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Havi ng regard to the existence of different rent
control laws in the State of Mbharashtra, The
Maharashtra Rent Control Act, 1999, (hereinafter
referred to as "the 1999 Act") was enacted to unify,
consolidate and anend the law relating to the control of
rents and repairs of certain prem ses and of ~ eviction and
for encouraging the construction of new houses by
assuring a fair return on the investnent by landlords
and to provide for matters connected w th the said
purposes. The said Act cane into force on 31st March
2000, and repeal ed the existing Bonbay Rents, Hotel and
Lodgi ng House Rates Control Act, 1947, the Centra
Provi nces and Berar Regul ati on of (Letting of
Acconmodation Act, 1946, including the Centra
Provi nces and Berar Letting of Houses and Rent Contro
Order, 1949; and the Hyderabad Houses (Rent, Eviction
and Lease) Control Act, 1954. Wth a view to achieving
the objects for which the Act was enacted, certain
prem ses, as indicated in Section 3 thereof, were
exenpted fromthe provisions of the Act.

The exclusion of certain premises fromthe
protection provided under the Act gave rise to litigation in
which challenge was thrown by different litigants to the
vires of the new Act as also Section 3 (1) (b)  thereof as
being arbitrary and discrinmnatory and wi t hout having
any nexus with the object sought to be achieved by the
Act .

O the several wit petitions filed in the Bombay
Hi gh Court, the Wit Petition of Ms. Cronpton G eaves
Ltd. was taken up for decision and it was held that the
classification nade in Section 3 with regard to different
types of tenants was on the basis of an intelligible
di fferentia having nexus with the object sought to be
achieved by the Act. It was held that the provisions of
the new Act were intra vires and did not offend Article 14
of the Constitution.

Several wit petitions were thereafter deci ded on
the basis of the decision arrived at in the aforesaid wit
petition filed by Ms. Cronpton G eaves Ltd. and sone
of them have been carried to this Court by way of Specia
Leave Petitions which are now bei ng anal ogously heard
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as civil appeals along with a wit petition filed under
Article 32 of the Constitution, being No.164/2003,

wherein also the vires of Section 3 (1) (b) of the new Rent
Act has been chal | enged.

The conmmon grievance in all these appeals and in
the wit petitionis with regard to the constitutionality of
Section 3 (1) (b) of the Maharashtra Rent Act, 1999
which inter alia replaced the Bonbay Rents, Hotel and
Lodgi ng House Rates Act, 1947.

M. Ranjit Kumar, |earned senior advocate, who
appeared for the appellants in Cvil Appeal No.

8015/ 2002, as also for the intervenors in one of the other
appeal s, argued the natter extensively and his

subm ssi ons were general ly adopted by the other

appel l ants and the wit petitioner with a few variations.

In order to appreciate M. Kunmar’s submi ssions, the

provi si ons of Section'3 (1)(a) and (b) of the 1999 Act are
repr oduced hereinbel ow -

3. Exenpti on.
(1 ) This Act shall not apply \026

(a) to any prem ses belonging to the
Government or a local authority or apply as
agai nst the Government to any tenancy,
Iicence or other like relationship created by
a grant fromor a |licence given by the
CGovernment in respect of prenises

requi sitioned or taken on |ease or on

i cence by the Government, including any
prem ses taken on behal f of the

CGovernment on the basis of tenancy or of
licence or other like relationship by, or in
the nane of any officer subordinate to the
CGovernment aut horized in this behalf; but

it shall apply in respect of prem ses let, or
given on licence, to the Governnent or a

| ocal authority or taken on behalf of the
CGovernment on such basis by, or in the

name of, such officer;

(b) to any premi ses let or sub-let to banks,
or any Public Sector Undertakings or any

Cor poration established by or under any
Central or State Act, or foreign m ssions,

i nternational agencies, nultinationa
conpani es, and private limted conpanies
and public limted having a paid up share
capital of rupees one crore or nore.

Expl anati on - For the purpose of this
cl ause the expressi on "bank" neans,

(1) the State Bank of India constituted
under the State Bank of India Act,

1955;

(ii) a subsidiary bank as defined in the

State Bank of India (Subsidiary
Banks) Act, 1959;

(iii) A correspondi ng new bank
constituted under section 3 of the
Banki ng Conpani es (Acqui sition and
Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970
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or under section 3 of the Banking
Conpani es (Acquisition and Transfer
of Undertaking) Act, 1980, or

(iv) Any ot her bank, being a schedul ed
bank as defined in clause (e) of

section 2 of the Reserve Bank of India
Act, 1934."

It was contended that the provisions of Section 3 (1)
(b) of the 1999 Act offend the equality clause enshrined
in Article 14 of the Constitution. It was urged that the
af oresai d provisions sought to distinguish between
different types of tenants and in particular private linmted
conpani es and public 1inmted conpanies having a paid
up share capital of rupees one crore or nmore. It was
urged that the worth of a conpany coul d not always be
assessed on the basis of the paid up share capital and
that a nore correct assessnent could be arrived at on
the basis  of ~the net worth of the conmpany. Wile a
conpany having a paid up share capital of rupees one
crore or nore, may not be making |large profits, a
conpany with a | esser anount of paid up share capital,
may be nmaking larger profits. Wile the forner was
deni ed the protection of the Act, the |latter was protected
thereunder. It was urged that the distinction sought to
be made was not on the basis of any intelligible
differentia having a reasonabl e nexus with the object
sought to be achieved by the new enactment. It was
poi nted out that the new Act created a divide between
di fferent categories of tenants, sone of whomwere
af forded the protection under the 1999 Act while sone
were excluded. It was contended that if the object of the
Act was to provide for better housing facilities in terns of
the National Housing Policy then all |andlords should
have been treated on an equal footing wthout benefiting
only a certain affluent class of |andl ords.

The next contention which was advanced on behal f
of the appellants was that even between banks, a
di scrimnatory policy was adopted. While excluding
banks and public sector undertakings established by or
under any State or Central Act, schedul ed banks were
treated separately, thereby creating a privileged class of
l andlords. It was contended that no rational basis had
been indicated for making such classification. It was
submitted that banks generally require | arge spaces for
their business activities and if they were excluded from
the protection of the Act, they would becone easy
targets for eviction and in the event of their eviction, it
woul d be difficult for themto acquire new premn ses of
equal or simlar dinensions in the sanme vicinity which
could even result in the banks having to close down
their busi ness.
Anot her submi ssion advanced on behal f of the
appel l ants was that since the banks covered by cl auses
(i) (ii) and (iii) of Section 3 (1) (b) of the 1999 Act, all cone
within the definition of "State" within the meaning of
Article 12 of the Constitution, by invoking the rule of
ej usdem generi s, the fourth category which referred to
schedul ed banks as defined in clause (e) of Section 2 of
the Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, should also
answer the description of "State" within the meani ng of
Article 12 of the Constitution. |In other words, since
schedul ed banks were not "State" within the meaning of
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Article 12 of the Constitution, they had been wongly
included with other banks and excluded fromthe
protection of the 1999 Act. It was subnitted that the
classification of banks under different categories
anounted to institutional classification and
discrimnation wthin the same class which would be hit
by the provisions of Article 14 of the Constitution. It was
urged that a simlar matter fell for consideration of this
Court in the case of Mdtor Ceneral Traders and Anr. vs.
State of Andhra Pradesh and Os. reported in (1984) 1
SCC 222, wherein a simlar provision of the Andhra
Pradesh Buil di ngs (Lease, Rent and Eviction) Control Act,
1960 fell for consideration of this Court. Section 32 of
the said Act contained a simlar provision excluding
certain premses fromthe anbit of the Act. The said
provi sion reads as foll ows:-

32. Act not to apply to certain buildings.\027The
provi sions of this Act shall not apply :

(a) to_any buil di ng owned by the Governnent;

(b) to any buil ding constructed on and after

August 26, 1957."

It was sought to be contended that the distinction

made between buil dings constructed before and after the
cut-of f date was whol Ly unreasonable and was not

founded on any intelligible differentia having a rationa
relation to the object sought to be achieved by ‘the
statute in question. It was pointed out that although the
sai d provision had been held by the H gh Court in earlier
proceedings to be intra vires, this Court after
considering the matter at |length was of the view that
clause (b) of Section 32 was violative of Article /14 of the
Constitution as it sought to create a privileged class of

l andl ords without any rational basis, as the incentive to
build which provided a nexus for a reasonable
classification of such class of |andlords, no |onger

exi sted by lapse of time in the case of the majority of
such landlords. It was observed that while the
classification nay be founded on different basis what is
necessary is that there must be a nexus between the

basi s of classification and the object of the Act under
consi der ati on.

Rel i ance was al so pl aced on anot her decision of this

Court in the case of Rattan Arya and Os. vs. State of
Tam | Nadu and Anr., (1986) 3 SCC 385, wherein

Section 30 (ii) of the Tami| Nadu Buil di ngs (Lease-and
Rent Control) Act, 1960 was under challenge. The said
provi sion exenpted any residential building or part
thereof occupied by any tenant, if the nonthly rent paid

by hi m exceeded Rs. 250/ -. As was observed in the said
decision, the intention of the Legislature clearly was
that the protection of the beneficent provision of the Act
shoul d be available only to snall tenants paying rent
exceedi ng Rs. 250/ - per nonth, as they belong to the

weaker sections of the community and needed

protection agai nst exploitation by rapaci ous | andl ords.
Following its decision in Mtor CGeneral Traders case
(supra), this Court struck down the said provision as
being violative of Article 14 of the Constitution being
entirely inconsistent with the protection given to tenants
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of non-residential buildings who were in a position to
pay much higher rents than the rents which were paid
by those who were in occupation of residential buildings.

M. Ranjit Kumar in his usual fairness also referred
to the decision of this Court in the case of D.C. Bhatia
and Ors. vs. Union of India and Anr., (1995) 1 SCC 104,
in which the | earned Judges were considering the
validity of Section 3 (c) the Delhi Rent Act, 1958, which
was i ntroduced by the Del hi Rent Control (Amendnent )

Act, 1988, so as to exclude fromthe operation of the
Rent Act, prenises whose nonthly rent exceeded Rs.
3,500/-. After considering several decisions of this
Court in case of simlar provisions in other State
enactments, this Court distinguished the view that had
earlier been taken in Rattan Arya's case (supra) and
held that tenants who could afford to pay a sumof Rs.
42,000/ - per year could not be said to belong at that
point of time to the weaker sections of the comunity
so as to get the protection under the Act. However, it
was for the Legislature to decide as to which section of
peopl e shoul d be protected and what ~should be the basis
of classification nanely, incone, rent, etc. M. Ranjit
Kumar, however, pointed out-that in D.C. Bhatia' s case
(supra), the benefit of protection had been given to one
cl ass of persons, nanely, those whose nonthly rents

were |l ess than 3,500/- and a reasonabl e classification
had been made in the context of the econony preval ent

at the relevant tine.

In respect of the case made out in the appea
preferred by H ndustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd., M.
Ranjit Kumar, who appeared for the intervenors,
submitted that a duty had been cast on the State under
Article 39 (b) of the Constitution to direct its policy
towards securing that the ownership and control of the
materi al resources of the community are so distributed
as best to sub-serve the conmon good. It was submtted
that along with residential buildings, there was al'so
need for other establishments, such as the one being run
by the appellant, which also require the protection of the
Rent Control Act, but had been excluded by virtue of
Section 3 (1) (b) thereof.

M. Jaspal Singh, |earned senior counsel, who
appeared for the Bonbay Mercantile Co-operative Bank
Ltd., while adopting M. Ranjit Kumar’'s subni ssions,
added a new di nension to the said subm ssions on
certain facts which were peculiar to the said Bank al one.
He tried to persuade us that the Bank had been incl uded
as a schedul ed bank in the Reserve Bank of India Act on
1st Septenber, 1988 whereas the prem ses in question
had been let out to the Bank in 1979. According to M.
Jaspal Singh, since the letting referred to in Section 3 (b)
was in respect of a schedul ed bank, and in the instant
case, since the Bank was not a schedul ed bank when the
prem ses had been let out to it, the provisions of the
1999 Act could have no application to the Bank. He
al so submitted that having regard to the wording of
clause (b) of Section 3 (1) of the Act, only those banks or
public sector undertakings or any corporation
establ i shed by or under any Central or State Act could be
included withinits anbit.

M. Andhyarujina, |earned senior advocate, adopted
a pragmatic approach to the problem \Wile adopting
M. Ranjit Kumar’'s submnissions, he did seek to urge
that in the definition of the expression "prem ses" a
maj or change fromthe 1947 Act had been introduced in
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the 1999 Act in that the word "l and" had been excl uded
fromthe said definition. He urged that the Legislature
had consciously omtted "land" fromthe purview of the
1999 Act. M. Andhyarujina submtted that in the event
the appeal preferred by the conmpany was dism ssed,
suitable tine may be given to the conpany to vacate the
prem ses. As an interimarrangenment, M. Andhyarujina
submitted that his client was ready to pay nesne profits
to the landlord at the rate of Rs.60,000/- per nonth.

M. Shujaat Ul ah Khan, |earned advocate, who
appeared for the appellants in Cvil Appeal No.
1825/ 2005, submitted that the credit society becane a
co-operative society in 1941 and was subsequently
converted into a multi-state co-operative society. In
effect, the society wasa co-operative bank, but follow ng
the doctrine of ejusdem generis only those banks which
were "State" within the neaning of Article 12 of the
Constitution and had been included in clauses (i) (ii)
and (iii) of Section 3 (1) (b) ~of the 1999 Act stood
excl uded fromthe provisions of the Act.

Relying on a Full Bench deci si on of the Bombay
H gh Court in the case of Shanrao Vithal Co-op. Bank
Ltd. and Anr. vs. Padubidri Pattabhiram Bhat and Anr.,
AlR 1993 Bonmbay 91, M. Khan subm tted that since
the appellant was not "State" wthin the meaning of
Article 12 of the Constitution, it could not be excluded
fromthe protection afforded by the 1999 Act. Besides
hi s af oresai d submission, M. Khan also adopted all the
subm ssi ons advanced by M. Ranjit Kumar

As indicated hereinbefore, along with the civi
appeal s, a separate writ petition, being No. 164/2003,
had been filed by the Central Bank of India also
chall enging the vires of Section 3 (1) (b) of the 1999 Act.
Appearing for the Bank, Ms. J.S. Wad submtted that
since the Bank was a nationalized bank, whatever
protecti on was nade avail able to the governnent
establishments should al so be nade available to the
appel | ant .

The submi ssi ons nmade on behalf of the appellants
as also the wit petitioner were strongly opposed by M.
Raj u Ramachandran, |earned seni or advocate, appearing
for the respondents-landlords in Cvil Appeal No.
7594/ 2004. Referring to M. Jaspal Singh's
submi ssi ons, he pointed out that there was a basic
fallacy in M. Singh’s contention since banking was a
Central subject included at Item No. 45 of the 1st List of
the Seventh Schedule to the Constitution and it is only
publ i c sector undertakings which could be established
under a State Act.

Also referring to the preanble of the 1999 Act, M.

Ramachandran pointed out that Section 3 of the Act

had been enacted in consonance thereof wth the
intention of ensuring a fair return to the |andl ords who
were ready to invest in the construction of new buil di ngs
to provide greater accomodation. It was contended that
Section 3 of the Act was integral to the purpose of the Act
and all premses which the Legislature considered to be
appropriate had been afforded protection under the 1999
Act. It was pointed out that the same woul d be avail abl e
fromSection 2 (1) of the Act which indicates that the Act,
inthe first instance, would apply to premses let for the
pur pose of residence, education, business, trade or

storage in the area specified in Schedule 1 and Schedul e
1. No special reservation was nmade in respect of

prem ses set apart for residential purposes. Even in the
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preanbl e, the expression "houses" has been used
general |y and does not specify residential houses in
particul ar, as has been urged on behalf of the appellants.
There was, therefore, no discrimination between prenises
of different types and only a reasonabl e classification has
been nade with regard to conpanies where the paid up
capital share had been taken to be the yard stick for
excluding certain conpanies fromthe protection
provi ded under the Act.
It was submitted that while the net worth of
conpanies fluctuate, the paid up share capital was
stabl e and was nore concrete for the purpose of
assessnment of a conpany’s worth. The Legi sl ature had
to strike a balance at a point which it considered to be
just and fair and accordingly provided for exclusion of
those conpanies which'it felt  could afford to either pay
hi gher rents or procure alternate accommodation in the
present scenari o.
It was submitted that having regard to the
reasonabl'e approach of the Legislature, it could not be
cont ended thatthe provisions of Section 3 (1) (b) of the
1999 Act were arbitrary and/or discrimnatory and
violative of Article 14 of the Constitution.

M. Ramachandran submitted that the argunents
now sought to be advanced on behalf of the appellants
and the wit petitioner on Article 14 of the Constitution
on account of the classification nmade between categories
of tenants was no longer available to the appellants
having regard to the views expressed by this Court in
Del hi Coth & General MIls Limted vs. S. Paranjit Singh
and Anr., (1990) 4 SCC 723 and in D.C. Bhatia' s case
(supra) in which it has been categorically indicated that it
is for the Legislature to deci de whether or not any section
of tenants should be protected in any way by |law.  For
the said purpose, the Legislature could identify the
section of the people who needed protection and decide
how t he cl assification was to be done or what woul d be
the cut off point for the purpose of naking such

classification. The Court could only consider whether
the classification had been done on an under st andabl e
basis having regard to the object of the statute. The

Court would not question its validity on the ground of
| ack of legislative wi sdom
M. Ramachandran ended hi s subm ssions by
referring to a Constitution Bench judgnent-of this Court
in the case of Kedar Nath Bajoria vs. State of West
Bengal , (1954) SCR 30, wherein it was stated as follows: -

"Now, it is well settled that the equal protection of
the |l aws guaranteed by Article 14 of the
Constitution does not nean that all |aws nust be
general in character and universal in application
and that the State is no |onger to have the power of
di stingui shing and cl assifying persons or things for
the purposes of legislation. To put it sinply, all that
is required in class or special legislation is that the
| egi slative classification nmust not be arbitrary but
shoul d be based on an intelligible principle having
a reasonable relation to the object which the
| egi sl ature seeks to attain. |If the classification on
which the legislation is founded fulfils this
requirenent, then the differentiation which the
| egi sl ati on nakes between the class or persons or
things to which it applies and ot her persons or
things left outside the purview of the legislation
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cannot be regarded as a denial of the equa
protection of the law, ....................

Learned counsel appearing for the State adopted
M. Ramachandran’s submi ssi ons.

M.Soli J. Sorabjee, |earned senior advocate, who
appeared for the | andl ords-respondents in the appea
filed by Hindustan Petrol eum Corporation Ltd. (C vi
Appeal Nos. 4830-4831/2005) urged that the
Legislature was fully aware of the prevailing econonic
conditions while including public sector undertakings
with those institutions which were kept out of the
protection of the 1999 Act. He urged that petrol punps,
such as the one being run by the appellant, require a
good deal of open space, which the I andlord could better
utilize for getting higher returns. The anount of rent
paid for the utilization of such |ands were extrenely
nmeagre in relation to the value of the property and the
very object of the 1999 Act would be frustrated if such
| ands were not kept out of the purview of the Act so that
the sane could be utilized by the l'andl ords for
constructing new buil di ngs which would ensure a fair
return to them
M. Sorabjee submtted that some of the petro
punps were of necessity, situated in prine.areas within
netropolitan cities and the Legislature  had very correctly
excluded them fromthe protection of the 1999 Act.

Muich the sane views were expressed by M. Gaurav
Agarwal , who appeared for the respondent No.2 in G vi
Appeal No. 4830-31lof 2005. It was pointed out that
1228 Sqg.Ft. of a commercial premises in the Fort area in
Munbai had been let out initially fora sum of
Rs. 2732/- per nonth and the present-valuation in
terns of the Valuer’'s report suggested that the rent
shoul d be Rs. 2,45,600/- per nonth.

As will be evident fromthe  subm ssions made on
behal f of the appellants and the wit petitioner, the main
challenge is to the constitutionality of Section 3/(1) (b) of
the 1999 Act. |In view of the categorization of different
prem ses, sonme of which have been excluded from the
protection of the Act, an attenpt has been nmade to
establish that the Legislature had acted arbitrarily in
di scrimnating between the different sets of prem ses
and tenants and in prescribing the standard for the
pur pose of excluding certain conpanies fromthe
protection of the Act.

Al t hough, earlier a view had been taken by this
Court that prescribing such a standard or
differentiating between categories of tenancies was
violative of Article 14 of the Constitution, the subsequent
view taken by this Court is that so long as the
classification sought to be nade was based on an
intelligible differentia and had a nexus wth the object
sought to be achieved by the statute, the same woul d not
of fend the equality clause contained in Article 14 of the
Constitution.

Resultingly, it is quite clear that it is within the
| egi sl ati ve conpetence of the State to enact |laws for the
protection of certain sections of society on the basis of
economc criteria and so long as it does not result in
unreasonabl e classification, it is for the Legislature to
deci de whom it should include or exclude fromthe
application of such | aws.

Al t hough, the decision to exclude private limted
conpani es and public limted compani es having a paid
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up share capital of Rs. One crore fromthe protection of
the Act has been questioned on the ground of
di scrimnation, we are unable to accept such contention

since in our view, it is i n consonance with the object
sought to be achieved by the Act as indicated inits
preanble. In order to achieve such object, a cut-off point

has to be settled and the Legislature in its w sdom has
settled such cut-off point in excluding conpani es having
a paid up share capital of Rs. One crore or nore from
the protection of the Act.

We are al so unable to accept the contention that the
pai d up share capital of the conpany is not a fair

i ndi cator of a conmpany’s worth and that its net worth is a
better indicator. As submitted by M. Ranachandran

the net worth of a conpany may vary fromtinme to tine,
but its paid up share capital is nore stable. Wich of
the two nethods ought to have been adopted by the
Legi sl ature is not for us to decide once we have taken a
vi ew t hat 't he nmet hod as adopt ed is not arbitrary or
violative of Article 14 of the Constitution. O the two
net hods avail abl e, the Legislature has chosen the one

whi ch appeared to it to be reasonable.

The ot her submission relating to the inclusion of
schedul ed banks, al ong wi'th ot her banks, which have
been excluded fromthe protection of the Act, is also
wi t hout substance since clause (iv) of Section 3 (1) (b) s,
in our view, of general application intended to cover al
banks form ng part of the Schedul e of the Reserve Bank
of India Act which may or may not overl ap those banks
whi ch have been indicated in clauses (i) (ii) and (iii).

The subm ssion of M. Jaspal Singh that the 1999
Act would not apply to the appell ant-bank represented by
him appears to be an argunent of desperation and not
of conviction. Once the Act of 1999 was enacted and
cane into force, it would have equal application to al
prem ses let out either before or after the comencenent
of the Act.

The issues rai sed before us have been el aborately
consi dered by the High Court, and, in our view, no fault
can be found with the findings arrived at by the High
Court. The provisions of Section 3(1)(b) of the
Mahar ashtra Rent Control Act, 1999, are intra vires and
as has been held by the Bonbay H gh Court, they do not
violate Article 14 of the Constitution.

In our view, there is no nerit in these appeal's nor
inthe wit petition and the same are accordingly
di smi ssed.

In this context, we are required to take into
consi derati on M. Andhyarujina’ s subnm ssion for
sufficient time to be given to his client to vacate the
prem ses during which the interim arrangenent as
proposed for paynment of higher rent could be continued.
Consi dering the fact that M. Andhyarujina's client is
operating a petrol punp, which will require some time to
acquire a new place and to construct the necessary
infrastructure therein, we grant tinme to M.
Andhyarujina’s client till 31st Decenber, 2007, to vacate
the prem ses occupied by them The parties in Cvi
Appeal Nos. 4830-4831/2005 will be at liberty to have
the question of mesne profits finally decided by the tria
court which is requested to dispose of the matter at an
early date. Till final determ nation of the nmatter relating
to nesne profits by the trial court, M. Andhyarujina s
client shall pay to the |andlords nesne profits at the rate
of Rs.60,000/- per nmonth as agreed fromthe date of the
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decree till the date of vacating the prem ses. The anount
that may be found due on the aforesaid basis fromthe
date of the decree till the date of this order shall be paid

by M. Andhyarujina’s client to the landlords in three
equal instalnents within a period of three nonths from
the date of this judgnent along with the mesne profits
payabl e each nonth under this judgnment. The first of
such instalments is to be paid by the 7th day of
Sept enber, 2006 and thereafter by the 7th day of
Cct ober, 2006 and 7th day of Novenber, 2006,
respectively. In case of default in payment of any of the
instalment/s or the current mesne profits, the time
given to M. Andhyarujina’s client to vacate the prem ses
shal | stand revoked and the decree for possession will
becone executable forthwith.
M. Andhyarujina's client will file the usua
undertaking in this Court in the above regard wthin
four weeks fromtoday.” These directions will not prevent
M. Andhyarujina’ s client fromnegotiating with the
| andl ord for grant of a fresh tenancy on fresh terns and
condi tions, if so advised.

Having regard to the nature of the issues involved
in these appeals and the wit petition, the parties wll
bear their own costs.




