held in a way that enables not just a certain ruling

elite, but the broadest spectrum of people to participate in them.

(Manifesto of Workers Party Pakistan is Annex A)




I 2. That Petitioner No: 2'1s a Senatur' from Balochistan. He is the duly elected Senick
Vice Premdem of National Party, a p.m} mmmnn.d o the establishiment ol 2
welfare state free from feudal, tribal and other anti pcnpll. influences. National

* Party works for a 'll"l.ﬂ}' represemati.vé democracy in a genuine federal set up with
. ! : . 2 :

equal rights to all federating units.

(Manifesto of National Party is Annex B)

3. That Petitioner No: 3 is a trade unionist with almost hall a century behind him ul
strugglmg for the rights of the working class. Currently, he is General Secretary ol
Pak1stan WAPDA Hydro Electric Central Labour Union (CBA). He is also the
General Secretary of Pakistan Vorkers Confederation which unites eight trade
union federations of Pakistan. Petitioner No: 3 has rﬂp[‘ﬁﬁﬂﬂlﬂd Pakistan on the

Executive Board of the International Labour Drganisation (ILO) for several years.

4, That Petitioner No: 4 has been a trade unionist for the last [Ty years. She s thw
Pr:sideni of the Pakistan Trade Union Federation (Regd) a body with more than

ﬁft)' affiliated Trade Unions across the country. She has represented workers in
tripartite conferences held by the Government of Pakistan from time to time :smd

has also represented the Pakistani working class in various world bodies including

the ILO.

5. That Petitioner No: 5 is a Iungume political worker particularly uml.:crnucl with the
tillers of the land including tenants, landless labourers and small land owners. Lle
is the elected President of Pakistan Kisan Committee which '5tands for the

abolition of feudal system thmugﬂ land reforms and for a true representation of the -

toiling masses in elected bodies.
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_ That Petitioner No: 6 is a veteran political and women’s rights’.activist. She is the

founder and current President of the Democratic Women's Association ol Pakistan

- (affiliated with the world Federation of Democratic Women). Sh-f: is also one of

the founding members of Women's Action Forum (WAF) and Joint Action

Committee (JAC) for Peoples’ Rights.

That Petitioner No: 7 is a legal academic and justice sector reform expert. Hle is
the founding Chair of and an Associate Professor at the Department ol Law and

Policy at .th: Lahore University of Management Sciences (LUMS). He was
Rhodes Scholar at the University of Oxford and holds a doctorate in law from

Harvard Univérsit:.r.

. That this petition under Article 184 (3) of the Constitution raises quemim}s'

of pubﬁc imp@rt_ar;cé j.vlith reference, inter alia, 10 the enforcement ol the
Petitioners’ and. the ger_lgra! citizenry's Fundamental Rights. The present
Petit.ioners h.a-n..'a also filed another petition under Article 184 (3) n'f‘tha;_h_
Constitution cailing in question the pmmis.sible elect;:ral practices in
Pakistan. It is submitted that the instant petition be .viewed, not only in its
own right as one that raises tlh'e immensely important questit:.;n ol l‘-::u:.ﬁlisn‘.

and land reforms in Pakistan but also that it be viewed in the context ol

electoral practices as well.

In that context, it is submitted, that the existing feudal landowning system in

this country makes the current election process Jargely meaningless as a process et

that is supposed to entitle people to freely choose their true representatives. This:

is especially true for rural constituencies where the landlords reign supreme.
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A I:I'hi's system is such that even if this Court ware.tu grant all the reliefs prayed
fm in the Petitioners’ previous petition relating to electural campaigns, they will
be of little benefit in areas dominated by the big landnwncrs Fur th1s important

. reason, but also for the primary and more important reason that this system of
land J::wnmg is fundamentally inhuman and exploitative, it is not just desirable,
but necessary and absolutely according to the mandate of the C un'-.mulmn that it

should be aball_shed.

Ideally, there shauld be legislation requiring the unscrupulous beneficiaries of

this system to account for all thal they have amassed under this system for the -
l.ast. 64 yeérs. But that would have to be the work of a truly representative
peoples’ government. This petition concerns itsalf with legislation that was
actually n;xade to bring about land reforms in this _caumr_y', a slep s0 impm-tmf
and necessary that without it, the economic exploitation of a Eug& mass of
population cannot end, the ﬁeedom guaranteed by Article 17 cannot be fully
enjoyed, and the mandate Df Articles 51 and 224 that elections shail be “free”

cannot be fulfilled.

That th,:-; ﬁ.mdamenté]s of a democratic election pl't:r;:ess must presuppose a
level playing field for 'ea-:_h and every candidate. Not only does the lun{iﬂ‘u;v':11|1g __
system impede free vote, it actually ensures that no one in a rural constﬁuency ;
can begin to cqnsidc; contesting elections -ﬁnless hisfh;r social and political
influence matches that of the land owner. The landowning structure in this
cdpntry ipso facto deprives the rural citizens, not only of the right to vote I'rei:ly.u ;

but also of the level playing field that would enable them 1o contest lor

elections.
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The right to elect and choose ones representatives is the essence of

representative democracy and such a democracy cannot even begin to be
perceived if it is clogged by artificial hurdles such as those placed on the

electoral system by the very existence of the land owning system in Pakistan.

.- That land reforms sought " to be implemented by MLR 115 of 1972

(“Regulations”) and the-Land Reforms Act 1977 (the “Act” or the “Land

Reforms Act”) were, in large part, declared unislamic by a judgment in appeal .

(i.e the Qazalbash Waqf Case (PLD 1990 SC'99)) from a decision ol the

Federal Shariat Court (PLD 1981 FSC 23). It is submitted that the appeal wus

wrongly decided on merits, but more importantly, on an erroneous assumption -
of jurisdiction. It is submitted that the decision requires reconsideration, inter
alia, for the reason that it has affected Article 17 and Article 51 of the

Gunstishion, rendare::l Artlci:a: 24 (3) (f) and Article 253 (1) redundant arid

dmgatdry and aff'ected the _Luns::ltctmn of this honourable Court and that this

goes to the root of the submission that jurisdiction was wrongly assumed by the

Appellate Court.

. That in the judgment of the first instance the Federal Shariat Court, besides -

dismissing ‘the challenge to MLR 115 and the Land Reforms Act 1977 on

mierits, also held that it did not have jurisdiction to examine these laws. This

_ was held, inter alia, for the reason that Chapter 3-A excludes the “constitution”

from the definition of “laws” that the FSC has jurisdiction 1o examine on the

touchstone of Islam and assumpnun of jurisdiction to examine these laws wuuid_’ :

.nevitably affect pruwsmns of the Constitution including Articles 24 253 and
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. 269. Unfortunately, the Appellate Court found otherwise and assumed
jurisdiction regardlesé. of the fact that doing so rendered at:least two provisions

of the Constitution completely nugatory and affected several other provisions '

also by cutting down their ambit.
Jurisdiction:

The only elaborate note on the question of jurisdiction in. the F‘.ppcllal_é.

Court .was written by Mr Justicé Shaf‘;. urRehman. The honourble judge’s -_
reas-_::-ns“-fnr holding that the FSC had jurisdictioh to examine the
Regulations and the Land Reforms Act 1977 despite the mandate of Article

253 and its reinforcement and validation by subuclausé (f) of Article 24 (3)--

and the Petitioners’ submissions as t0 why the reasons are flawed and must

be revisited, are as follows:

i, In large part, the case hinged on the interpretation of Article 253. the

relevant part of which is as follows:

253 (1) Majlis e Shoora may by law:

~ (a) Prescribe the maximum limits as to property or any class

:he:'eﬁf which may be owned, held, possessed or controlled

by any person, and




(2)  Any law which permits a person to own beneficially or

possess beneficially an area of land greater than that which,

immediately before the commencing day, he could have lawfull v

owned beneficially or possessed bengficially, shall be invalid.

n -

It will be apparent that the first part, i.e clause (1) (a) is the provision
under which the Act was made while clause (2) ;imtecl:a_lhu

redistribution of land under the R;agulations.

The learned judge accepts that assuming jurisdiction in this case and
declaring provisions of the Regulations and the Land Reforms Act
- repugnant to Islam would contravene what is prescribed in Article

253. He states that the questiﬂn is whether or not “judicial

LY

_pmﬁuuncements‘.‘ are iI;CludEd in the word “Iaw“rus_ed in Article™ 53
(2). He goes on to state that if the word “lavlr" in this clause does not
inélude: “judicial pronouncements”, then ﬂ'lE'-_FSC- IS enti.tled to makefl
such a pmnauncemént and strike down land reforms as unislamic.

According to him the protection provided by clause (2) is from “laws”

enacted by Parliament and not from judicial pronouncements. He then-

proceeds to hold that the term law in that clause does not include

b = “judicial pronouncements” and for this he relies on two arguments,

- Ve

First, he finds that the word law used in clause (1) of Article 253

#

clearly means only a law_framed by parliament and that the same
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word, “law”, used in clause (2) should also be taken to refer only to

£

laws framed by parliament because, according to him, the "o
clauses of this, Article (253), are co-extensive with regard to the
source of the law and there is no reason to extend the connotation of

law in clause (2) to judicial pronouncements”.

It is submitted with respect that this reasoning is_ fundamentally

flawed. There is every reason to understand that the word law in

clause (2) includes judicial pronouncements while in clause (1) it

doesn’t, simply because it does not have.to. The purpose of clause (1) ..

J " £ . L
is to enable the state {o make laws, inter alla, prescnbmg maximuimn

hmlts as tn p“ﬂpﬂl’t}’ that may be nwne,d held or posseesssed. Since a

* cqurt cannot make such a law, or any law, the questmn of whether the

* word “law” in clause (1) includes judicial pronouncements dovs nol
gven arise and no aid can be had from the use of the word “law” in the

first clause to interpret the same-word in the 'second clause. The

E,
'

. contexts of the two clauses are completely different and the word

iy

“law” used in the first clause has no bearing on the meaning of the”

same word as used in the second clause.

The purpose and mtent of clause (2) is to ensurc that the limit on

ceiling of land owned as on the com1n¢ncmg day by virtue of an

existing law (i.e the Regulations) is not violated. It is this intent s

purpose which must be read or considered in interpreting this clause -

and it would be a strange conclusion indeed that while the

Constitution does not allow the parliament to make a law for holding
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more property than was permissible on the .Commenc_:ing day, it allows .
a court to declare to the contrary. The learned judge’s reasoning ‘
.mmptetelj;v negates the meaning, purpose angd intent of Article 253
and at least three other articles of the Cuns_titution L.e Artliglé 24 (3) -
(f), Article 17 and Article 51. It is submitted that this imefﬁremtian of
the Constitution whereby t.he Appeil.-ate Court assumed jurisdiction m. £i2
strike down the single most significant reform in F.'ak'lslan ‘.5 I1i5lul:u'y is

“wholly incorrect.

Secénd, thF.:: learned judge draws support from two judgments of this
Court; F. B Ali’s case (PLD 1975 SC 506) and H}fasnns Sugar Mills
case (PLD IIIQFT ISC 397). According to the learned judge, these cases
decide that the word “law™ used .in the ICTunstitutiun only includes .
“positive” law and not judicial pronouncements. It is submitlled that
the two cases decidﬁ-absolutcly NOTHING of this sort. The question

in both cases was whetk zr the term “law” includes judicial “practices”

and NOT if it includes judicial pronﬁﬁncemems. It was in this context

that the Courts concluded that the term law oni},lr includes positive lau,;. :
It i;f, submitted that there was no occasion in these cases to discuss

judicial pronouncements because a judicial pronouncement is no more
than a declaration as to what the ls;w is. This was so well understood
as an established jurisprudential principlé that it was completely
unnecessary for the honorable judges to even mention, let alone
discuss “judicial pmnouhcemems”, The learned judge may not have

fallen into error if it had been submitted to him that the =judicial

pronouncement” that he was himself called upon to make in the




_appeal was itself nothing more than a declaration as to what “Islamic ._

Law” was on the question of land reforms.

" The learned judge also hhldsl that if the Appellate Court declares the
1Regu1at}0n5 and the Act unislamic it is not the same thing ““’._‘, e
“framing” a laﬁ and it :s only the “framihg“ of a law that is prohibited

by clause (2) of Anic:le 253. It is submitted that this conclusiun is not

bomne out of the text or purpose of the said constitutional provision at

- all and it is reiterated that a “judicial pronouncement” is no more than

a deciﬁ;&tion as to what the “law” is. It is respectfully submitted that
_ihe- difference sought to be established by the learned judgc.hctwuun
“ffa-ming“ a. law and fnaking a “judicial pronouncement™ is i“Li!.\'{‘-ll':-.'.
~and -jufisprudantially incarrectlin this context. It .is further submitted
that had the Constitution makers imagined that a court ﬁight fall into
the error gf interpreting thf.:, words “judicial pmnauncémént“ in a way
thilit wc:-uld enable 1t to do what the parliament itsel :f'.".w&.fi pmhibitedh}{%\ -
the Constitution from doing, and that such an interpretation would ‘
render at léa:f;t__ two provisions of the Constiﬂition (and laws framed *
under their mandafe} cc-mpleteiy nugatory, they might have taken 1_h¢
trouble  to add  the unnecessary  words .“judlcial

pronouncements/declarations™ to Article 253.

It is submitted that if the learned judge’s reasoning is accepted il

- would also imply that the guarantee in Article 8 that the State shall not

make a law inconsistent with Fundamental Rights also only applies to

* “positive” law and that a court may decide a case in a manner that it
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violates a Fundamental Right or renders a Fundamental Right

redundant or nugatory.

The jurisdiction claimed by the Appeiiate Court was by virtue ol
Chapter 3-A, especlally its nc:n obstante clause, but it is submitted,
that the mtrcaductmn of that chapter does not, and cannot changa the

intent and purpose of the original _Consututmn which pmvnded

specific provisions mandating and protecting land reforms.

Chapter 3-A an.dlits non obstante clause (in Article 203A) t:;umnl.
override other, original provisions of the Constitution and where they
conflict wit.'h; them, the original provisions will prevail. The beét that
tﬁe non obstante clause of Chapter 3-A does is to enable the
provisions of that chapter to “take effect” notwithstanding the other
prowsmns uf the Constitution relating to Judmature i.e all it does is to
pra.w_.#ide for another court with a very limited JLlI‘!SClJ.CtI{]I.‘i. It dm,{
nothing else and does not, in any case, permit the_subsequemly._ncw]}'
established court to affect an article of the Constitution in the exercise
of its limited jurisdiction. Reference maybe made; to the Al Jehad
case (PLD 1996 SC 324) in which a majurlty of threc _]legES of the

]

Supreme Cnurt took the view that where there is a conuadmlmn

. between two provisions of the Constitmiun, one of them being the

original or properly promulgated provision’ and the other being a
provision introduced by a dictator (i.e via the 8" Amendmemj, the

latter would gwe way to the former (per Ajmal Mian J; Fazal llahi

i
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Khan J and Manzoor Hussain Sial J concurring and no contra

-

Y =)

~ observation by any other judge).

In the Al Jehad case, the conflict was bétween Article 209 of the

Cnnstimtiun which prnvidad that a superior court judge may only be

remcved by the procedure prcwidcd by that amcle itself while Article

203 C (5) provided that a High Court judge who did not accept
appmntment as a FSC judge would be.deemed to have retired: Article
2#]9 had be'.,n a part of the original Cunst:tutmn while 203 C was
_ins;r’md by General Zla The Supreme Court found that 1;11:. WO - '
 articles were inconsistent because automatic retirement under 203 € .

violated the security of tenure granted by 209 (7) which states that a
- judge may not be removed except th_rnugh _f,he I-JI'UCEdurE provided in
_Article 209. Mr Iu.stice. Ajmal Mian (whﬁsé judgment was concurred -
to by two other hqnéurable judges) specifically states that where one

provision had been part of the original Constitution and the other the

_work of‘a dictator, he would discard the otherwise applicable principle '

that the latter-in-time provision (203-C) would prevail over the older-
- (209), and it was. held that the pmwsmn contained in the nriginal

Cnnsututmn must prevail over that mtmduced by a dictator in the

interest of justice and fair play.

For the above reasoning and on the basis of Al Jehad it is submitted
that the non obstante clause of Chapter 3-A is of litle consequence

- and where it clashes with an “original” provision of the Constitution,

the latter weuld prevail. Further, on the strength of the same 'prim:ipla,'
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it is submitted that if a clause of the Constitution, introduced by a
dictator must give way m an original provision, then it ﬁeed hardly be
' %dded that Iexerc:ise of.jurisdl_ctlon under such a clause cannol and
rﬁust'nut be permitted to render original pn:wzsinns of the Cnnstitutinn
superfluous or nugatory, or even remotely affect those provisions or
. things done or laws passed under their mandate. This would be truer
fc_n." provisions of the Constitution that were enacted 1o provide specilic
mand,atés eg Article 253, or which confer a Fundamental Right e.g

Article 17 or those that create clear exceptions e.g Article 24 (3) (D).

On sub-clause (f) of Article 24 (3), which excludes laws made in
pursuance of Article 253 fmm the guarantees pmwded by its (Article
24 s) clauses {1] and (2} the Appellate Court’s judgment m.unhum a
total silence. It.does not discuss how that ciause would be allTected h\

the judgemant given by it i.e. it would be rendered redundant---and

how that consequence would be justified. ThJ.S "despite the fact that_;_ :

" the FSC had specifically relied upon this pmwsmn i.e sub-clause (f)
of Article 24 {3) while coming to the canclusmn that it did not have
jurisdiction to examine laws .which_ had been made in pursuance ol
._f';ﬁicle 953, It is extremely surprising that there is no discussion ol
this provision, in the Appellate Court’s judgment, nor any critique ol

the FSC’s reliance on this provision while deciinihgjurisdimiun.

' It is also noteworthy that none of the Honorable Judgesfl'viembcrs_ of

the Appellate Court examined the p:eambla of the Land Reforms Act

19'?? which lays out the purposes of the Act while specifically
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referring to Article 253. It is submitted that the issues which the Act

-
ke

aims to address are not just confined to clinching. private property.
They have a higher purpose, a purpose which takes its mandate from
Article 253 of the Constitution. Not one honourable Judge/Member in

the Appellate Court took note of this.

In this petition this honourable Court is being urged to reconsider the
Qazalbash case on grounds that while assuming jurisdiction, the
Appellate Court made substantive interpretations of several provisions

of the Constitution and omitted to consider several others: i.e Article

17,24 (3) (), 25, 253 and 269. It would be anomalous if it-were held _'
that the Supreme Court did not have jurisdiction to reconsider these

‘interpretations in its general jurisdiction; original or appellate.

That even. on merits, the Appellate Court’s judgment provides ample
gmund fc:-r reconsideration. It may be noted that Mr Justice Muha&zmad .
Afzal Zuliah, C_hairman of the Appellate Court straight away says that the |
Court was inadequately assisted and he has hesitated in.calling the
decisiun. a final one on the subject. Yet, in a case of such huge
ir_npcrrtalmce, hé chose-to dispose of the ‘matter by agreeing with the views
of Member, Maulaﬁa Tagi l;]smani, rather than call for further assistance
to ensure that the jt}dgment was basad; on sﬁfﬁcianl schdlarly input’

representing all schools of thought. It is submitted that alternate points of

view on the question of land reforms were not duly. considered by the

Appellate Court except to the extent of refuting some of the points that

" the FSC made the bases of its judgment.
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The Petitioners have annexed with this petition two I\iotesfﬂpinians
prepared on the quesﬁans i_nvulvad in this mattera__v.-.fhich .establish the
permissibility of Land Reforms in Islam. The first Note/Opinion is

. authored juiﬁtly by Mr Sajid Hameed, Hea.d of Department of the
Department nlf Islamic & Religious Studies, University of Central
Punjab, Lahnr_ﬁ and Dr Khalid Zaheer, D::a.m, Faculty ol Arts and Social
Sciggcss_,. at the same University while the Second Nulu:flﬂplll;im'n 15
authored by lv.[r Justice (Retd) Syed Afzal Haider, a Senior Advocate of
the Supreme Court of Pakistan, a former judge of the Federal Shariat

Court and a former Member of the Council of Islamic Ideology.

It is submitted that the contents of the note of Mr Justice Muhammad
Afzal Zullah. provide sufficient reason for a. reconsideration ol the case
even on merits. It may further be noted that this judgment reqguires
rec'unsideratioﬁ on merité also for the reasc_-.n that at best it appears to be a
“reluctant” JUdngEnt in that out of a total of five appeal judges, one
hunﬂurable _]udge dismissed the appeals, one honourable judge explessed'~
reservations on the assmtance provided and the finality of the demsmn
being made and one honourable judge only declared a small number of

the provisions unislamic.

(The Notes/Opinions referred in the para above are liled as

Annexes C-1 and C-2)

. That th,e judgmént of Memb_er, Maulana Taqi Us;ﬂani; seems, in all
aspects to be prsdichted on the assumption that the matter of land reforms
is being considered with 1'eferénf;e toa “tru.ly Islamic statt:", a_state which | '
has specific duties of wolfare towards its subjects and .fulfills lhusé :

duties. Also, his judgment considers the question ol a state redistributing .
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land in the ab_strarit and not specifically where the system of land owning

o |

as it exists in Pakistan has itself become an evil that subjugates people

and prevents them frum even being able fo achieve a minimally

respectable living standard, let alone where it prevents them from freely

choosing their governing representatives. These submissions may be read -
in conjunction with the note annexed herewith and relerred W in the

preceding parz.

That the judgment did not also consider that in most cases the huge

ownerships of the big'faudal and landowners are illegitimate to begin
with and that they-came about as largaésa extended to them by the British
.cnlnni.s.ts for servicéé rendered---services that often comprised ol
conspiring with the British against the local populace. Anmhﬁr wily in
which the colonists rewarded these feudal lords was by exempting their
(agricultural) ilncome from tax as provided for in the Government crf_
India Ai;.tfl%f}. T:his exemption survives to date and the ﬁa'rasi[igl
beneficiaries of it ensure—with their power and influence----that it is not ..

taken away from them. As submitted above, the judgment of the’
LR

Appellate Court looked at the issue in the abstract and did not take into

account how this system has become a cancer for this country.

_That there is nio bar on this Court to examine if jurisdiction was properly. .

assumed by the FSC or the Appellate Court so as to see whether in doing

so and in rendering their judgments on merits the FSC or the Appellawe

Court have made interpretations and drawn conclusions that affect

provisions of the Constitution such as. Article 17, Article 24, Article 51°
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‘and Article 253. In this regard it is submitted that the bar of Article 203-

Sy

G is only in respect to matters that fall within the jurisdiction of the FSC
(and the Appellate Court) i.e no other court is to have jurisdiction in

_ respect 1o a matter in regard to which the FSC or the Appellate Court dv

have jurisdiction. This merely means that only the FSC may examine.a
' lat.*.'}F on the touchstone of Islam. However, where in assuming jurisdiction,

or in deciding a.matter on merits, the FSC or the Appellate Court affect-;-

direcﬂy or indirezcﬂy‘-f- even'a },ingle provision of the Constitution, they ’

would have transgressed their jurisdiction and the Supreme Court would

have 'jurisdictionl to reconsider such decisions in its original as well as
apﬁellata pbwers. To say the contrary would mean that -.ul1 il‘lh.‘rpl'clu[inn:
of a Canstitutic:mal provision made by the Shariat Appellate Bench bars
the ISuprﬁme Cﬁurt from reconsidering the same even if il be sitling as a -

full court of sevenﬁaenjudges.

It is further submitted that such decisions of the FSC or the Appellate .
Court that affect provisions of the Constitution would also have been

challengeable under Article 199 but for the fact that Article 203GG

makes the decisions of the FSC binding on the high courts.

n. That the Petitioners seek leave to urge .furthe_r grounds at the time of -
| hearing. .
In view of the above submissions it is respectfully prayed that this honourable

Caurt.l::a pleased to:




e -
| . i S

] " a Order that PLD 1990 SC 99 was decided on an- erroneous

assumption of jurisdiction and set aside the said judgment.

b. Order, in consequence of “a” that the Respondent No: | tuke
appropriate -steps to implement and complete the land reforms .

brought abnﬁt by the Regulations and the Act.

c. Allow other reliefs that it deems fit even though not prayed for.

s

Settled By: Drawn By: Filed By:
Abid Hassan Minto Bilal Hassan Minto Mahmood A Sheikh
Senior Advocate Supreme Court Advocate Supreme Court Advocate on Record,

Ch. Nacem Shakir :

Adyocate Supreme Court




