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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
(CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION)

SPECIAL LEAVE PETITION (CIVIL) NO. OF 1941

IN THE MATTER OF

Petitlion wunder Article 136 of the Consti . ulion of
India against the judgement and order of the High Court

©of judicature, at Andhra Pradesh at Hyderabad | n
Misc. Writ Nos. 5111/94, S58/93, 11387/94, 1.
6882/94 and 7074/94.)

AND

IN THE MATTER OF

AZAMABAD INDUSTRIAL AREA (TERMINATION AND REGU
LEASES) ACT, 1992.

AND

IN THE MATTER OF

-ARTICLES 14, 19, 21 AND 300-A OF THE CONSTITU
INDIA.

AND

IN THE MATTER OF

1. Sri Gajanand 0il Mills, represented by
Proprietor Kanahayalal Jhawar, Plot No.
1974, Industrial Area, Azamabad, Hyderab.

CPetitioner in Writ Petition No.5111/1994

The Hyderabad Construction Co., Limited,
represenled by Mr. Ramesh Malani,

Azamabad Industrial Area, Hyderabad.

CPetdtioner In Wril Petition No. 558/19973

Civil

181/92,

ION OF
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M/s. Ram Chemicals,

Plot No. 15/4, Industrial Area, Azamabad,
Hyderabad, represented by itls Partner

Mr. Kaluram Gupla. |

CPetitioner in Writ Petition No.11387/1994]

M/s. Muzhar & Co., Azamabad,
Hyderabad, represented by ils partner
Sri Azizulla, Hyderabad.

CPetitioner in Writ Petition No.12181/19221]

M/s. J.P. & Co., represented by its
Proprietor Mr. Prakash Joshi,

Plot No. 17/1, Industrial Area, Azamaba.,
Hyderabad.

CPetitioner in Writ Petition No.&BB2/15-4)

M/s. Viswajit Casting & Engineering Work
Owned by M & M Associates Trust, by Trustee
Satish Modi, Plut No. 26/2, Industrial A:

Aiamabad, Hyderabad.

CPetitioner in Writ Petition No.7074/1994 )

ess...PETITIO
VERSWUS

The State of Andhra Pradesh,
represented by its Chief Secretary
the Government, General Administrat, o,

Department, Secretariat, Hyderabad.
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The chronology f : s in s0 far as t

relevant and material for the purposes of the case ar

oul as under:

3, The Nizam Governmenl acquired aboul 136 a cres

guntas of land consisting of Government! lands, Sar/

lands, Paigah lands and lands of olher parlies. The a:

acquired with the funds of the Industrial Trust
Hyderabad and lhe ownership of lhe area was 1lransfer

Industrial Trust Fund as avered by the respondents.

4, In the year 1935-36 , the then Nizam's Gov

through its Department of Commerce and Industry with U

aim of the promoting industrial developmenl in lhe
State and with a view to promole employment took

scheme of offering ;or sale the lhen marshy and unin
land on  the oulskirls of Hyderabad between Hyderal

Secunderabad which is now known as Azamabad Industrial

e set
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Fund,

rnment
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Nizam
up the
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Area,

Musheerabad, Hyderabad. An extenl of Acre 130.00 divided inta

several plols of Acre 5.00 and Acre 1.20 were offered

-intending industrialists. The developmeﬁt of this a-

being energelically pursued by Nizam's Government p;
every infrastructural facilities for those interes

starting industries in the state. A copy of on

adverlisement is filed hereto and marked as Annexure—A.

S In pursuance of the above offer for sale

plols admeasuring Acre 1.20 to Arre 5.00 at varyin

between Rs. 1,500/- to Rs. 3,000/~ per acre dependin

Lh . , .
G\e localion of the plotls whelher in the interior or

Lo fhe
was
omising
Led i
€ such
of the
g pric
g upor

Litin
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vd. for Rs. 10,000/- to Dr. D.S. Reddi, a former WVice-
Chancellor of Osmania University in the year 1940. Lat
Smt. Venkatalakshmamma, W/o Dr. Reddy sold 27,000 sgq. yds.o
of Lhe above extent of land for Rs. 50,000/- in the year
12468. The same land was plotted out and sold in Lhe yes
1978 at the rate of Rs. 16/- per sq. yd. The present market
value even according to governmental valuation for the sai
irea is more than Rs. 1,000/~ per Bq. Vi compared to 1

Azamabad Area, tLhe Himayatnagar and Malakpel Areas are mor e

centrally situated and the transaction in the Malakpet Ar..

plots “were offered for salé. Anotlher t}ansaction recent’
undertaken very close to the Azamabad Industrial Estate ai
that too on Lhe Musheerabad Main Road is that about 2000 S8q.
Yd. of land was allgtied Lo the former Chief Mlnister--c.
dndhra Pradesh in the year 1981, Incidentally sry Rama Ra
who was the holder SF the relevant portfolio piloted the Bil
which became the impugned Act. Originally, the land wa-
offered at the rate of Rs. 45/~ per sq. Yd. and the same wa-
reduced in year 1983 to Rs. 15/~ per Sg. Yid .oy The presen
market rate as  per the Governme&t valuation is gver Rs
2000/~ per Sq. Yd.. At Presenl, tlhe area ig converted into a
Commercial area and shops / Mulgis have come up in the sajg

4rca opening into the main road,

8.

feu

Lo various enterprennurs. Actual lease deeds

execuled from the Year 1941 to 1965, Though jn some cases

lease deeds werg @Xecuted, Nearly 25 Years aftar delivery of

Possession of the documents mentlioned, the datle of delivery

of Possession any a4 Lhe Period Commenced from the date uf

10



14. While so, Bill No. 23/89 was introduced in 1lh A.P.

Legislative Assembly on 11-9-1989. The bill soujht to

provide for termination and regulation of leases in rospect
of plots in Azamabad industrial Area, Hyderabad aid for
connecled and incidental matlters. The bill whicl was
introduced in the Assembly on 11-9-1989 was reserved by Lhe
Government of Andhra Pradesh on 6-11-1989 for conside: Lon
and assent of the President of India. The Presidenl of

India accorded assent on 27-5-1992 and il was published in
the A.P..Gazette Part-IVB Extraordinary on 3-4-1992. Yot 15
of 1§92 being the Azaimabad Industrial Area (Terminalio: nd

Regulation of Leases) Act, 1992.

15, o Section 3 of the said Act provide for

termination on the appoinfed date of all leases o Lhe

“demised plots in the Azamabad Industrial Area,

notwithstanding the Indian Contract Act, 1872, The Transfer

of Properly Act, 1882 and any other law in force, an ipon
such terminalion the demised plots were to wvest n  Llhe
Government free from all encumbrances. Section 4 provides

for application for fresh lease and the power Lth
Competent Authorily to grant a fresh lease on such. Le and
conditions as may be prescribed. Section 5 provide: for
evicltjon of the person in occupalion of the demised plot with

Section & providing for the manner in which such eviction

had to be carried out. Section 7 provides for punishment for

disobedience of the eviction order. Section 8 provide- for

liability to damages. Section 9 provides for appeal 1o the

Government against the order‘of the Competent Author ity

Section 10 provides fora suo-moto revision by the Gaove:

Mo

Section 11 provides for the solatium payable to the.

14



arbitrary and violative of Arlicle 14. While coming to this
conclusioﬁ, the High Court held Ehat the lessees of 921£ah1d
Industrial Area constilute a distinct and separale class by
themselves and the termination of all leases cannot be said
to be eilher discriminatory or arbilrary. The High Courl
also found that the leases had been validly terminated by
operation of law and such tlermination could not be
characterised as an acquisition and that in any event S-clion

11 provides for payment o} solatium which is in the nature of

compensation. The High. Courlt also rejected the other
contentions raised by the pelilioners with specific reference
to the provisions of the Act as being violative of Articles

14, 19(1)(g), 21 and 300A and dismissed the writl petitions.

18 Being aggrieved b~ thé Judgement and order fated
18-8-1994 in Writ Petition Nos. 3111/94, 558/93, 11387/%94,

12181/92, 6882/94 and 7074/%94. passed by the High Court of

Judicature at Hyderabad, the Petitioners crave leave Lo file
the present Special Leave Petition on the following nyg
olher grounds taken without prejudice Lo one another:-

G ROQOUNDS
A) Section 3 of the Act begins with a non-
obstante provisions imunising reference to the Indian
Contract Act 1872 and Lhe Transfer of Property Act, 1882 or

any other law for the time being in force and the term- and

conditions of any lease enlered into or any olher

arrangement made with 4Ny person in respect of dany demisad

"Cavernment

plot either by erstwhile Nizam Government or the

of Hyderabad or by the Government of P priiaE . L

16
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Azamabad Industrial Area leases, lhe objecls of Llhe impugned
act in so far as lhey relate to avoidance of fixed premia and
quil rents are'irraiional, arbitrary and strickén with the
vice of ignoring of the historical foundation of rationality

cf Lhe lerms of the cases.

L) The proviso lo section.4. of the impuined act

provides that a person in occupation, the iease o which

stood lerminated under the act, if he was using Lhe demised
plot actually for industrial purpose and was not olherwise
guilty‘of violation of the conditions of Lhe lease, would be
enlitled to have his application not rejected and be jranted
a fresh leage oﬁ term; and conditions to be prescribed. The
explanation to section 4 provides ﬁhat enteriné into a
partnersh;p or other cognate arrangement, for carrying on any

aclivity whatsoever on the demised plot shall be deemed to be

[l

vioiation of Lhe conditions of the lease, notwithstanding

anything contained in the Indian Partnership Act, 1932.

As can be se~n from tLhe foregoing, by a

relrospective deeming provision founded on an _“artificial
definitiqp vsupportéd by a non-obstante clause, the impugned
actl renders illegal retrospectively, activity that was
legitimate and legal at the time of enlering into the
partnership or o;her cognate transactions. The result of

such retrospective imposition of invalidity s Lhe

deprivation of the rights to property and of'carryin, on  af

trade, calling or business by an arbitrary law, The impugned

Act s unconstitutional both on account of its retrospectlive
: et

reach as well as on account of prescription of artificial
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are lo be orchestrated under the aegis of tlhe compelent
authorily who is a nominee of Lhe State Government which is a
parlty to the contract. The legislation is lherefore wholly

arbitrary and subverls tlhe right to properly, life and

liberty without a procedure established under law and iIn
circumstances wherecf the law itself is substantively
arbitrary and the classificalion of Lhe law is

discriminatory, illusory and irrational.

P) Secticvn.8 of the impugned Acl furlher provides

Lhat persons- failing to déliver possession of the  demised
plot within the time specified under seclion.b& shall be
liable for payment of damages or meshe profits in addition to
any penalfy under lthis Act, fér each day. of such unaulhorised
occupation. All these penaities and prescripltion of dJdamajges
under the acl is founded on a paft;'s unwillingness 'n abide
by the terms of the contract duly and lawfully entlered intlo
and this irrational‘and illegal intent is legitlimised by Llhe
device of a legislation which a classic piece of class

legislation. The impugned act is in the nature of a Bill of

Attlainder.

Q) Seclion 9 provides for an appeal against any order
of the competent authorily to the State Government. Such an
appeal from a caesar lo caesar both of whom are

administrative agencies, that too an appeal to the very party
lo the contlract is ex-facie arbitrary and violates Article. 14

of the Constitution of India. The entlirely of Lhe

opportunily provided under sec.9 and the procedure therefore

under se;tion.10 is an illusory remedy and a mere public

relations exercise devoid of substantive content of a A



Article’ “14. In.:- the circumstanc;s, no properly can be
acquired with out payment of a just compensatiqn. All of the
leasehold properties which are the subjecl matter of tlhe
impugned legislation, bear existing industries together with
all the necessary infrastructure such as lhe buildings, plant
and machinery. The unilateral determination of Uhe leases
brought aboult by lhe impuyned legislation would exlinguish
These 'integral components of the petiltioners fundamental
rights and under the terms of lhe impuyned legislatiorn, the
entirety of the properly would stand acquired by the tate.
The compensation payable for such acquisition will have Lo
meet the regquiremenl of ratiqnality and just compensalion
raiionally related to the deprivation brought aboutl. his is
the hostile result of the compulative application of Arl:.cle

300A read with Articles 14 and 19 of - the Constitulion of

India.

5) The provisions of Sec. 14 of the impugned Acl also
impose unreasonable restriclions on the petitioner's rightl to
the enjoyment of the plols demised under lhe lease and in so
far as tthey are contrary with the terms of lease val:idly

entered into are striken witlh the- vice of arbilrariness.

™ Section 16 of the impugned Act which debars a
jurisdiction of any Civil Courtl in respect of any decision or
order passed or proceedings taken by any officer or competent

authority of the Governmenlt under this Acl clearly discloses

the intent of the legislation in excluding.  judicial review

and substituling the pre-existing right of the -rarties tlo

independent adjudicatory processes by an adminislrative

party to the contract.

246



r r i 1n o] operalion
f Saection 4 of lhe meugned Act come r
therea le e m int

S10N © e ess f i h all Lhe '’
resu n 1n is ossessi 1 ee alongwi
1ting in d p 3 f th = Jwit | “
r i < 1p L\‘-d
r Lhe eon and w 1 1 1 la 1 Lo ] ¢
industry b OUld cause incalculab e' ha'dfl
'|'1 ri 5 woul vanish W h L
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injury. QOverniyg d t
1d b2
b trata on which to function, numbe of employees wou!
Subs r
s I ‘T‘f
r der d unemployed anq irreversible COﬂSEqUEnCE& WOl
endere

follow leading Lo chaotic conditions.

2) The High Court failed 1o SPpreelate ' thiy: g, the

lands were required for 4 public PUrpose there wag already ,

ma&ﬁinery dvailable for a4cquisition under the Land

AcquiSition Act anpg that ¢ the leasesg are lg pe termluated

yed Violatjonp of the Conditjong

of  the leése, It has to be by 4 quasi—judicial adJudication

ZA) The High Court fajil

legislation

leagse wWould pe

ZB) The High Court erred

in holding that the Act
liable lo b

ls
SUslained even ag 2 piece of COmPu:wOfy
acquisition for Lhe reason that Sectign 11 of th.
provide§ for Payment go¢ solatjiym, 2 S0 T holding Lhe

28



said alleged wviolation of condilions of lease is pur

arbilrary, unreasonable and discriminatory.

ZF) The High Courtl should have held thal the Act is .
colourable legislation to avoid the need lo resort
ordinary courls of law in which the violatlion of the ter:

the lease has to be cleariy established by followin

procedure laid down by law.

G) The High Courl failed 1o appreciate
acquisition would be rendered arbilrary if it is not f.o.
public purpose and that to lake over of the lands to ra
fresh leases for the same purpose cannot be held Lo b
acquisition for public purpose ;nd Lhe present Ac:
clearly a case of colourable exercise of power, that the
right of the Pelitioners tlo carry on th;r_business by use of
the propertly taken on lease for the purpose of such bus

is part of a right under Article 1901)(3) of the Constitut.
of India and that any reslriction of that fundamental ri,ght
for any alleg;; lapse of the Iessee; should be one whirt
reasonable and if such a situation could be made by a
drastic step than forfeilure effected by the Acl which s
more severe and drastic step is, therefore, violative

Article 19¢1)(g) and not prolected by Article 19€Cc) .. »f  1lhe

Constitition.

IH) The High Court overlooked that the Transfer

Property Act itself contains Provisions for raljef dga | n

forfeilure ang inter alia provides under seclion 114-A of

Transfer of Property Actl that 3 lease of Ilmhuvedb]l e prog

has to be determined by forfeiture for 4 breach of an exg

30
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impugned legislaaion. In several instances, Vi
proceedings had been initiated and which were pending
different slages of adjudication. The adjudication of a
could only be on the basis of the facts and circumstanco
individual cases. The Actl by one stroke had rendered

Lhe,e indiced Proceedings Nnugyalory by seekinyg recourse Lo

legislation.,

ZK) The High'Court failed to appreciate that se

20 provides for Lhe Act te have effect notwithstanding

decree or crder of a Courl, Tribunal or other Authority.

'S respectfully submitted that the High Court failed 1o
advert to the well sellled Principles relating 1o
interpretation,of validation statutes. It was mandatory QO
the Legislature- lo legislate removing the basis of the
decision or Judgement, giving the legislation retrospeciiva
effect -and then providing for validation, Merely sta
that the Ast was Lo override any decree or grder 18, it
respeclfully submitted, 1o render the Judicial Process

nNugatlory.,

L) The High Court failed to dppreciatle that a])

ne

factls as sel out in the pPreamble which is the

Nature in a ]js¢ between the Parties and the legislatyre could

Nol usurp the Powers of the Courls which alone are Compelon

-0 adjudicate disputey yueslions of factl anyg arrive

findin
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lhe legislature lo embark on an enquiry as to the Nature gf
the encumbrances and determination of third Partly rights.
In some cases, encumbrances were either permittod or

acquiesced by the lessor Government,

ZG) The High Court erred in finding that Lhe
cancellation of  the wvalid leases Joes not amoun: to
acquisitlion of ‘property' and further erred in concluding
that not to provide for payment or compensation wijil] nat
render lhe Act invalid. The High Court ought to have applied
the ruling of this Hon™ble Court reported in A.I.R. 1980 SC

1629 in this'regard,

ZR) The Hidh éourt erred in holding tﬁat even if it
was laken to be an acquisition ths Provision for so 1L iun
under the Act is to be lreated as Compensation. 1L 15
Fespectfully submitted that Lhe Findings of the High. Court
are conlradictory ang the High Court failed 1tq.

Jlve 4a

specifijc finding in this regard.

ZS8) The High Court ought to have held that the
Provision contained in Explanation tgo seclion 4 g violative

of Article 14 of the Constitution of India as it pPuUrport .

Lo

make an action Laken which was when lagal rendered
retrospectively illegal_ S0 as 1o Justify tge act of
d4Cquisition, The effect of the explanation Is to give o Jo
by lo partngrship dgreementls which had been earlier

recoynised by the Government anyg where the Government

passed appraopriate orders,

— i e s g ey



o

J

ZX) The High Court failed te appreciale thal tLhe

legislation unreasonably putls an end to all . 1;&581 and
provides for a fresh lease on fresh terms and conditions even
in case of a lessee who establishes that he has not violaled
any of lhe terms and conditions of the original leasc. In
the present cases, the petitioners have strictly complied
with the lerms and conditions of Llhe leases already entered
into and 1o compel them to enter into fresh ' leases on
f}esh conditions would‘resull in huge losses to then. Iy
would seriously impair their right to livelihood guar antaed
under ‘Article 21 of the bonstitytion. .Further the ‘employees

of the petitioners would also be rendered unemployed.

ZY) The High Court failed to consider in its
perspective the various decisions of this High Court citad

before it: It is submitted that Lhe High Court has merely

exlracted portions of the said decisions and has faile: to
apply tlhe ratio of the same cr in the alternative has crred
in distinguishing the same. The petitioner craves lea e to

refer and rely on the cases cited before the High Court in

suppaorlt of the above submissions.

Z2) The High Court failed lo appreciate Lhatl as a
matter of policy, when the State Government s estalishing
indusirial estates al various places in the State fo: Lhe
puUrpose of encouraging the ?stablishment of industries

either by letling out or selling the plots in favour o

enterpreneurs, the provisions of Lhe impugned Act )
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ZZD) The High Court dii not consider the salient fealures

of the matter. It has been pleaded specifically that the

then Nizam of Hyderabad in 1937 had offered the land 4t
outright saje al  price Yarying between Rs. 1,500/~ and
Rs.3,000/- Per acre. Since the response was not encouraging,
the alternatijve Proposal of leagse wilh the rental Proposition
of S5S%-6% of the capital €osl was also made , In as mych as
the pelitioners Paid entjre costlof the land, for alil
practical PUrposes the plotls were sold to them. Howeveir, for
regulating control and for promotion of industrial
development, leases, instead of sale deeds wWere execuled. In
45 much as the entire cost of the land has been paid Lhe
Govt. ‘of Mizam & its successars, the present statla

Government, the Pelitioners acquired a valijg right in ros
of lhne said lands. Thijs was not even adverted tg' p, High

Court.
i

Z2E) The question of law raised by the Pelilioners wea,e
not adequately met and ‘answered by the High Court. 5o

the conlentions thouygh notey by the High Court were not

J ’
o L L

with,

ZIF) The High Court failed tg see lhat g reading oy

1 1
L L

“as not to set right any defects in the lease or lo equi; 1}

Lthe
Government to deal witlh the earning leases, On'-the other

hand the Act lerminated the lease, with ogne AT

irrespective of the fact whether the leasses have viaolat

the terms of the leases, The High Court hayg readily acce .,

the plea of the State Government that the lesseag



)

Acl was allaoted few acres of land adjagent: to Azambad
Indugtrial Area for the pourpose of establing Cine Studio.
The cost of the land decided by the then Governmenl wac Rs.
40/~ per sq. yard. After he became the Chief Minister be
reduced lhe price to Rs. 12/- per sq. yard and became .1 owner
of such a big land. The very same persbn had moved this hill
by stating that Governmenl was 32lling wuneconomical Ffent.
Though no intention can be attributed to the legislature, the

alone facts do throw light on the fact that Lhe entire aclion

was arbitrary and discriminatory and malafide.

ZZ1) The High Court erred in Lreafing Lhe aulhority
created wunder the ﬁct who is none other than than 2 State
Government employee who is not vested Judicial powers as
equivalent to court. The question as to whether tThe: . was

any wviolalion by any partlicular leassee has ‘to be decided

only with reference to the provisions contained in the ase
deed and on the basis of oral and documentary evideﬁce ‘his
can be done only by a properly constituted civil cour: and

the departmental employee cannol substitule civil  court.

This resulted in procedure arbilraryness.

22J) Having accepted that the rights under the lcasas
constituted ‘“property" as held in the decisions of the
Supreme Court in AIR 1978 Supreme Court S87 and AIR, 1989
Supreme Court 1629, the High Court did not meel the

contention at all.

ZIHD The observatiaon of the High Court "“when the

Lhemselves are terminated Lhe right 10



lessees o enler into parinership, As a maller of fact Lr
Certain cases Lhe Government itself has permitteyd lessuesg i
take partners and also in some olher cases o Sublease (he

permiscsiagn by virtue of explanation tg seclion 4, A lesspe

who did not violate any condition ¢f lhe lease will ot be
entlitled for Jrant  of fresy lease ¢ he has enter into
Partlnershtip with another., Qne €an understang Lhe legislation
prohibiting Lhe enp;rancp of partnership dgreement s with

effect from 2 dale anyg denying Lhe benef%t of frest lease o
the persons who violateyd -such conditions, The explanation
15 nothing but imposition of disqualificatx r with
retrospective aFFect.‘ This.is naot Permissiple unde law,

The answer of the High Court 1o Lhis Caniention j; that jt g

within Lhe Competence of legislature Lo enact deemed
violationsg with retrospeclive éffect and i view .7 the
seclion 20 of the Act, olher laws are inapp) cable,

Retrospecfive deeming of a violation_is Unknown “tq law,

2ZpP) ‘ The fact that the Uﬂférnment had Prescribeyd Rs.500/-
Per sy, yYard as Premium afte, Lhis Act ilselrf shows that Lhe
intention oF-the act wés not to curp, misuse, gr Unautlhorjgey
use of the land, but to 4 dppropriate fabuloys sums ! g, ’ﬁe
Government by cornering the lesseesg finsit by Cancelling

their leases anyg thereafter by refusing to 3rant frasgh leases

22Q@) The Government itself jg coming forwarg Wwith varjgyg
Scheme o S reconstryct sick @ndustrles by investinq huyge
amounls  ynder BIFR declaring Lax hoIidays and Providing
various-incgntives. Here ;5 4 Case:-gf breakinq The' Yna
of industrijes which are running wiyf thelr. sun fun 1 d

1N
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properly and compulsory acquisition of properly withogut

payment of adequate and reasonable. compensatlion requires

consideration.

ZIU) The impugned act 0u3ht to have been struck Jdown by
the High Court as the same was repuygnant to law mau- Lhe
Parliament in view of Article 254(1) of the Constitution of
India. Furthar the 3canting of assent under Articl- 254(2)
of the Constitution of Intia ig lotally unjust and imporpar,
The High Court failed tu observe that the Impugned ac'  Jgidg
not serve any purpose and should havg been struck do by The
High Court.
zzv) The judjement and order of the High Court js
otherwise badg and contrary tg well established law,‘:uﬁlrary
lo facts ang liable to pe Quashed and set aside.
ZZW) The Petitioners reserves thejir rights to aise
further drounds at the Lime of hearing,
9. The Pelitioners have not fjijley Ny olher Pelition in
this Hon'ble Court ajgainst the impugney Judgment 4. cerder
dated 18.8. 1994 Passed by the High Court,
PRAYER

(A) Gir e .

Jir-an't Specxal Leava tg the Petitioner Lo SppEs|

Against the judgement and order of the Hign air §

of

Judicature,at Hyderabdd dated 12

(851

el
TS
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