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Constitution of India 1930, Article 14: Sectzans 144, 254 and 2SB of Deliu
Rent Control Act 1958 wherhcr ulira vires Article 14.

“

v \ B
b . Slam Areas'(‘ln;provemem and Clearance)-Act- 1956, s, 19 Delhi. Reni Control
Act 1958, 55.14 (1) (e), 144, 254, 25B & 25C: suit by londlord for eviction of
tenant under s.14(1) (e) or 5.144 of the Reni Act—prior permission of Competant -

" Authority under Slum Clearance Act— Whether necessary,
o T ) o _ -

N

Er  The appellant—tenant was inducted into the suit premises as for back as 1945,
The respondent landlord applied under section 19 () (a) of the Slum Areas Improve-
ment and Clearance} Act 1956 before the Competent Authority for permitting him _
to institute a suit for gviction 6}' the appellant but that application was dismissed,

! and the order was confirmed in appeal by the Financial Commissioner. Thereafter
the responderit fZeld arsuit for eviction in April 1979 under section 14 (1) () read
. with section 25B of the Delhi Rent Control Act 1958. The tenant applied for leave .

F o defend the suif but the same was re'jaqted ‘and an order of eviction was passed.

A revision filed by the tenant in the High Court was dismissed.

o In the appeal to this Court as well asin the connected Special Lea?e Petition
it was.contended that: (1) under section 19 (1) (a) of the Slum Act it is incumbent
_ on the landlord to obtain permission from the Competent Authority  before insti- .
(G tution of a suit for evicting a tenant and without such permission the suit | was no
maintainable, and (2} sections 25A and 25B were ultra vires of Article 14 of the
Constitution and were inconsistent with the Slum Act which was an cxisting statute
and, therefore, the proeedure substituted under Chaptcr IIIA particularly sectlons
25A and 258 should be invalidated. - ) i

1

Dis’missing the Appeal and Special Leave Petition:
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HELD A(l) The High Court was correct in re]ectmg the apphcatlons of
tite 1ena.nts for setting asids the order- «f cwctlon [624]5]

N L " - L
. -

B. (I) S.ctxonsl4A 25A;25B and 25C of the Rent Actarc spccral provisions 50 .
. faras the tandlord and tenant are concerned an(l in view of the non-obstante clause
these provustons ovemdc the existing- law 50 far -ag the new proccdurc is concerned; .

{624AJ L. e

‘ e (2) There is 1o d:ﬂ'erence either on punc1ple or inlaw’ betwoen sectrons 14
| (l)(e) and 14A of the Rent Act even though these two' provrslous rclate to éviction .

: -v . of tenants under dlffercnt srtuauons, [6243]

Y . . L - BN : !

v ) 'j v

4 [

(3) The procedure mcorporated in Chaptcr 1A of thé Amendmg Act into
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the Rent Act is in public interest and is not v1ol‘.(1Vc of A1[1r'le 14 of the Constltu- -

tlon, [624C] R . . E .
¥ h o . e ' ' L
 .(4) "In view of the procedure in Chapter ITIA of the Rent Act, the Slum -Act
is rendered inapplicable to the extent of inconsistency and it is' not, therefore, neces- ©
sary for the landlord to obtain permission of the Competent Authonty under 5. 19
(1)(a) of ‘fhe Slum’ Act. before instituting a suit for eviction and col*ung within s. 14
(l)(e) or 14A of the Rent Act [624D E] :

[

P

C(l) The dormnant ob_]ect of the Amendmg ‘Act of 1976 was 1o pro\ucle a ‘

. \( - speedy, expeditious and effect remedy fora- class of landlords contemplated by sec-
' e,

L - . 'f e : “,:,%,1-

sections 14(1)}e) and 14A and for avoiding®unusual dilatory process provided other-
wise by the Rent Act. Suits for cvrctmn ander the Act take a long time commencing
“with the Rent @outroller and enclmg up with the Supn.mc Court. In many cases
by the ‘time the eviction decree became ﬁnal several years elapsed and efther ‘the
. landlord died or the necessity which prowdcd the cause of action dlsappcared Tt
was this mischief which the legistature intended to avoid by incorporating the new
_ procedure in Chaptf-‘r TIIA: It cannot therefore be said that the dJassification of
" such landlords would be an ureasonable one because sucha classification has got

a clear ‘nexus with¥the objects of the Amendmg Act'of 1976 and the purposes wlnch - -

it seeks to- subservc [619D-F, G] *

-

(2) The new sections 14A 25A 25}3 and 25C had been mtroduced for tbe'

L purpose ¢ of meeting « oart:cular contmgency as spelt out in_the objectand reasohs

+ behind thé new provisions. ‘Once it is recognised that the newly added sections are
.in the nature of a special law intended to _apply to special classes of landlords, the
i mewtable conclus1on would be that the apphcatlon of the Slum Act stends with-
"drawn to that éxtent and any suit falling -within the scope of sections 14(1)(e) and

‘ 14A would not be governed or controlled by section 19 (l) (a) of ‘the Slum Act. -

o - f621CD.
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) \ T : ' .
, ATt is opento the {egisiaturc to pick out'onc class of the landlords out
of several covered by sectiog '14(1)(z) of the Rent Act so long as they formed a class
by themselves and the legislature was free to provide the benefit of the special proce-

dure to them in the matter of eviction of their tenants as long as the legislation had
an object to achicve and the special procedure ‘had a rcasonable nexus with such .

3

object to be secured. [621F-G]

]

o, b (4) The new provision in the Amending Act were infonded to have overris
ding effect and all procedural. laws were to give way to . the new procedurs. [623D]
\ s . -

L .
'

" Kewal Smgh v. Lajwanti {1980 1 8. C R. 854; Sarwan Smg?r & Anr. v, Kasturi

" Lal [1977] 2 S.C.R. 421; Vinod Kumar Chowdhry v, Naram Devii Tanc;a [1980] 2 ‘

S.C.R. 746 referred to.

S

. Smr KJ ishna Dew N;gam & Ors v Siryam Babu Gupin & Ors. AlR 1780 Delhi
165 approved

N

CIIVIL APPELLATE J‘URI'SDICTION : _Ci'vil Appeal No.-212 of 1981 . ‘

¢

: Appeé]'by special Iéave from the judgme-nf and order déted
the 26th. August, 1980 of the DeJh1 High Court m C R.Noa. 790 .

'of1979'.-‘ o | . b

. WITH
. . - . 1

© SPBCIAL LBAVE PBTITION ‘(CIk{IL) NO. 2948 OF 1982

, ._ . 'From'thg judgment aﬁd.—oi‘de_r d_ated the 17th _Deécmbé'r,'- 1981
“of ‘the DeJhi High Court in C.R. No. 873 of 1981.

" V.M. Terkunde, P.M. Parekh, Ms Indu Malhotra, Ms Kmiash
Mehta & Vimal Dave for the Appclant/Pctltloners

’

B:karmﬂt Nayer ard. D D. Sharma for the Respondent m CA.
2181 .
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Y S
T S Kawatm & NK Agarwala‘for ‘the Rcspondent in S LP A
' No. 2948°f 1982. ' ’

. e v
" . Lt .
)

-
i

. The ;Tudgrﬁent of the Couft was delivered by_'

#FazAar Al J. This Appealjby.,spedﬁl']eave is directed "against T
‘an order passed by the” Dethi High Court of August 26, 1980 . .. .
" affirming an order of eviction of - the appeIant made by the *Rent
).'uontroller The facts of the casé  lie wthin.a- ‘yery' narfow compass'
and the appeal involves a pure point of law which is alread.y convered ol
* by decisions of thls court to which'we shall prcsenﬂy refer

-

N ‘ .

- The tenant Ravi Dutt Sharma, wis mducted 1nto the suit prem—
. ises as for back as 1945. The landlord Ratan Lal Bhargava applied -
" under’ section 19 (1) (@) of the Slum Clearance Act (‘Slum Act’ for: D
.short) before the -Competent Authority for permlttmg him to jnsti-
" tute. a suit for eviction of the - appellant but that application was- .
‘dismissed on July 28, 1973 An appeal against this’ order was dismi-
~ ssed by the Fmanmal CommlsSIOner on Qctober 4, 1974 ‘Thereafter
- . Respondent filed a suit for eviction of theé ténant under s 14 e .
-read with s. 25 (B) of the Delhi Rent Control Act -(“Rent Act’ for E .
; short) on April 13, 1979 Und.er the pI‘OVJSlOI’lS of the Rent Act as’
\amended in 1976 it 1s*mcumbent upon thé defendant tenant to apply ' ,
“for leave to defend a suit for eviction before: entering contést, The .
tenant:applied for’ sucﬁ Ieave but the same was rejected and an order. "
- . of his'eviction'was passed-on September 14, 1979 A revision by the

tenant to the ngh Court was dlsmxssed and that has led to the appeal - F
' to thls Court. ‘ : . -

. T
v

Y

B T

In the special. leave petltlon Smt PuSpa Ram fllEd a suit for '

. evlctlon against her- tenant, Swaran Kumar and .others, .which a]so_ G

= was allowed by the Rent Controllér and a revision therefrom has ‘been’
‘ jdxsmlssed by the High Court. Hence the - petition for special Teave
- W ggainst judgment of the High Courf has.been filed and that was dlrected
~ to beheard along with the Civil Appeal It is unnecessaly to give
the facts fivolved in the case in which special leave has beer asked - H
. for because the pomb “of Iaw for cosxdcratlon is onezand the same.

.
. . s

* N 7 g [ .
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Adm1ttedly the houses for which eviction fas been asked for.in
+ these two cases are Jocated within the stum area$ as defmed under the
Stum Act. It was contended on bmalf of the tenants that the suits
. for eviction by the landlords were not competent in view of want of

" permission from ihe competent Authority under the Slum Act. Under
section 19 (l) (a) of the Shum Act if'is incumberit'on the landlord to
B obtain permission from the Competent Authority hefore instituting a
~ suit for cvicting a tenant and without such permission the suit is . &ot

mamtamable

. This argument was countervd by the respondent on thc ground w
C .. that by virtue of the Amendmg Act of 1976 (referred to as the
‘Amending Act’ for short) a‘hew procedure has been substituted for
two .types of -eviction of tenant—one of which was covered
by.s. 14 (1) (e) and the other by séction 14 (A). In the
instant case wc ate mainly concerned with eviction applications'
covered by s 14(1) feyvand” the’ special procdure provided in
D  Chapter Tl-A introduced by the Admending Act. It was contended
" by the respandent that by virtue of the Rent Act a special protectlon
was gtven to a particular class of landlords who fell within * the pro-
visions of s. 14(1) (e) of the Rent Act (personal necessity) and in such
“gases a procedure different from the procedure followed in other
cases had been prescribed. Section 25 (A) and 25 (B) sought to sim-
E  plify the procedure by insisting on the tcnant to obtain permission
to enter defence. In other words, so far as suits- for eviction on the -
ground of pelsonal necessity weae concerned the case for ev1ct10nv)/
v was putat par with suits under Order 37, Code of Civil Procedure
where the Court was.satisfied that the tenant had-an arguable case,-
“leave to defend wonld be granted; otherwise the order of eviction °
F  would be passed straightway. N .
+  Learned coumel for the tenants then argued that sections 25(A)
‘and 25 (B) were ultra vires of Article 14 of the Constitution and
- Were mcmmstent with the Slum Act which wias an existing - statute
G and, therefore, the procedure substituted under Chapter III—A, -
" particulary in '$S. 25(A)and 25 (B) should be invalideted. On  the

e ¢
‘.

Y

4.-"

_»  other hand, counsel for the landfords contended that by virtue of the o

Amending Act'a new procedure has been added in respect of evictions
under s. 14(1) (¢) asalso the newly added 14(A), and sections 25(A)
‘R and 25(B) have been brought into the Statute to give effect to the
mtentlon of ¢he Ieglslature by providing a Spemal procedure and

{ . ) | “ t . ‘\

e
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A

_l’\"

. also making | pmvpslon Brat. the new procedure would overrfd.e ‘the

, ‘exlstmg law to the contt ary.”

\ te

. . . ‘ v’

-

BN

In order to apprt?mate this contention it may b" necesqary tO'
glve an extract of Statemeut of obJects and reaSOns of the Amendmg
Act T e ‘ - '

4 .
'|
’

! ' A

s

““There has been a perslstcm demand, for amendments to the

—vv‘ . +Delhi Rent Co'ltroi Act, 1958 with a view. o co’nferfmrrr a-

‘rlght of tenandy on certain hem/succescore of a deceaqed
statufory, tenant to that they may be protected froth eviction -
. by landtords and also for simplifying  the’ procedure for ”
'evmtlon of tenants in case the landlord requires the premises
-Bona fide for his personal occupatlon Further Government .
“decided on the 9th September 1975. that a “pérson who owns
his own house in his place of work should vacatesthe Govern- |
ment accommodatmn-al[otted to’ him before the 31s¢ D@cem——
_ber - 1975, Gov§rn1m.1i onsicered that in the curcum- B
stances, the Act requires to be amended urisntly, o

: The dominant ob;ect of the Amendmg Act was, terGfOIe to pro- .
vide a sp2idy, 6xpudlt10u‘§ and effective remedy for a class of landlords
}_'contempht‘ed by -ss. 14 (1)(e) and 14 (A) and for avoiding unusual 4
'dllatory process prowded otherwise by the Rent Act. It is common
-,expenence that suits for eviction under the Act take a lorig.time.-

_ Lcommmcmg with thc Rent Contto!ler and ending up with the Sup-
: reme Court. In 'nany cdses experlence -has indicated that by the time

the eviction .Hecree be¢ame final* several years elapsed and elther

the ]and‘lord. died or the necessity which prowded the cause of -
“actlon dissappered and if. there was further d.elay in Sef‘unng eviction .
and the family of the landiord had by .then expandEd in the abse-

T nee of %commodation the memibers of the family. were virtually.

thrown on the road. Tt was this mischief wihch the legislature intended

- to avoid by i incorporating the new procedum in Chapter'HI “A. The
legislature in its wisdom tiionght that-in cases ‘where the landlords -

required their own premlses for bona. fide and personal "necessity

they should:be treated asa. Separite class along with the landlords
covered by s. 14'A "and should be allowed 10 reap the fruits of =

decrees for eyiction within- the. qulckest posmbie time. It cannot, |
therefore be said that the clasmﬁcation of such ‘landlords would be

v R L. - -

s




“rachud, J. (a% le then was) SpOI\“ for the Court thus :
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'an unreasointablg one because such a class1ﬁcatlon has got a clear
" nexus with the objects of the Amending Act and the- purposes which
‘it seeks ‘to subserve. Tenants cannot complain of any discrimination

because the Rent Act merely gave . certain protectmn to them in
public’ interest and if ihe protection ‘or part of it afforded by the

‘Rent Act was w1thd.rawn and the common law rlght of the tenant )
‘under the Transfer of property Act was stillpreserved, no genuine

grievance could be made. This was clearly held‘_ in the case of‘

. Kewa] Singh v. Lajwanti.(*)

‘The matter js no longer res integra and is covercd' by two’
decisions of this Coutt which ate dlrectly in'point. The ﬁrst one is
the case of Sarwan Singh & Anr. v. Kasturi Lal, ) i which_an .

rdentlcal point came up for- con31deratton It was held by this Court -

that sections 25 (A), 25 (B) and 25(C) of the Rent Act {introduéed
by the Amend.mg Act) were special provisions with reference to s.
14 (A) thereof which superseded all existing Acts to the contrary.
It ‘was also pointed out that these newly added sections in’ ‘the, Rent

+ Act were to apply only t6 a class of landlords and, therefore, the 7

question of violation of Act. 14 of the constitution did not arise,
While considering verious :lSpﬁCtS of the aforesaid - «provisions, Chand-

£

7 ach\contains a non-obstante clause stating that its provisions
, will override those of any other law, stlmu]atmg and inoisive
problems” of 1nterpretat10n arise. Since statutory inter-
pretation has no conven‘t}onal protocol, cases of such conflict -
have to be decided in reference fo the object and purpose
of the laws under consideration...... For resolving such inter

se conflicts, one other test may also be- applied though the "

persuasivé force-of such a test is but one of the factors which
' combine to give a fair, meaning to the language of the faw,
That test is that the later érfinctment must prevail oyer the

earlier one. Section 14 A and Chapter UI A haying been ena- -

 cted with effect from December 1, 1975, are later enactiments .
-in reference to s. 19 of*the Slum Clearance Act which in its
present form, was placed on the statute book with effect

Al o

7

I

i (1) [1980] T° S.C.R. 854. C ‘

@972 8.CR. 421, - o co

B T oo ' i v

~

. “Whentwo or more laws operate in the same field ‘and w<"

he

E

.

-

E
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. from February 28, 1965 and in refereuce to s. 39 of the same
- Act, which cameinto force in 1956 when the Act itself was
. _passed. The legislature gave -over-riding effect tos. 14 A and
" Chapter IIT A with the knowledge that ss. 19 and 39 of the

Sluim Cledrancé Act . contained on- obstante clauses. of equal

efficacy. Therefore, {the later enactment must prevaﬂ -over the
- former. .., Bearing in mind the languagg of the two faws, their

-object and pucpose, and the fact that one of thém is later in .
. point of time and was enactéd with the knowledge of the

_non-obstante clauses in, the earlier law,. we hawve come-to the -
" conclusion thdt the provisions of s. 14 A dnd Chapter IIL- A

of the Reut Control Act. must prevail over those contained .

y " in 88, 19 and 39 ‘of ‘the, Slum Clearance. Act.” . .. o

! - ' . .
An analysns of the aforesald decision clearly reveals that the. new
" sections 14A 25(A), 25(B) and 25(C) had béen introdced for the pur-
pose of meetmg a particular contmgency aespelt out\in the objects and
reasons behind the new provisions. Once it'is, recoginsed that the

- newly ddded sectlons are in the nature of a special law, intended to’

. apply to speclal classes of Iandlords the mewtable conelu%l(\n would
be that the appllcatlon of thé Sulm Act sstands withdrawn to that’

RAVI DUTT V. RATAN 'JQAL"'(Fazal Ali, Jy ‘621,

extent and any suit-falling within the scope of the aforesaid sections- -

141y (e) and 14A would not be: govcrncd or controlled by s. 19 (])

(a) of the Slum 'Act

Tt was, however, ‘submitted that s. 144 of the Rent act dealt

with a specail contingency for which a - different procedure had been
prowded in the matter of evrctmg tenants by the landiords it bccu-
patton of premises allotted by the Central, Government or any loca]

authority. This ‘was’ to enable them to get their dwn residential
accommodation so that théy would be in a. position to vacate -the

_ premises. alloted to them by-the Central Government.. It was conten- "

- ded that as the: Central Government and persons. in occupation as -

‘tenants of premises prowded by Central Government were a clhss by
themselves section 14 A couid be taken as a. special provision but

‘ 14 {1) () of the Act could not be elevated to that pedestal. We are
' not able to accept this argument. .. It was open to the legislature to

. pick out one cluss of Tandlords ’out ‘of the ‘several covered by s. 147
(1) (e) of the Rent act so long as they formed a class by themselues

and legislature was free to provide the-benefit of a spec1al procedure -

to them in the matter of evnctlon o£ thelr tenants z{s long the legxsla-

..{G.‘

Ar

B.!
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’

tion had an 0b_]€Ct to achleve and the specall procedure had a reas--

onable naxus w1th such object to he sccured

-
t

bespite the ingenius and attractive drtguments 6f Mer. Tarkunde,
it seems to us that the distinction made by the learned counsel bet-
ween ss. 14 (1) (¢) and 14'A s really a distinction without any
difference. Moreover, the newly added sections, viz., ss. 14A, 25(A},
" 25 (B) and 25 (C) do constitute parts of a special scheme and have
the effect of making the Sulm Act inapplicable. Tn view of the

pronduncement of this Court as referred to above, it is impossible -

to accede to the contention advanced on behalf of the tenants. In
Kewal Singh’s case (supra), a decision to- which one of us was a
pa- ty (Fazal Ali, J.), this Court observed as follows —

+ : / - - ‘.
«The Act actually replaced the Ordinance which was promul-
gated, on Ist December, 1979. The objects and reasons clearly
reveal that the amendment has been made or simplifying the
procedure for eviction of tenants in cgse the Ianﬁllo'rd requires
the premises bona fide for his personal occupation, Itis a
~ matter of common knowledge that even though the Jandlord
may have an immediate and imperative neeessity for vacating
the house giveﬁ to a fenant he 'is compelled: io resort io the

time consuming and dilatory procedure of a suit..which takes

- years before the landlord is able to obtain the "Jecree and in
- most cases by the t:mle the decree is passed either the landlord

- dies or the need disappeats and the landlord is completely -

deprived of getting any relief, It appears to us that it was for
these reasons that the legislature in’its wisdom thought thdt a
short and simple procedure should be provided for those land-
" lords who generally want the “premises for their bona fide
necessity so that they may be_able to get quick and expeditious
relief. ... .. The landlords baving pcrsonal necessity have been
- brought together as a separate clash because of their special
needs and such a classification cannot be said to be unrcaso-
nable particularly when the legislature in its wisdom feels that
- 'ff"- . the landlords should get this relief as quickly as possible

£

+

- ° . 'Thus takingan overall picture of the situation, the ¢ircum-

stances under which the ,landlord’s needs have been calssified

and the safeguards given by the statite it cannot be said by
® . : !
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any stretch of imagination that section 29B and its sub-secti- A
_ons are violative of Article 14 of the Constitution. of Hdia,
'or that section 29 B suffers 1 rom tl1c v1ce of excessive delega-
tion of powers. Tn fact sectlon 29 ‘B contains valuzble
and sufficient guldchnes which completely exclude the éxercise -
of uncanalised: or arbitrary powers by the Rent Contmﬂef

- - B

The ratlo of ‘this case mnforces thé rile laid down in Sarwan

 Singh's'cas¢ supra and in Vinod -Kumar Chowdiiry v. Narain Devi’

obscrvcd

Taneja, V) it was clearly pointed out that whenever there | was -any
conflict- between. section 29A and ‘any other provision of law .29 . -
‘A was to overr[dc and prcvall Here agam one of us (Fazal Ah I) - C

£
H

«The non-obstante clause occurring in séétioh’29 ‘A makes it |
quite clear that whenever therc is a conflict between the provi-+"

- . . “sions of Chapter IIT A on ' the one hand and. those of the rest

- of the Act or of any other law for the time being i force on '« D
~ the other, the- former shall prcvall S '

¥
-, N

It is; thercfore clear frOmthe new prov1s10n in the Amendmg

CAct that the procedure indicat€d therrin was intended to have over- .-

Tiding effect and all proccdurdl laws weré to give way ‘to the new £

_ procedure; Apphcatlons ‘under s., 14 (1) (), therefore, - clearly fell
- w1thm the protcctlvc umberlla of the new procedure in Chapter 1A,

x

© T N

An identical view las been taken by the Delhi-High Court  +
tn the case of - Swmt. Krishnit Devi’ Nigam & Ors. v. Shyam Babu ~ F
Gupta & Ors.,'® In this, decision it has been clearly héld thatathe pro-
visions of s. 29A ¢annot be controlled, by the provisions of the Slum
Act, We fully approve and endorse the ratio laid down in that

- decision as it is in conform1ty with ‘the- consistent opmmn of this

"~ Court. ' -

L " . N 1

.. . N " . M - . N . F IR
On a consideration, therefore, of the facts and ~circumstances

-of tho case and the law referred. to above we' reach ‘the followmg

: conclusmns: S o . A

(1)[1980]ZSCR 747.. e g H
(2) AIR.1980 Delh 155' : X o ‘
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1y That sections 14A, 25A, 25B and 25C of the Rent Act .

are special provisions so fat as the landlord and tenant
" are concernéd and  in view of the non-obstante clause
thesé provisions ‘would override. the existing law so far

- -as the new procedure is concerned;.

Bl

. (2) That there is no difference either on principle or in law .
, between sections, 14 (1) (e)and 14A of the Rent Act even”

. though these two provisions TP!Jte to tenants under dif’fe-

rcnt situations; ¢

[

1

(3) 'Ihat the procedure incorporated .in Chapter INA of the
Amend.mg Act into the Rent Act is in’ public interest and
‘is not violatwu of Artlclc 14 of the Consututm

' ., -

(4) That in'view of the 'procedurf" in Chapter ITTA of the
* Rent Act, the Slum Act is rendered inapplicable to the
7 extent of mnconsistency and it is not, therefore, necessary

.for the tandlord to obtain permission of the Competent’
Authority linder 5. 19 (1) (a)-of the Slum Act before insti- .

tuting a suit for ‘eviction and coming’ w1thm s, 19(1) ®
“or 19A of the .-Rent Act. -

\

We are, therefore, of the opmlon that the Hrgh Count was

correct in rejecting appllcatlons of the tenants for scttmg as'de the,

“order oftevxction The appeal is accordmgly dismsséd .but mthout
any order as to costs..

.“ - o .
! . % . :

As.a result of oar dacision, the special leave petition has to
be dismissed. In both these cases time to Wcate the premises ig exten-
ded till June 30, 1984, subject to filing of the usual undertaking with-
in four weeks' from today failing which the landlords shall be free to

" adk for possession forthwith through the executing court.”

NV.K. S Appeét_l & Petition dismissed.

A



