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O ctober 22, 1963. Sb i Sk ak pa  R a ja h , J.—

Mr. W ijeratne for the appellant submits that the learned Commis­
sioner’s finding that this is Crown land and therefore the Rent Restriction 
A ct does not apply is wrpng. On the other hand, Mr. Manikkavasagar 
for the plaintiff-respondent relies on the case o f Clarke v. Downes, and 
Clarke v. Mawby x, a decision o f the House o f  Lords, for supporting the 
Commissioner’s finding.

It  would appear that in this case the Crown is the owner o f the premises 
in  question even at this tim e. The plaintiff was a tenant o f the Crown, 
but he let the premises to the defendant with the permission o f the 
Commissioner o f N ational Housing. In  the case relied upon by 
Mr. Manikkavasagar, the Grown had even parted with the title when 
the plaintiff filed action against the tenants and still it was held that 
the R ent Restriction A ct did n ot apply.' The present case is a still 
stronger one than the House o f Lords case. Therefore, I  would follow  
that decision and dismiss the appeal with costs.

Appeal dismissed.
1 14,5 Law Tim es Reports 20.


