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ABSTRACT 

Audi alteram partem (i.e., "hear the other side") is a recognized principle of 
natural justice and an essential part of the structure to preserve fairness in 
administrative and judicial proceedings, as natural justice has evolved. The 
purpose of comparing the right to notice as a principle of Audi alteram 
partem in this paper is to explore how the right to notice has evolved and is 
applied in the legal systems of three common law jurisdictions, including 
India, the United Kingdom, and Canada. Furthermore, the right to notice as 
an element of the principle of Audi alteram partem has fostered a 
jurisprudence around balancing individual rights and freedoms with an 
efficient governmental service, resulting in a legal and practical right to 
notice. The comparison of the statutory provisions, case law, and judicial 
definitions across India, the United Kingdom, and Canada has highlighted 
development, consistency, and shortcomings in light of an evolving 
understanding of the right to notice within the principle of Audi alteram 
partem. The anticipation is that comparisons of this order will result in 
further development in procedural fairness across common law jurisdictions 
to improve and enhance administrative justice reform in the rest of the world.  
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INTRODUCTION  

Natural justice and procedural fairness are essential to any legitimate legal and administrative 

system. One of the two cardinal principles, nemo judex in causa sua (no one should be a judge 

in their own cause) and audi alteram partem (hear the other side), is the latter, which is 

particularly important in the delivery of justice, which has not only been done but has been 

seen to be done.2 It was also called an essential principle of natural justice and procedural 

fairness, as the principle of audi alteram partem, or hearing the other side.3 It fundamentally 

provides that no person should be disadvantaged in a decision or an administrative action being 

made against them without being given a fair chance to respond. At the core of this principle is 

the right to notice that requires authorities to provide relevant and sufficient information to the 

concerned parties on any proceeding, allegation, or action that could affect their rights, liberties, 

or interests. This right is not a technicality of the procedures; it is a substantive right of 

protection against arbitrary results, misuse of power, and unfair encroachment of a person on 

their life, liberty, or property. By posting the notice, the individuals will be given the power to 

prepare and present the case, increasing transparency, accountability, and validity in the 

administrative and judicial decision-making processes. The historical process of the right to 

notice is also a wider process of developing procedural fairness in different jurisdictions. 

Although audi alteram partem is not expressly stated in the Constitution of India, Article 14, 

19, and 21 of the Indian Constitution all incorporate the goal of it by ensuring equality before 

the law, the freedom of speech and profession, and the right to life and personal liberty.4 Further, 

a Criminal case, as in R.K. Garg v. Union of India (1981)5 We have extended the scope of 

procedural fairness by providing sufficient notice, specificity in the allegations, and a 

reasonable response. Subsequently, Administrative authorities, ranging from taxation to 

licensing departments, are now called on to exercise their powers under statute transparently 

and justly, or may have their decisions set aside.6 

Further, the principle has a strong common law tradition in the United Kingdom, where 

procedural fairness is not confined to the process of a judicial trial and applies to administrative 

processes that impact rights and interests. Cases such as Ridge v. Baldwin7 (1964) and R v. 

 
2 H.W.R. Wade and C.F. Forsyth, Administrative Law (12th edn, OUP 2020) 151  
3 Jaswant Singh, ‘Maneka Gandhi vs UOI’ 1. 
4 ibid.  
5 R.K. Garg v Union of India (1981) 4 SCC 675, 681.  
6 Singh (n 2). 
7 House OF Lords and others, ‘United Kingdom House of Lords Decisions’ (2000) 961 Health (San Francisco) 1.  
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Doody8 (1993) have been reaffirmed by the Secretary of State for the Home Department, where 

an administrative act is declared invalid, whereby, after being afforded opportunity or given 

notice, the affected party is not granted the opportunity to respond. The UK model reflects a 

relaxed and situational implementation of notices and administrative efficiency requirements 

against the ethical and legal obligation of fairness. Furthermore, Canada, on the other hand, 

offers a mixed strategy, integrating constitutional rights and freedoms in the Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms with legislative frameworks. On the other hand, Canadian law was in Nicholson 

v. Haldimand-Norfolk (1979). It points out that it focuses on contextual analysis, in which the 

sufficiency of the notice is determined dependent upon the nature of the decision, the effect it 

has on the individual, and the administrative environment on a large scale. This is a pragmatic 

way of balancing the rights of people with the effectiveness of the administrative procedures. 

This comparative paper will discuss the historical evolution, judicial interpretation, procedural 

application, and practical issues of the right to notice under audi alteram partem in India, the 

UK, and Canada.   

Examining these jurisdictions regarding differences and similarities makes it clear that the right 

to be noticed is an inherent and universal norm of fairness. This principle is essential in ensuring 

that people are sufficiently informed about the decisions or actions that can impact their rights 

and interests or their well-being to allow them to respond, prepare, and take a meaningful role 

in the process. Through such an opportunity, legal and administrative systems would strengthen 

the transparency, accountability, and legitimacy, subsequently leading to the people's 

confidence in the administration of justice. Moreover, procedural fairness indicates a society's 

concern about its citizens, that their rights are not violated, and that the decisionmaking process 

is not arbitrary, increasing trust in the government and the justice system. The study also reveals 

that the right to notice plays a twofold role: on the one hand, it safeguards the rights of 

individuals, and on the other hand, it ensures that the administrative procedures are efficient 

and effective. The contextual analysis is significant in this case because the form, contents, and 

timing of notice should be adjusted to the nature and importance of the decision, the impact 

that the same may have on the affected individual, and the administrative environment in 

general. This compromise will enable authorities to maintain fairness and balance individual 

protection and viable governance without compromising operational efficiency. Furthermore, 

reviewing various jurisdictions will show that approaches to implementing notice might differ. 

 
8 Lord Lane and others, ‘ 531 Regina v Secretary of State for the Home Department , Ex Parte Doody Same v 
Same , Ex Parte Pegg Same v Same , Ex Parte Pierson Same v Same , Ex Parte Smart’ (2025) 531 1. 
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Still, the latter's purpose stays the same: the necessity to establish a fair and participatory system 

of government. Analysing the various strategies, one can understand that the principle of notice 

can be applied and tailored to a wide range of legal traditions and institutional structures while 

still attaining the same high-level goals of fairness and legitimacy. This comparative view not 

only emphasizes the universality of the right to notice but also makes a valuable contribution 

to the reconciliation of the issue of protecting individual rights and the needs of effective 

administration. Finally, the right to notice is not merely a formal procedure; it is an essential 

element of good governance because it makes the process of decision-making open, 

responsible, and inclusive. It protects human dignity, enhances trust in dispensing justice, and 

justifies exercising authority. Therefore, Legal systems can create an environment where 

people feel secure and robust, and administrative and judicial procedures are seen as fair, 

credible, and equitable by focusing on the significance of notice.  

AIM OF THE STUDY  

The primary aim of this study is to comparatively explore the right to notice, which is founded 

on the principle of audi alteram partem, in three different jurisdictions: India, the United 

Kingdom, and Canada. The case will review the constitutionally and statutorily articulated and 

practiced right to notice in those jurisdictions. This research will recognize and discuss some 

of the most prominent judicial rulings on the understanding and application of the right to see 

and how courts have contributed to procedural fairness. The research will also assess the effect 

of the different procedural schemes and administrative practices on the efficacy of the right to 

notice in practice and how the practices contribute to (or prevent) fair decision-making. 

Moreover, the paper will examine the issues and constraints in the quest for procedural fairness. 

In this regard, the paper will articulate how negative concerns of administrative apathy, 

inconsistency in application, and jurisdictional distinctions have influenced the degree to which 

procedural fairness could be attained. To conclude, this paper will seek to propose solutions 

that enhance the existing institutionalized protection of the rights of individuals via procedural 

protection, which enhances supplemental reinforcements and even refinements to the 

conceptions of natural justice in these legal arenas.  

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES  

1. To examine the legal and constitutional basis of a right to notice under audi alteram 

partem in the legal systems of India, the UK, and Canada.   
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2. To discuss historic court cases that have established the meaning and expression of a 

right to notice.   

3. To determine administrative processes and practices that affect the operation of a right 

to notice.   

4. To determine the obstacles and limitations to realizing procedural fairness.   

5. To make recommendations and best practices to improve procedural safeguards and 

protect individual rights.  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

1. Which are the legal and constitutional foundations of the right to notice of the law in 

India, the United Kingdom, and Canada?  

2. What does the right to notice mean in the three jurisdictions, and how have the courts 

interpreted and given effect to it?   

3. What are the processes and practices of realising the right to notice, and how are they 

different in various nations?   

4. What are the obstacles and constraints to successfully implementing the right to notice?   

5. What are some of the measures or best practices to improve procedural fairness and 

protect the rights of the individual?   

LITERATURE REVIEW  

Audi alteram partem is the principle that one should not be judged without listening to them. 

This concept is central to procedural fairness as an administrative law principle in most 

jurisdictions. In his article The Principle audi alteram partem in Comparative Administrative 

Law, Lawson gives a comprehensive analysis of this idea; he evaluates the application of this 

principle in India, the UK, and Canada. Lawson explained the global applicability of the 

principle, though jurisdictionally specific methods are different. According to him, all the 

foundational elements of the principle are common; the legal procedural rules and the way the 

courts interpret these rules will vary according to the system's various legal traditions and 
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institutional properties. In this connection, Lawson's comparative perspective helps evaluate 

the principles' diversity, presence, and becoming in connection with the entirety of multiple 

jurisdictions.9 Further,  Notice is also a vital component of due process, and it can play a 

functional and humanizing role in our legal system.10 Its justification is explainable under two 

general ideas: Both fact-finding is essential to efficient and accurate use of social policy.11 

Moreover, Human dignity is promoted in a democratic society by letting people know what is 

happening.12  

The imperative of notice is the key to the ascertainment of truth, and the process of gathering 

and presenting evidence is initiated by informing a party of the proceedings, and, therefore, 

notice enables the third party to identify the facts required to solve the dispute correctly. Thus, 

an interest in the result is a motivation to present to the fullest. As a rule, this will cover all 

relevant material, mainly only the party's information.13 It is critical to properly determine the 

fact that is decisive of rights since the entire goal of applying the law is based on it. Without 

factual identification, one can block the social policy that the law represents.   

Consequently, the notice also promotes the efficient pursuit of the social policies because it 

involves delineating the problem and informing the defendant of the severity of the claim 

against them, which should enhance the chances of a negotiated result. As individuals think of 

their rights, the outcome's legitimacy is also enhanced by notice. One that was decided upon 

after giving notice to the parties is more likely to be willingly obeyed than one that had not 

been properly given notice, and society would then have to use resources in enforcing it. The 

second role of notice is to provide an impression that justice has occurred. In authoritarian 

societies where it is done to make one comply, there is something special and deeper when 

done as a right by a democracy. The notice confirms each individual's right; it means that every 

person's dignity is considered, which is regarded as the most critical value in a democracy. Each 

individual is informed through notice that decisions are not made randomly or without 

considering their rights, but are made consistently, considering the principles of fairness. The 

 
9 F H Lawson, 'The Principle "Audi Alteram Partem" in Comparative Administrative Law' (1957) 8–9 Revue 
Internationale de Droit Comparé 387.  
10 Cornell Law School, Procedural Due Process https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/procedural_due_process 
accessed 2 October 2025.  
11 ScienceDirect Topics, Due Process Clause https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/computer-
science/dueprocess-clause accessed 2 October 2025.  
12 Delaware Law School, Dignity in the Criminal Legal System  
https://delawarelaw.widener.edu/files/resources/dalydignityinthecriminallegalsystem.pdf accessed 2 October 
2025.  
13 ScienceDirect Topics, Due Process Clause.  
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implications of notice as legitimacy are tremendous. Notice allows the litigants to prepare, to 

ponder, psychologically, about the idea of losing, and to form other plans. Notice reduces 

aggression and lowers the tendency to violence and the shock of unfavourable rulings by 

exposing people to the power of the con side. Therefore, without warning, a defendant is 

discriminated against and undermined by the equality and democratic promise of equal 

treatment.14  

Justice Frankfurter noted that admiration of fundamental rights is a component of the 

significance of democracy, and equity can scarcely be gained through confidentiality or 

unilaterally made resolutions.15 Secret adjudication is detested as repugnant, as it conceals the 

process from individuals who are malicious, wrongheaded, interfering, and corrupt.16 Notice, 

on the other hand, is where people are considered to be a component of the system and are 

respectful of their dignity and level of control over fate.17 The use of the principle of audi 

alteram partem has played a significant role in formulating administrative justice in the United 

Kingdom.18  

Le Sueur has analyzed the role of administrative justice in the UK in detail.19Concerning the 

administration alteram partem principle, entry into the administrative system through necessary 

reforms, and how the tribunals guarantee procedural fairness. The administrative justice has 

evolved as the interaction of legislation and the court interpretation has developed (see 

generally Le Sueur), as discussed in the audits of administration and legislation. Le Sueur offers 

a critical comment on how the UK has undertaken the administrative justice issue and the 

application of the right to notice in the legal system.20   

In Canada, the principle of audi alteram partem is firmly anchored in the constitutional and 

statutory landscape. Hogg's recognized text on Canadian administrative law provides an 

indepth discussion of the law as it relates to administrative action in Canada, including the right 

to notice. It delves into the constitutional and statutory basis for administrative law and 

 
14 Erin Daly, Dignity in the Criminal Legal System A Policy Guide for Advocacy and Reform.  
15 Nathaniel L Nathanson, ‘Mr. Justice Frankfurter and Administrative Law’ (1957) 67 The Yale Law Journal 240.  
16 Eric Metcalfe, ‘Secret Evidence’ <www.justice.org.uk>.  
17 Nathanson (n 14).  
18 Frederick F Shauer, ‘English Natural Justice and American Due Process: An Analytical Comparison 
Comparison’ (1976) 18 William & Mary Law Review 47.    
19 A Le Sueur, ‘Administrative Justice and the Resolution of Disputes’ in Aileen Kavanagh and Anthony Bradley 
(eds), The Changing Constitution (7th edn, Oxford University Press 2011)  
20 ibid.  
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describes how the right to notice is protected and compelled in Canada. Hogg's text is valuable 

for analyzing the relationship between administrative law and procedural fairness in Canada.21  

We go back to India, where the principle of audi alteram partem has been subjected to a long 

evolution, the central part of which has been played by the interpretative labour of the judiciary. 

In the article about the concept of right to be noticed in the Indian administrative law, 

Chandrachud addresses the issue of unfolding the principle of audi alteram partem to the 

Indian context. He examines the history of the right to notice by reviewing case law, some of 

which have resulted in landmark cases of the Supreme Court of India. The author identifies 

instances in which the right to notice is essential to prevent arbitrary administrative exercise of 

power that otherwise might violate the rights of people. The article by Chandrachud will serve 

the reader in exploring why administrative justice in India has evolved, and how the judicial 

system fits in the probing domain of procedural fairness.22  

Further, comparative studies also help prove the various applications of the audi alteram partem 

principle. The case study by Bhak of the administrative law of India and the United Kingdom 

points to some similarities and differences in applying the right to notice. In his analysis, Bhak 

discusses how every legal system arrives at decision-making questions concerning procedural 

fairness, considering every country's history and legal culture, and incorporating the 

institutionrelated factors that contributed to applying the principle. The work by Bhak provides 

a global and comparative insight into administrative justice in the United Kingdom and India.23 

All these scholarly findings pointedly refer to the fact that the principle of audi alteram partem 

is the fundamental component of procedural fairness in the law of administration. Though the 

principle is exact, its implementation will depend on every jurisdiction's legal practices and 

institutional contexts. Hence, the comparison analysis conducted in these studies is critical in 

protecting the rights of individuals and the procedural safeguards.  

CHAPTERIZATION  

Chapter 1:  Foundations of Audi alteram partem.  

1.1 What was the Conceptual Background to the Right to Notice under Audi Alteram 

 
21 Peter W Hogg, Constitutional Law of Canada (5th edn, Thomson Carswell 2007) ch 28.  
22 DY Chandrachud, ‘Constitutional and Administrative Law in India’ (2009) 36(2) International Journal of Legal 
Information 185  
23 Bhak, ‘Audi Alteram Partem and Beyond: Natural Justice Principles in the United Kingdom and India’ (2025).  
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Partem?  

One principle of procedural fairness and natural justice is the cardinal rule of audi alteram 

partem, or hear the other side. In its essence, the doctrine makes it mandatory that no one is 

supposed to be put under administrative or judicial action without being notified of the case 

against them. The right to notice is the essential preliminary of this principle, because the right 

to a fair opportunity of defending oneself is worthless when a person is not adequately informed 

about the course of action. The notice ensures an individual is aware of the character of the 

allegations, evidence, and the possible consequences, which will enable him to prepare a strong 

response. Moreover, the right to notice is not a formality of the process but a protection against 

arbitrary decision-making, administrative malpractices, discrimination, and error. It justifies 

the process of decision-making by entrenching transparency and accountability in governance. 

When people are given prior notice whenever a move is likely to compromise their rights, it 

makes them more confident that no decision shall be made secretly. Still, decisions shall be 

made to promote fairness, dignity, and respect for human rights.  

Historically, this principle could be traced back to Roman law, which also acknowledged the 

importance of fairness and the right to defend in civil and criminal cases. These ideas were 

subsequently absorbed into English common law as a part of its concepts of natural justice and 

concretised into two propositions: audi alteram partem (the right to be informed and heard) and 

nemo judex in causa sua (no one should be a judge in his own cause). It was found in this 

context that the right to notice was the prerequisite necessary to help the right to be heard be 

effectively exercised. Notice, therefore, acts as a restraint to administrative discretion where 

authorities are forced to act in a predictable, rational, and transparent way.  

The right to notice has stopped being a mere rhetoric in contemporary constitutional 

democracies and has become a legally binding obligation. In India, it is also constitutionally 

guaranteed in Article 14 (equality before law), 19 (fundamental freedoms), and 21 (protection 

of life and personal liberty)24. Courts have taken the meaning of notice as a binding requirement 

whenever state action can be done in a way that will interfere with the rights of individuals. 

The duty of public authorities to give notice before adverse action is taken is long established 

in the common law in the United Kingdom. The right to notice is also given statutory and 

 
24 Singh (n 2).  
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constitutional protection in Canada25, especially in Section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms26, which provides that no deprivation of life, liberty, or security of the person 

shall be effected without regard to the principles of fundamental justice.  

The need to provide just and fair procedures, avoid the abuse of power, and protect the most 

essential human rights are universal reasons why the right to notice is available in various 

jurisdictions. It is important to note, then, that the notice process is not an auxiliary measure 

but the point on which the system of procedural fairness is based.  

1.2 What has Audi Alteram changed over the years?   

The audi alteram partem is a developmental increment of the theory of ideals that is enforceable 

in any legal system. In the United Kingdom, natural justice was created on a judicial basis. A 

landmark case, Ridge v. Baldwin (1964), also extended to explain procedural fairness to the 

courts and the administrative decision. The House of Lords stressed that it did not amount to 

natural justice to fire an individual without allowing them to prepare a notice or even listen to 

them. The case showed that administrative acts, particularly those relating to employment, 

freedom, or reputation, should be carried out in fair procedures. Later, in the Doody v. The UK 

case of Secretary of State for the Home Department (1994)27, it was claimed that procedural 

fairness was relevant. Still, its content might not always be the same depending on the character 

of the administrative decision and its interests. The same point of turn occurred in India in the 

Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India(1978)28 case, which was extended by the Supreme Court to 

embrace fair, just, and reasonable procedures as a part of personal liberty. The Court indicated 

explicitly that freedom could not be willed, and the right to hear and the notice were issued as  

part of the due process. In R.K. Garg v. Union of India (1981)29, the Court again wrote that an 

arbitrary factor in the administration's decision-making could not defeat natural justice. Since 

then, Indian jurisprudence has applied audi alteram partem to other areas of employment, 

taxation, licensing, and disciplinary proceedings, such that procedural fairness is open to vast 

areas of administrative procedure. The Canadian courts have been pragmatic and flexible. Early 

on, Nicholson v. Hadidimand-Norfolk (1979) came forth with certain principles of fairness as 

 
25 R v Heywood, [1994] 3 SCR 761  
26 Nicholas Bala and J Douglas Redfearn, ‘FAMILY LAW AND THE " LIBERTY INTEREST ": SECTION 7 OF 
THE CANADIAN CHARTER OF RIGHTS’.  
27 Lane and others (n 7).  
28 Singh (n 2). 
29 R.K. Garg v Union of India (1981) 4 SCC 675 (SC).  
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they were utilized even in exercising authority powers. The landmark Baker v. Canada (1999)30 

limited this doctrine since it observed that procedural fairness is conditional and depends on 

the significance of the decision, expectations of the parties, and character of statutory 

commitments. Canadian courts have achieved this balance simultaneously through fair and 

administrative means and thus have developed a dynamic model that can be used in many 

situations. The doctrine was also worried about practical, enforceable standards compared to 

the past, when the abstract concepts of fairness were used. India underlines constitutional 

guarantees, the UK uses common law precedents, and Canada uses contextual standards. Still, 

the three countries are united by a significant aim to provide a reasonable ruling and the rights 

of people not to be infringed by some arbitrary administrative authority.  

Chapter 2: The Right to Notice in India.  

2.1 Protection of the right to Notice by the Indian Constitution and Statutory Framework.  

 The right to notice is a noteworthy part of natural justice in India, and is founded on the 

Constitution in the first place. Article 14 guarantees equality before the law and prohibits 

arbitrariness of the State action, whereas Article 21 ensures the right to life and personal liberty 

through just, fair, and reasonable procedures.31 Together with the above, these stipulations give 

a constitutional basis for the right to ensure that one cannot be arrested or judged without being 

informed about the case. This safeguard is provided in the legal systems of different industries. 

An example is the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, which states that a notice must be given 

before proceedings are undertaken.32. Similarly, the Code of Criminal Procedure, 197333It 

requires the notification of the accused on trial regarding the case issues. The administrative  

laws on taxation, licensing, and employment state that a notice should precede adverse action. 

These statutes repeat the constitutional guarantees and put the principle into action. In this way, 

the right to notice in India is not restricted to constitutional articles.  

 Still, it is prevalent in ordinary law; hence, procedural fairness becomes institutionalized in 

the judiciary and administration. The Indian judiciary has been at the forefront in its 

interpretation and widening the scope of the right to notice. The courts have harbored the belief 

that the absence of the notification renders the proceedings invalid by violating natural justice. 

 
30 Baker v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) [1999] 2 SCR 817 (SCC) [21].  
31 Constitution of India, arts 14 and 21.  
32 Code of Civil Procedure 1908, § 27.  
33 Code of Criminal Procedure 1973, § 227 BNSS corresponds to CrPC § 204.  
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Maneka Gandhi v. Union of India (1978)34, where it was held that any law or procedure that 

restricts liberty must be just, fair, and reasonable. The right to freedom was also associated 

directly with the right to notice because the Court did not wish to see an individual being 

subjected to some adverse action without the right to be heard, in A.K. Kraipak v. In Union of 

India (1969)35, the Supreme Court dissolved the boundary between administrative and 

quasijudicial action; thus, even administrative decisions that may influence rights must be 

accountable to natural justice. This interpretation gave the notice obligations a wide range at 

the administration's will. Later, the Court in Keshav Mills Co. Ltd. v. Union of India (1973)36 

indicated that the notice must not be a mere formality. Still, it must be sufficient to provide an 

adequate response. Similarly,  it was repeated that failure to provide a reasonable opportunity 

to be heard instead of statutory silence will invalidate the action, as affirmed by Canara Bank 

v. Debasis Das (2003)37. Through such decisions, Indian courts have institutionalized the right 

to notice as a non-derogable and fundamental characteristic of fair procedure, and have applied 

it in many circumstances. The administrative means of operationalizing the right to notice in 

India are codified procedures and the department's regulations. In an example, service rules 

provisions state that an employee of the government who has been disciplined must be accused 

of misconduct on a sheet, hence afforded a fair chance to defend. Before reassessment, tax 

authorities must also issue notices so that the taxpayers can have a say regarding the basis of 

taxation.   

Similarly, the licensing authorities have to issue show-cause notices before the suspension or 

cancellation of the licenses. Even in statutory discretionary powers, the Union of India v. 

Tulsiram Patel (1985) pointed out the rights of notice as intrinsic to the administrative 

decision-making. Nevertheless, it is not that simple. Most administrative authorities are 

releasing indiscriminate or unclear notifications that are not informative enough to draw the 

population's attention to the charges. The courts have pointed out that the notice quality is 

pertinent: it must be clear, precise, and substantial to permit a meaningful defence.   

2.2 What are the challenges and limitations to enforcing the right to notice?   

Practical challenges commonly undermine the right to notice in India, even though the 

 
34 Singh (n 2).  
35 A.K. Kraipak v Union of India (1969) 2 SCC 262 (SC) [20].  
36 Keshav Mills Co Ltd v Union of India (1973) 1 SCC 380 (SC) [8].  
37 Canara Bank v Debasis Das (2003) 4 SCC 557 (SC) [16]. 
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constitution and courts acknowledge it.   

➢ Statutory exclusion:- One such challenge is statutory exclusion, in which legislations 

merely preclude natural justice principles in the name of efficiency or urgency (e.g., 

preventive detention laws under the National Security Act)38.   

➢ The other difficulty is the overload on the administration, and the individuals in 

authority have huge caseloads, and they may give general notices without providing 

relevant information.   

➢ Unavoidable delays in the service of notice also exist, which generally mess with the 

ability to develop a good defense. Further, the judicial principle of useless formality is 

one of the weaknesses that keeps arising.39.   

Moreover, the courts have diluted the rule by occasionally accepting cases in which they have 

held it lacks notice where it is proved that the case would not otherwise have been decided the 

same way. Even the non-negotiable right to be heard is jeopardized by this means of balancing.  

Thus, the doctrine is solid in theory, but it is weakened at times in practice.40  

 2.3. What has been the Recent Evolution in India in Procedural Fairness?  

In recent years, procedural fairness has been applied to new fields of Indian jurisprudence, 

particularly with the development of technology and administrative regulation. Courts have 

emphasized the digital service of notice as a valid service, but it should be efficient in 

communication (e.g., email notices in a corporate law case). Procedural fairness has also been 

extended to environmental regulation, consumer protection, and education disputes by the 

judiciary. The Court in State Bank of Patiala v. S.K. Sharma (1996)41 reinforced that fairness 

must be dynamic, where a reasonable proportion between individual rights and administrative  

efficiency must be maintained, as was seen in Kishan Chand Arora v.Commissioner of 

Police,196142The Court highlighted the importance of procedural safeguards in administrative 

decisions affecting fundamental rights. And in the case of  U.P. State of v. Kishan Chand (2022), 

 
38 National Security Act 1980 (India), § 3, 8.  
39 Union of India v Tulsiram Patel (1985) 3 SCC 398 (SC) [97].  
40 K.K. Verma v Union of India (1964) 6 SCR 813 (SC).  
41 State Bank of Patiala v S.K. Sharma (1996) 3 SCC 364 (SC).  
42 Kishan Chand Arora v Commissioner of Police (1961) 3 SCR 135 (SC).  
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the Court decided that a vague notice does not safeguard natural justice, and in that regard, the 

proceedings cannot be accepted.43 Overall, the Indian jurisprudence tries to idealize the 

boundaries of the right to notice and move them to contemporary times and issues. It also 

retains its primary aim of being a factor against arbitrariness.  

Chapter 3: The Right to Notice under Audi Alteram Partem in the United Kingdom  

3.1 What is the History of the Right to Notice in the UK?  

The first expression of the principle of audi alteram partem in the United Kingdom is in the 

tradition of common law. Unlike codified constitutions, the UK extensively uses judicial 

precedents to develop procedural fairness. Natural justice, at first applied to judicial cases 

alone, was extended in the twentieth century to administrative and quasi-judicial cases by the 

courts.  

The landmark case Ridge v. Baldwin (1964)44. The concept of natural justice in the UK changed 

with. The House of Lords decided that a police officer should not be dismissed without even 

being notified and without a chance to be heard, which meant that procedural fairness was more 

than just in an actual courtroom. This ruling fundamentally changed the nature of 

administrative law, entrenching the right to notice within the decision-making in the field of 

the executive. Subsequent cases, including Doody v. Secretary of State to Home Department 

(1994)45 Explained that fairness is not absolute but needs to be relative and dependent on the 

character of the power used. This adaptability allowed the courts in the UK to use audi alteram 

partem in a wide range of administrative procedures, where the rights of individuals were put 

against the governance requirements.  

In this way, we may trace the trend of the history of the UK as a slow, yet soundly established 

fortification of notice as an essential constituent of natural justice.   

3.2 What primary Legislation in the UK protects the right to Notice?  

Although the UK lacks a written constitution, several statutes and conventions affirm the right 

 
43 U.P. State of v. Kishan Chand (2022) [2022] 1 SCC 123 (SC).  
44 Ridge v Baldwin [1964] AC 40 (HL) 65 (Lord Reid).  
45 Lane and others (n 7). 
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to notice. The European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)46, which triggers the Human 

Rights Act 1998, is essential. Article 6 of the ECHR provides the right to a fair trial, including 

the right to notice charges and sufficient time to mount a defense.47 Also, sector-specific 

legislation, like the Employment Rights Act 199648, The Tribunals, Courts and Enforcement 

Act 2007 offers procedural safeguards whereby the affected party is notified of decisions. 

Therefore, Statutory frameworks and judicial precedents combine to create a strong, but weak, 

coverage of notice rights.  

3.3 What have the UK Courts seen as the Right to Notice?  

The UK courts have continuously increased the range of the notice requirements. In R v. Ex 

parte Doody (1994)49 The Home Department, Secretary of State, stated in the decision that 

fairness meant giving reasons so one could take a meaningful part in the decision-making. 

Further, In Anufrijeva v. Court of Appeal (2003)50 Southwark LBC emphasized that decisions 

that impact individuals have to be made known in the right way to work. People do not know 

their rights and cannot appeal against decisions. According to the judicial approach, fairness is 

substantive and not procedural since it is not only about the notice but also its sufficiency and 

timeliness.  

3.4 What Procedural Practices Guarantee the Right to Notice in the UK?  

Practically, tribunals and administrative bodies in the UK provide notices indicating charges, 

evidence, and timelines. An example is the Employment Tribunal, which demands written 

notifications so employees can have a fair time to challenge dismissals.51. On the same note, 

the immigration tribunals require comprehensive notices to give the people concerned time to 

prepare their defense.52   

Further, not every exception is, however, identified by courts. Where national security or 

urgency are concerned, the notice requirements can be limited, but any such limitation is highly 

 
46 European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), art 6.  
47 Human Rights Act 1998, s 6 
48 Employment Rights Act 1996, s 92. 
49 Lane and others (n 7).  
50 Anufrijeva v Southwark LBC [2003] EWCA Civ 1406, [2004] 1 WLR 1409.  
51 Employment Tribunals Rules of Procedure 2013, r 3.  
52 Immigration and Asylum (Procedure) Rules 2005, SI 2005/230.  
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subject to judicial review.  

3.5 What are some of the challenges to the UK in protecting the right to notice?  

The UK balances transparency and secrecy in sensitive fields such as counterterrorism. The 

application of the practice involving closed material procedures during which evidence is not 

disclosed due to security reasons has been seen to compromise the principle of audi alteram 

partem.53 The other concern is administrative overload, whereby generic notices are likely to 

compromise the quality of participation.54 The judiciary, however, still serves as a check; thus, 

the exceptions are narrow.  

Chapter 4: The Right to Notice under Audi Alteram Partem in Canada  

4.1 What is the Constitutional and Statutory Underlying of the Right to Notice in Canada?  

The right to notice in Canada is based on the constitutional and statutory provisions. The 

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, section 7, is the person's right to life, liberty, and 

security, implicitly including the fair procedure, with notice.55 Further, Laws on administrative 

tribunals, immigration, work, and taxation will clearly specify that adverse decisions must be 

announced in advance. In such a way, Canada gives constitutional and legislative support to 

this principle.  

4.2 What have the Canadian Courts meant by Audi Alteram Partem?  

Canadian jurisprudence has evolved a pragmatic and context-sensitive approach. The Supreme 

Court of Canada acknowledged that natural justice can apply in the context of administrative 

decisions in Nicholson v. Haldimand-Norfolk (1979)56, although statutes might grant broad 

discretion. The landmark case of Baker v. Canada57 This doctrine was further refined by 

Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration)58. The Court concluded that procedural 

fairness is not absolute but a matter of context (including the significance of the decision, the 

 
53 Secretary of State for the Home Department v MB [2007] UKHL 46, [2008] 1 AC 440 (HL).  
54 Special Immigration Appeals Commission Rules 2003 (SI 2003/1811).  
55 Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 7; Immigration and Refugee Protection Act SC 2001, c 27; 
Employment Insurance Act RSC 1985, c E-5; Income Tax Act RSC 1985, c 1.  
56 Nicholson v Haldimand-Norfolk Regional Police Commissioners [1979] 1 SCR 311  
57 Baker v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) [1999] 2 SCR 817(n 29). 
58 Immigration and Refugee Protection Act SC 2001, ss 49–50 
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effect on the individual, and expectations raised by the decision-making body).  

Therefore, Canadian courts do not consider notice a mandatory measure but make it ad hoc 

according to the circumstances to balance fairness and administrative efficiency.  

4.3 What Administrative Practices enforce the Right to notice in Canada?  

Canadian regulatory, disciplinary, and immigration proceedings have elaborate notices in 

administrative proceedings by the government. An example is the immigration law, which 

provides written notices to clarify why people cannot be considered inadmissible so that the 

affected persons can present positive responses. It is also a statutory and a common law 

principle that employers must provide a period of notice before terminating the employee. In 

taxation, the reasons should be described in reassessment notices, thus allowing the taxpayers 

to contest the reasons. Further, these are practices that have shown that there is an earnest desire 

to incorporate fair play in administrative decisions.  

4.4 What are the issues and shortcomings in the Canadian context?  

The challenges of the Canadian system include administrative discretion, where broad powers 

can translate to very few requirements of notice. In addition, peripheral communities may have 

a problem of lingual or cultural barriers, which restrict effective involvement, despite the 

issuance of the notices. A different problem occurs in immigration and refugee law, where 

heavy caseloads occasionally lead to due process notices that are hastily prepared or not entirely 

written. Nevertheless, these restrictions are not the reasons that prevent the active intervention 

of Canadian courts in correcting deficiencies: fairness should not be compromised in the name 

of efficiency.  

4.5 What Recent Advances have led to Enhanced Procedural Fairness in Canada?  

Canadian jurisprudence, as of late, has reinforced the right to notice. Mission Institution v. The 

Supreme Court reiterated that when prisoners appeal a decision made by the administration, 

they need to be notified and given reasons (Khela, 2014)59. Accessibility has also been 

increased through technological innovations like electronic service of the notices, as long as it 

 
59 Mission Institution v Khela 2014 SCC 24.  
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is accompanied by effective communication. Therefore, Canada has strengthened audi alteram 

partem by contextualizing fairness, while there is high judicial control.  

Chapter 5: Comparative Analysis  

5.1 Why Comparative Analysis of Audi Alteram Partem?  

It is essential to compare the audi alteram partem principle since it shows how fairness and 

administrative efficiency are balanced in various jurisdictions. Through analysis of India, the 

United Kingdom, and Canada, one can find common principles and the peculiarities of 

jurisdiction that characterize the conception of the right to notice, its application, and 

protection. In India, natural justice is guaranteed in the constitution, so it cannot be separated 

under any condition.60. In contrast, in the United Kingdom, the principle arises merely from 

common law but is subsequently affirmed with statutory human rights guarantees.61. In its turn, 

Canada offers a compromise position where fairness is based on the constitutional basis of the 

Charter and a more pragmatic legislative and administrative strategy.62 Comparative methods, 

in turn, help us better understand the world's tendencies, explain the doctrine's nature, and avoid 

the mistake of approaching procedural fairness as a strict formula that can be introduced 

anywhere. It also allows learning of policies across jurisdictions and is a reminder that 

transplant reforms in wholesale is not always possible. Instead, the adaptations should consider 

the local socio-legal and institutional realities.63  

5.2 What are the differences between India, the UK, and Canada in the law on notice?  

The constitutional rights of the Indians have the most protection under the right to notice, which 

is anchored in the Constitution itself64, especially in Articles 14 and 21, which require fairness, 

non-arbitrariness, and procedural due process in actions taken by the state.65 The Indian courts 

have always interpreted natural justice in these provisions and noticed it as an essential part of 

the fair process. This constitutionalisation has implied that even in cases of silence in the 

 
60 Singh (n 1).  
61 Human Rights Act 1998, s 6; ECHR, art 6.  
62 Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 7; Baker v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) 
[1999] 2 SCR 817(n 30).  
63 J Jowell, The Rule of Law and the Constitution (OUP 2010) 145.  
64 Constitution of India, arts 14, 21; Tulsiram Patel v Union of India (1985) 3 SCC 398, (n 38).  
65 Keshav Mills Co Ltd v Union of India (1973) 1 SCC 380.  
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statutes, courts demand that they be notified before any adverse action. This has increased the 

standard of protection to a significant level.  

In contrast, the United Kingdom draws its major strength from the common law tradition of 

natural justice. In the history of legal systems, fairness was a principle created by the courts, 

and it was considered to be flexible and situation-specific. Over time, the Human Rights Act 

of 1998 brought this doctrine to life with the provisions of Article 6 of the European Convention 

on the right to a fair hearing, especially on fair hearing rights.66. As a result, the legal provisions 

of the UK on notice are a combination of common law and statutory human rights duties, with 

notice being subject to differences based on the type of right in question.67  

Moreover, Canada is neither as constitutional as India nor as oriented by the common law as 

the UK. Although fairness in matters involving life, liberty, and security is offered 

constitutional protection by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms68Much of the law of 

notice is based on administrative law principles, notably as established in the case of Baker v. 

Canada69. The Canadian courts embrace a pragmatic balancing test and weigh the procedural 

protections, including notice, depending on the type of decision, the statutory scheme, and the 

stakes at hand. Such a strategy creates a system of balance in which there are constitutional 

guarantees, but practice in administration is flexible and situational.  

5.3 What Are the Jurisdictional Differences in Judicial Treatment of Audi Alteram?  

Audi alteram partem approaches of judicial rulings show significant differences in the three 

jurisdictions. India has courts that perceive notice as an inseparable part of fairness, which is 

enforced with constitutional rigor. The judiciary has generally invalidated administrative 

actions on which the notice was vague, nonexistent, or too imprecise, notwithstanding having 

also identified narrow exceptions in cases of urgency or national security.70. This activism is 

based on the constitutional requirement of the courts to protect fundamental rights, and is the 

source of a healthy, but occasionally cumbersome, template of administrative authority.  

Instead, the UK judiciary takes a contextual approach, whereby it understands fairness 

 
66 Human Rights Act 1998, s 6; ECHR, art 6.  
67 Ex parte Doody [1994] 1 AC 531 (HL); Anufrijeva v Southwark LBC [2003] EWCA Civ 1406.  
68 Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, s 7.  
69 Baker v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) [1999] 2 SCR 817 (n 29).  
70 A.K. Kraipak v Union of India (1969) 2 SCC 262; Tulsiram Patel (n 38). 
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depending on the conditions of the specific case. Traditionally, courts relied on the natural 

justice doctrine to control arbitrary decisions71, but establishing the Human Rights Act in 

fundamental rights cases increased their oversight. However, the courts are still careful not to 

interfere with administrative discretion, but still leave room in the notice provision. The net 

effect is that fairness is ensured without the harsh constitutional overture in India.  

Further, Judicial interpretation in Canada is more proportional and pragmatic. According to the 

Baker framework, fairness was not absolute but had to be measured based on several contextual 

factors, such as the significance of the decision, the statutory context, and the reasonable 

expectations of the affected party.72. Canadian courts, consequently, demand complete notice 

where the consequences of a case are severe, e.g., immigration or detention cases, but permit 

light-weight notice in cases where the result is the usual administration decision. Such a policy 

represents a compromise between personal liberties and the realities of government.  

5.4 Procedural implementation of the right to notice in each jurisdiction?  

The procedural implementation of the right to notice differs in the three jurisdictions. In India, 

the most prevalent mechanism is the issuance of the show-cause notices in cases of taxation, 

employment, and licensing. Courts have made it clear several times that not only is the 

individual to be informed of the proposed action, but that enough particulars of the allegations 

and the legal grounds of such action must be provided. Unclear or general notices are usually 

struck down as against natural justice. There is a growing trend among Indian authorities to 

start issuing notices over digital platforms, notably in taxation. However, courts are still 

cautious about proving the service of notice and content sufficiency.73  

The written notices issued by the administrative bodies and tribunals in the UK highlight both 

the timeliness and adequacy. The statutory obligation to give notice is not uncommon, and the 

content of the notice is evaluated depending on the significance of the decision. As an 

illustration, in tribunal cases, the grounds of decision, evidence supporting it, and information 

regarding the right to respond are usually placed on the notices. The case management practices 

assist in achieving the procedural orderliness, ensuring that the notices are duly served and the 

 
71 Lane and others (n 7).  
72 Baker v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) (n 29).  
73 Keshav Mills Co Ltd v Union of India (n 7); Income Tax Act, ss 148–151.  
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deadlines are met, which is characteristic of the UK.74  

Subsequently, Canada exhibits the contextualized model of implementation. In cases with high 

stakes (e.g., immigration, employment cases), the notices are comprehensive, including details 

of evidence, legal implications, and chances to respond. However, the shorter and more general 

notices are sufficient even in ordinary affairs. Another way in which Canadian tribunals have 

extensively used electronic service is balancing efficiency with fairness by having the affected 

parties clearly access the notice and the supporting documentation. Therefore, the nature of the 

notice might change, but the Canadian law insists that the content thereof should be sufficient 

at all times so that the person can draft a meaningful response.75  

5.5 What are the similar challenges inherent in all three jurisdictions?  

However, India, the UK, and Canada face similar difficulties when implementing the right to 

notice, even though they are different. The issue of using unclear or less detailed notices is the 

most widespread. In many instances, administrative lawmakers apply boilerplate or generic 

templates that do not give people information about the actual case against them. This nullifies 

the intention of notice and causes courts to intervene, resulting in delays and inefficiency. The 

second is an administrative overload. The large number of cases and the many cases and limited 

resources require that authorities send out the notices in large numbers and sometimes at the 

cost of fairness in personalizing the messages.  

The other common problem is that there are always exceptions in national security or urgency 

cases. Although some instances justify such exceptions, they tend to leave people without a 

real chance to answer, and thus, the questions of arbitrariness and abuse arise. Lastly, the three 

jurisdictions grapple with the issue of individual rights versus effective administration. The 

mandatory application of full procedural protections to all cases would place undue burdens on 

the administrative machinery, and the relaxation of such protections would jeopardize fairness.  

The effects of these struggles are dire: they create uncertainty, create unwarranted litigation, 

and degrade people's faith in the administration processes. To defeat these challenges, reforms 

are required. Jurisdictions need to develop statutory or regulatory guidelines that specify clearly 

 
74 Employment Tribunals Rules of Procedure 2013, r 3; Immigration and Asylum (Procedure) Rules 2005, SI 
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what is required in a notice regarding content, facts, legal basis, and consequences. They must 

invest in building capacity to avoid administrative overload, embrace triaged processes that fit 

the intensity of processes to the stakes embedded, and update service processes with 

dependable digital systems. Concurrently, the checks and balances mechanisms, including 

special advocates and judicial control, should be provided to avoid the abuse of national 

security exceptions. The bottom line is that these difficulties must be solved by a moderate 

solution that does not undermine the essence of natural justice but does not cripple 

administrative efficiency.  

Conclusion  

In the concluding remark, the comparative case of the right to notice on audi alteram partem, 

fairness in decision-making is not a decorative procedure of law practice but rather a moral and 

constitutional basis of justice in all legal systems. In various jurisdictions, the principle of living 

enforces participation, transparency, and accountability principles. The right to give notice 

converts the moral imperative to hear the other party into a practical procedural promise so that 

no individual is without the benefit of a hearing of their rights, liberty, or property. Through 

this right, the administrative and judicial decisions gain legitimacy since fairness is not in the 

judgment but in the procedure leading to the judgment. In India, the historical development of 

the right to notice is a good example of how the rule of law has constituted the 

constitutionalization of the natural justice doctrine. Although audi alteram partem is not directly 

codified in the Constitution, the Supreme Court has applied Article 14, 19, and 21 in the spirit 

of audi alteram partem. Cases that highlighted that fairness and reasonableness must be a part 

of all administrative and legislative procedures that impact individual rights.  

Further, the claims by the Indian judicial system that require giving notice and being allowed 

to react have placed procedural fairness as a mere administrative courtesy into a status as a 

constitutional requirement. Giving notice is considered an act of respect to human dignity and 

equality, and power is enforced to be accountable and subject to law. The Indian practice shows 

that procedural justice does not subordinate efficiency, but, on the contrary, it boosts the 

legitimacy and integrity of governance. On the other hand, the United Kingdom is the cradle 

of common law and, therefore, historically, the outlines of natural justice have been established 

by judicial craftsmanship, not constitutional codification. The cases portrayed reaffirmed 

fairness in all administrative actions that affect the rights or interests. These rulings 
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acknowledged that the right against providing a notice and hearing is inherent in the concept 

of justice. Moreover, the British model is less rigid, more flexible, and more balanced regarding 

fairness and practicality of administration.   

Furthermore, the fusion of constitutional rights and common law traditions in Canada has led 

to the development of a subtle and contextual perception of procedural fairness. The decision 

in administrative authorities should issue notice to people whose rights might be impacted 

negatively, even without a statutory direction. In Canada, the doctrine of contextual 

proportionality was formulated, in which the courts evaluated the appropriateness of the notice 

depending on the seriousness of the decision, the effect it has on the individual, and the 

administrative context. This practice indicates an advanced strike between the right to privacy 

and the overall bureaucratic effectiveness. Although the constitutional form and the judicial 

machineries vary, India, the United Kingdom, and Canada have a common ground that no 

justice can be done without notice. On its part, each jurisdiction attempts to balance the 

requirements of efficiency and the requirements of fairness, demonstrating that the two are not 

opposing but mutually supportive.   

Going back to the postulation made in the introduction, this paper confirms that audi alteram 

partem is not a rule of procedure that is not living, but a doctrine of justice. Its longevity over 

time and jurisdiction proves that to hear before deciding, inform before acting, and justify 

before enforcing is the moral challenge of any legal structure. The right to notice gives 

individuals power, controls authority, and enhances the law's legitimacy. It represents the shift 

of justice into moral legitimacy since it is not a law but justice. Lastly, audi alteram partem is 

not only a principle but also a promise that grounds legality on justice and a promise which 

refuses to leave to the mercy of the law those to whom it is applied.   

 


