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ACT:

Haryana Urban (Control of Rent and Eviction) Act 1973,
section 1(3) - Validity of.

HEADNOTE:

The Haryana Urban (Control of Rent and Eviction) Act
1973 by Section 1(3) as anended by the -Anending Act 1978
(Act 16 of 1978) provides: "Nothing in this Act shall apply
to any building the construction of which is conpleted on or
after the conmrencement of this Act for a period of ten years
fromthe date of its conpletion".

The petitioners challenged the constitutional validity
of Section 1(3) of the Act on the grounds: (i) that the
provi sion seeks to make an invidious  distinction between
bui | di ngs constructed before the comencenent of  this Act
and buildings the construction of which was conpl eted on or
after the comencenent of this Act and on the basis of this
i nvidious distinction this provision discrimnates between
the landlords and tenants of buildings constructed before
the Act and after the Act inasmuch as a | andlord enjoys in
case of buildings construction of which is completed on or
after the comencenent of the Act an exenption from the
operation of the Act and the tenant in respect of / such
building is denied the protection and the benefits of the
Act for a period of 10 years fromthe date of conpletion of
the construction of the building, whereas the |andlord of
any building constructed before the comrencenent of the Act
does not enjoy any such exenption and the tenant of such
buil ding enjoys the protection and all the benefits of the
Act. Thus, the discrimnation between one class of |andlords
and their tenants and the other class of landlords and their
tenants on the basis of the tine of conpletion of the
buildings is clearly arbitrary and is violative of Art. 14
of the Construction; and (ii) that the retrospective
operation of the Act has the effect of taking away the
vested right of the tenant and nust, therefore, be held to
be illegal and bad.

Di smissing the wit petitions,

860
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HELD: 1(1) Section 1(3) of the Act as anmended by the
Amendi ng Act of 1978 (Act 16 of 1978) is constitutionally
valid. Any incentive offered for the purpose of construction
of new buildings with the object of easing the situation of
scarcity of accommodation for aneliorating the conditions of
the tenants, cannot be said to be unreasonabl e, provided the
nature and character of the incentive and the nmeasure of
exenption allowed are not ot herwi se unreasonable and
arbitrary. The exenption to be allowed mnust be for a
reasonable and a definite period. An exemption for an
indefinite period or a period which in the facts and
ci rcunst ances of any particular case may be considered to be
unduly long, nay be held to be arbitrary. The exenption nust
necessarily be effective froma particular date and must be
with the object of pronoting new constructions. 1In the
i nstant case, the provision for-exenption fromthe operation
of the ~Rent Control Legislation by way of incentive to
persons with ~nmeans to construct new houses has been nmde in
Section 1(3) of the Act by the Legislature in the legitimte
hope that - construction of ~ new buildings wll wultimtely
result in mtigation of the hardship of the tenants. Such
incentive has a clear nexus with the object to be achieved
and cannot be considered to be unreasonable or arbitrary.
Wth the conmencenent of the Act, the provisions of the Rent
Act with all the restrictions and rigours becone effective.
Bui | di ngs whi ch have been const ruct ed before the
comencenment of the Act were already there and the question
of any kind of inpetus or incentive to such buildings does
not arise. The Legislature, therefore, very appropriately
allowed the benefit of —the exenption to the buildings, the
construction of which comenced or was conpleted. on or
after the comencenent of the Act. Thi's exenption in respect
of buildings conming up or to come up on or after the date of
commencement of the Act is likely to serve the purpose of
encouraging new buildings to be contracted. There is
therefore, nothing arbitrary or (unreasonable in fixing the
date of comencenent of the Act fromwhich the exenption is
to be operative. [866 D H

(ii) The exenption for a period  of 10 years fromthe
operation of the Act allowed to buildings, the construction
of which conmenced or was conpleted on or after the date of
comencenment of the Act, is fair and reasonable. It is for a
definite period and that period of exenption cannot  be
considered to be too long; and this. exenption, the
Legislature may be of the view, wll serve the purpose of
encour agi ng the construction of new buildings. It-is for the
Legislature to decide the period of exenption that may be
allowed and to fix the date from which the period of
861
exenption should run. This wll ordinarily be a matter of
Legi slative policy and this Court wll not normally
interfere unless the Court is of the opinion that the period
of exenption or the date from which the exenption is to
operate i s unreasonable and arbitrary. [867 A-(C

2. The «classification of buildings with reference to
the date of commencenent of the Act, nanely, buildings
constructed before the commencenent of the Act and buil di ngs
the construction of which was conpleted on or after the date
of the comencenent of the Act, has a rational basis and has
a clear nexus wth the object to be achieved. The
classification of the landlord and the tenant of a house
constructed before the commencement of the Act and the
l andl ord and tenant of a house, constructed before the
conmencemnent  of the Act, is clearly founded on an
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intelligible differentia which has a rational relation to
the object and this «classification does not result in any
i nvidi ous discrimnation between the classes of |andlords
and tenants so classified. This classification is not
arbitrary and is not viol ative of Art. 14 of the
Constitution. [867 C E]

3. The Section on its proper construction clearly
i ndi cates that the section is not retrospective in
operation. Merely because the buildings the construction of
whi ch commenced or was conpleted after the date of
commencement of the Act in 1973, come within the purview of
the this particular provision which was introduced by
amendnent in 1978, the provi si on does not becone
retrospective. This provision operates prospectively and
becones effective after its.incorporation in the Act by the
Amendnent, though the buildings conpleted on or after the
comencenent of this Act in 1973 are brought wthin the
scope of this Section. The argunent that the tenants have
acquired a vested right under the Act prior to its amendnent
is without ~any substance. Prior to the anendnent of Section
1(3) by the Amending Act of 1978, the provision as it
originally stood cannot be said to have conferred any vested
right on the tenants. [871 A-(

Mot or General ~Traders and Ohers v. State of Andhra
Pradesh and ors., [1984] 1 S.C. C. 222, inapplicable.

Ms. Punjab Tin Supply Co. Chandigarh v. Centra
CGovernment and Ors., [1984] 1 S.C. C. 206, relied upon

JUDGVENT:

ORIG NAL JURISDICTION : Wit Petitions Nos. 8367 and
3939 etc. of 1985.

(Under Article 32 of the Constitution of I|India.)

862

S.M Ashri, Rakesh K. Khanna and Dr. Meera Aggarwal for
the Petitioners.

G K. Bansal and Prem Mal hotra for the Respondents.

The Judgnent of the Court was delivered by

AMARENDRA NATH SEN, J. The constitutional validity of
S. 1(3) of the Haryana Urban (Control of Rent and Eviction)
Act, 1973 has been challenged in these writ petitions. This
qguestion which is common to all the wit petitionsis the
only question which arises for consideration and these wit
petitions are accordingly being disposed of by this comobn
j udgrent .

The question has been urged as a pure question of |aw
In that view of the matter it does not becone necessary to
refer the facts of any of the wit petitions.

S. 1(3) as originally enacted in the Haryana /U ban
(Control of Rent and Eviction) Act, 1973 (hereinafter
referred to for the sake of brevity as the Act) was in the
foll owi ng ternmns:

"Nothing in this Act shall apply to

(i) any residential building the construction of
which is conpleted on or after the commencenent of
this Act for a period of ten years fromthe date
of its conpletion;

(ii) any non-residential building construction of
which is conpleted after the 31st March, 1962.
(iii) any rented land let out on or after 3lst
March 1962.

Thi s provision was anmended by the Amendi ng Act of 1978
(Act 16 of 1978) to read as foll ows:

"(3) Nothing in this Act shall apply to any
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bui |l ding the construction of which is conpleted on
or after the conmencenent of this Act for a period
of ten years fromthe date of its completion."
It is the validity of this anended provision which has
been questioned in these wit petitions.
863
The validity is challenged mainly on the follow ng
grounds:
(1) The provision is arbitrary and is violative of
Art. 14 of the Constitution
(2) In any event in so far as this provision
operates retrospectively and seeks to take away
the vested rights of the petitioner under the Act,
prior to this amendnent, the same nust be held to
be illegal and invalid.
The argument is that —this provision seeks to nake an
i nvi di ous distinction between buildings constructed before
the comrencenment of this Act and buil ding the construction
of which ‘was conpleted on or after the commencenent of this
Act and ‘onthe -basis of this invidious distinction this
provi si on-di scrim nates between the l'andl ords and tenants of
bui | di ngs constructed beforethe Act and after the Act. It
is urged that on the basis of this distinction between
bui | di ng constructed before and after the conmencenment of
the Act, a landlord enjoys in case of the buildings
construction of which is conpleted on or after the
comencement of the Act an exenption fromthe operation of
the Act and the tenant in respect of such building is denied
the protection and the benefits of the Act for a period of
10 years fromthe date of conpletion of the construction of
the building, whereas  the | andl ord of any - bui | di ng
constructed before the comencenment of the ~Act does not
enjoy any such exenption and the tenant of such building
enjoys the protection and all the benefits of the Act. It is
submitted that this discrimnation between one class of
| andl ords and their tenants and the other class of |andlords
and their tenants on the basis of the tine of conpletion of
the buildings is clearly arbitrary and is violative of Art.
14 of the Constitution. The subm ssion is that Rent Contro
Legislation is enacted for the. purpose of affording
protection to the tenants and the Act in question has also
been passed for achieving the same object. Reference in-this
connection is nade to the Statenent of Ohjects and Reasons
for the passing of the Act and to the Preanble of the Act.
It is contended that this classification of-buildings on the
basis of the time of conpletion of construction has no
reasonabl e nexus wth the object to be achieved and may on
the contrary frustrate the purpose for which the Act has
been passed inasmuch as in respect of the buildings the
construction of which was completed on or after the
comencemnment of the Act, the tenants are denied the entire
benefit and protection of the Act. It is further contended
that there can be no rational basis
864
in fixing the period of the conpletion of the building with
reference to the date of comrencenent of the Act which
received the assent of the Governor on the 25th of April
1973 and was published in the Haryana Gazette on the 27th of
April, 1973 and also in prescribing a period of 10 years for
exenption from the operation of the Act for the buildings,
the construction of which was conpleted on or after the
comencement  of the Act. This discrimnation, it s
submitted, is arbitrary and violative of Art. 14 of the
Constitution and in this connection reference has been nmade
to the decision of this Court in the case of Mtor Genera
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Traders and Ohers v. State of Andhra Pradesh and Os.
[1984] 1 S.C. C. 222, and also to the decision of this Court
inthe case of Ms. Punjab Tin Supply Co. Chandigarh v.
Central Governnent and Ors. [1984] 1 S.C C. 206.

The next contention is that the anended provision has
been given retrospective effect inasmuch as the anendnent
whi ch was introduced in 1978 has been nmde applicable to any
bui | di ng construction of which was conpleted on or after the
date of comencenent  of the Act in 1973 and the
retrospective operation of the Act has been effect of taking
away the vested right of the tenant and nust, therefore, be
held to be illegal and bad. It is argued that S. 3(1) of the
Act, as originally enacted was void and unconstitutiona
i nasmuch as no period of exenption of any buil ding which may
qualify for exenption had been fixed and it is well settled
that an indefinite or unlimted inmmunity to any building
from the purview  of t he Act is arbitrary and
unconstitutional: The argument is that as the origina
provision contained in S. 1(3) of the Act, prior to its
amendnment’, - was void and -unconstitutional, no building
enj oyed any exenption fromthe operation of the Act and the
tenants of the buildings wereentitled to the protection and
the benefit of the Act and had acquired a vested right to be
governed by the provision of the Act. It is submtted that
this vested right of the tenants is sought to be interferred
with by the amended 'S. 1 (3) which has been nade applicable
to all the buildings construction of “which was conpl eted on
or after the date of conmencenent of the Act.

We do not see any force in any of the contentions.

It is true that  Rent Control Legislation is wusually
enacted, and the present Act was also passed, taking into
account the conditions prevailing in the State, to regulate
the relationship between the |andlord and the tenant in the
larger interest of the society and or affording protection
to tenants agai nst exploita-

865

tion by landlords on account of (shortage of acconmpdati on

The statenent of Objects and Reasons for passing the Act

recites -
"Certain provisions of the -existing |aw  are not
concl usi ve to har nmoni ous | andl or d t enant
rel ati onship and al so hanper rapi d ur ban
devel opnent. In order to renedy these defects and
to entitle the tenants to the anenities of Water
supply, electricity and sewerage, necessity of
fresh legislation has been felt. Opportunity has
al so been taken to rationalise the “basis for
determ nation of fair rent and to provide for
eviction of these tenants, who construct their own
houses in the urban area concerned sufficient for
their requirenent."

The Preanble to the Act reads:

"An Act to control the increase of rent of certain
buil dings and rented land situated within the Ilimts  of
urban areas, and the eviction of tenants therefrom"

There cannot be any doubt that the paranpbunt object of
every Rent Control Legislation including the present Act, is
to provide safeguards for tenants against exploitation by
| andl ords who seek to take undue advantage of the pressing
need for accomodation of a |arge nunmber of peopl e | ooking
for a house on rent for residence or business in the
background of acute scarcity of accommodation is at the very
root of the problem and if houses were freely avail abl e at
reasonable rent, there would hardly be any need for Rent
Control Legislation. It is entirely for the Legislature to
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deci de whet her any nmeasures, are to be adopted for renedying
the situation and for aneliorating the hardship of tenants.
The Legislature may very well conme to a conclusion that it
is the shortage of buildings which has resulted in scarcity
of acconmpdation and has created a situation where the
demand for accommodation is far in excess of the requisite
supply, and it is because of such acute scarcity of
accommodation the landlords are in a position to exploit the
situation to the serious detrinment of the tenants. The
Legislature in its wisdom may properly consider that in
ef fecting an i nprovenent of the situation and for mtigating
the hardship of the tenanted class caused mainly due to

shortage of buildings, it wll be proper to encourage
construction of new buildings, as construction of new
buil dings will provide nmore accomvdation, easing the
situation to a |l arge

866

extent,” and w1l ultimately result in benefitting the
tenants. As in view of the rigours of Rent Contro

Legi sl ati'on, persons wth neans nmay not be inclined to
i nvest in-_construction of newhouses, the Legislature to
attract investnent in construction of new houses may
consider it reasonable to provide for adequate incentives so
that new constructions nay come up. It is an elenentary |aw
of economi cs that anybody who wants to invest his noney in
any venture wll expect a fair return on the investnent
nmade. As acute scarcity of accomobdation is to an extent
responsi ble for the'landlord and tenant problem a neasure
adopted by the Legislature for seeking to neet the situation
by encouraging the construction of new buildings for the
purpose of mtigating the hardship of “tenants nust be
considered to be a step in the right direction. The
provision for exenption from the operation of the Rent
Control Legislation by way of incentive to persons wth
means to construct new houses has been made in Sec. 1(3) of
the Act by the Legislature in the legitimte hope that
construction of new buildings wll ultimtely result in
mtigation of the hardship of the tenants. Such’incentive
has a clear nexus with the object to be achi eved and cannot
be considered to be wunreasonable or —arbitrary. Any such
incentive offered for the purpose of  construction of new
buildings with the object of easing the situation of
scarcity of accomopdation for aneliorating the conditions of
the tenants, cannot be said to be unreasonabl e, providedthe
nature and character of the incentive and the  measure of
exenption allowed are not ot herwi se unreasonable and
arbitrary. The exenption to be allowed nust be for a
reasonable and a definite period. An exenption for an
indefinite period or a period which in the facts and
circunst ances of any particular case nmay be considered to be
unduly long, may be held to be arbitrary. The exenption nust
necessarily be effective froma particular date and mnmust be
with the object of pronoting new constructions. Wth the
commencement of the Act, the provisions of the Rent Act with
all the restrictions and rigours becone effective. Buildings
whi ch have been constructed before the commencenent of the
Act were already there and the question of any kind of
i mpetus or incentive to such buildings does not arise. The
Legi sl ature, therefore, very appropriately allowed the
benefit of the exenption to the buildings, the construction
of which comrenced or was conpleted on or after the
conmencenent of the Act. This exenption in respect of
buil dings coming up or to come up on or after the date of
comencement of the Act is likely to serve the purpose of
encouraging new buildings to be constructed. There is
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therefore nothing arbitrary or wunreasonable in fixing the
date of comencenent of the Act fromwhich the exenption is
to be operative

867

The exemption for a period of 10 years from the
operation of the Act allowed to buildings, the construction
of which comenced or was conpleted on or after the date of
comencement of the Act, is fair and reasonable. It is for a
definite period and that period of exenption cannot be
considered to be too long; and this exenption, the
Legislature may be of the view, wll serve the purpose of
encour agi ng the construction of new buildings. It is for the
Legislature to decide the period of exenption that may be
allowed and to fix the date from which the period of
exenption should run. This wll ordinarily be a matter of
Legi sl ative police and this Court wll not normally
interfere unless the Court is of the opinion that the period
of exenption or the -date from which the exenptionis to
operate i s unreasonable and arbitrary. The classification of
buil dings with reference to the date of commencenent of the
Act namely, buildings constructed before the comencenent of
the Act and buildings the construction of which was
conpleted on or after the date of the conmencenment of he
Act, has a rational’ basis and has a clear nexus with the
object to be achieved. For the purpose of achieving the
obj ect and encouragi ng the construction of new houses with a
viewto aneliorate the hardship of the tenants by renoving
the scarcity of accommodation, the classification of the
l andl ord and the tenant of a house constructed before the
commencement of the Act and the |landlord and tenant of a
house, the construction of which comrences or is conpleted
on or after the comencenent of the Act, is clearly founded
on an intelligible differentia which has a rational relation
to the object and this classification does not result in any
i nvi di ous discrimnation between the classes of |andlords
and tenants so «classified.  This classification is not
arbitrary and is not viol ative of Art. 14 of the
Constitution.

The decisions on which reliance has been placed on
behal f of the petitioners is indeed of no assistance. In the
case of Mtor General Traders (supra), this Court had to
consider the constitutional validity of S—32 (b) of the
Andhra Pradesh Buildings (Lease, Rent and Eviction) Contro
Act, 1960. This provision exenpted all buildings constructed
on or after August 26, 1957 fromthe operation of the Act.
No period had been fixed for which this exenption will be
enjoyed by owners of buildings constructed on or after 26th
August, 1957 and the exenption appeared to be in the nature
of a permanent one. This Court after referring to various
authorities naturally declared the said provision to be
i nvalid, holding:

"After giving our anxious consideration to the
| earned argunments addressed before us, we are of
the view that
868

clause (b) of Section 32 of the Act should be
declared as violative of Article 14 of the
Constitution because the continuance of that
provision on the statute book wll inply the
creation of a privileged class of Iland |ords
wi thout any rational basis as the incentive of
build which provided a nexus for a reasonable
classification of such class of landlords no
| onger exists by lapse of time in the case of the
majority of such landlords. There is no reason why
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after all these years they should not be brought
at par with other | andlords who are subject to the
restrictions inposed by the Act in the matter of
eviction of tenants and control of rents.”

It is, however, to be noted that this Court in this

very case observed at pp. 243 & 244 as follows: -

"We do relize the adverse effect of this decision
on many who may have recently built houses by
spending their life savings or by borrowi ng | arge
funds during these inflationary days at high rates
of interest, on the expectation and belief that
they would not be subjected to the restrictions
i nposed by the Act. The incentive to build
provides a rational basis for classification and

it is necessary, to the national interest, that
there should be freedom fromrestrictions for a
l[imted period of time. It is always open to the

State Legi slature or the State Governnent to take
action by amending the Act itself or under Section
26 of the Act, as the case nmay be, not only to
provide incentive to persons who are desirous of
buil ding new houses, as it serves a definite
soci al purpose but also to mitigate the rigour to
such class of 1andlords who may have recently
built their ~houses for a limted period as it has
been done /in the Union Territory of Chandigarh as
brought out in our recent judgnment in Punjab Tin
Supply Co. '« Chandigarh v.~ Central Governnent. The
guesti on whet her new | egislation shoul d be
initiated to —exenmpt-newy constructed  buildings
for a limted period of time on the pattern of
simlar legislation undertaken by different States
or to exenpt such class of buildings for a given
nunber of years fromthe provisions of the Act by
the issue of a notification under Section 26 of
the Act is one for the State Governnent to
deci de. "
869
In the other decision, nanely Punjab Tin Supply Co.
Chandi garh (supra), the validity of S. 3 of the East Punjab
Rent Restrictions Act, 1949 and all three notifications
i ssued under the said section provided for exenption of
every building constructed in the urban area of Chandi garh
for a period of 5 years fromthe respective date applicable
toit fromthe operation of the Act came to be chal | enged.
This Court upheld the wvalidity of S. 3 of the Act and the
notifications inpugned observing: -
In the result we declare that Section 3 of the Act
and the notification dated January 31, 1973 and
the other notifications inpugned in these /cases
are valid and effective. W further declare that
the exenption granted by the notification | dated
January 31, 1973 applies only to those buildings
which are given sewerage connection or electric
connection or which are occupi ed, as the case may
be on or after January 31, 1973 and not to those
bui | di ngs which satisfied any of the said
condi tions before January 31, 1973."
The foll owi ng observations of the Court at pp. 216-17 may be
usefully noted: -
"The Preanble and the provisions of a statute no
doubt assist the Court in finding out its object
and policy but its object and policy need not
al ways be strictly confined to its preanble and
the provisions contained therein. The object and
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policy of the Act which is now before us appears
to be slightly w der than some of the key
provi sions of the Act nanely fixation of fair rent
and prevention of unreasonabl e evi ction of
tenants. The acute problem of shortage of urban
housing as we all know has become a pernmanent
feature throughout India. It is on account of the
shortage of the nunber of houses in urban area, as
| andl ords get an opportunity to exploit tenants
who are in need of housing acconmodation by
conpelling them to enter into wunconscionable
bargains. The Act is passed as one of the measures
taken to mitigate the hardship caused to the
tenants. The policy and object of the Act
generally is mtigation of the hardship of
tenants. Such nmtigation can be attained by
several measures, one of thembeing creation of
incentive to persons with

870
capital - who are otherwise reluctant to invest in
the construction of new buildings in view of the
chilling effect of the rent control |aws. As part
of the said schene in order to persuade themto
invest in the construction  of new buildings
exenption is granted to themfromthe operation of
the Act for a short period of five years so that
what ever may be the hardship for the tine being to
the tenants of the new buildings, the new
bui | di ngs 'so. constructed may after the expiry of
the period of exenption be available for the poo
of housing accommmodation controlled by the Act.
The i mpugned notification is not, therefore, ultra
vires Section 3 of the Act-as inits true effect,
it advances the schene, object and purposes of the
Act which are articulated in the preanble and the
substantive provisions of the Act. Mreover the
classification of bui | di ngs into exenpt ed
bui | di ngs and unexenpted buil di ngs brought about
by the notification bears. a just and reasonable
nexus to the object to be -achieved nanely the
creation of additional housing accommodation to
nmeet the growi ng needs of persons who have no
accommodation to reside or to carry on business
and it cannot be considered as discrimnmnatory or
arbitrary or unreasonable in view of the shortness
of the period of exenption available inthe case
of each exenpted building. The exenption granted
for a period of five years only serves as an
incentive as stated above and does not create a
class of Ilandlords who are for ever kept outside
the scope of the Act. The notification-tries to
bal ance the interests of the |landlords on the one
hand and of the tenants on the other in a
reasonable way. W do not, therefore, agree wth
the submission that the notification either falls
out side the object and policy of the statute or is
di scrimnatory."

The aforesaid observations, in our view, clearly
negative the contentions raised by the petitioners and
concl ude the question against themin so far as the validity
of S. 1(3) of the Act on the grounds of arbitrariness and
illegal discrimnation is concerned.

The other contention that this provision nust be held
to be bad i nasmuch as this provi si on oper at es
retrospectively and seeks to take away the vested rights of
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the petitioners under the Act
871

is equally without any nerit. The section on its proper
construction clearly indicates that the section is not
retrospective in operation. Merely because the buil dings the
construction of which conmmenced or was conpleted after the
date of conmmencenent of the Act in 1973, cone within the
purview of this particular provision which was introduced by
amendnent in 1978, the provi si on does not becone
retrospective. Thus provision operates prospectively and
becomes effective after its incorporation in the Act by the
amendment, though the buildings conpleted on or after the
commencenent of this Act  in 1973 are brought wthin the
scope of this Section. The argunent that the tenants have
acquired a vested right under the Act prior to its amendnent
is without any substance. Prior to the amendment of Section
1(3) by the Amending Act of 1978, the provision as it
originally stood cannot be said to have conferred any vested
right on 'the tenants. The provision, as it originally stood
prior to'its anmendnent, m ght not have been constitutionally
valid as the exenption sought to be granted was for an
i ndefinite period. That does not necessarily inply that any
vested right in any ‘tenant was thereby created. The right
clained is the right tobe governed by the Act prior to its
amendnment. |If the /Legislature had thought it fit to repea
the entire Act could the tenant have cl ai med any such right?
Obvi ously, they could not have the question of acquiring any
vested rights really does not arise. Even if it could be
said that the tenants had acquired any right because of any
invalidity of the earlier provision before amendnent, it is
al ways open to the Legislature to renove any defect to make
it valid. It is well settled that if any provision nade by
the legislature is found constitutionally invalid for some
| acunae or otherw se such provision can always be vali dated
by removing the defect or lacuna by passing a validating
Act. Validating Acts may be passed and, in fact, are usually
passed with retrospective effect  to renmedy any situation
whi ch m ght have brought about as a result of the origina
provision being declared invalid, provided however the
Validating Act sought to be passed is within-the conpetence
of the Legislature.

In the result, these wit petitions are all dism ssed.
There shall, however, be no order as to costs.
M L. A Petitions dism ssed.
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