\ 206) | TEM NO. 4 COURT NO. 5 SECTION Xl | A
SUPREME COURT COF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).7847/2006

(From the judgenent and order dated 28/12/2005 in CRP No. 6309/2005 of
the H GH COURT OF A P. AT HYDERABAD)

GORANTLA RAMANANDA BABU Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
GORANTLA VEERANARAYANA BABU Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for c/delay in filing counter affidavit, appointment of
an Advocate Conmissioner and with prayer for interimrelief and
of fice report) (FOR FI NAL DI SPCSAL)

Date: 03/10/2007 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE S.B. S| NHA
HON BLE MR JUSTICE H. S. BED

For Petitioner(s) M. P.P. Rao, Sr.Adv.
M. V. Prabhakar, Adv.
M. Ranj ee Prasad, Adv.
Ms. Revat hy Raghavan, Adv.
M. Ashok K. Sadhu Khan, Adv.
For Respondent (s) Arun Jaitley, Sr.Adv.
G V. R Choudary, Adv.
K. Shivraj Choudhuri, Adv.
Abhi shek Sar kar, Adv.

SSS%

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER
Delay in filing counter affidavit is condoned.
It appears that on 28.8.2006 a Division Bench of this Court,
wi thout issuing a formal notice in the special |eave petition, observed as
under:

"This Special Leave Petition has been filed against an
order dt.28.12.2005 in C R P.No.6309/2005 passed by
the H gh Court of Andhra Pradesh. The subject nmatter of
this Special Leave Petition is the schedul ed property
consi sting of some cinema theaters including a nini
theater, not in running condition. The
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petitioner offered to purchase the said property for an
amount of Rs.2,43,07,945/- and filed a nmeno whereas

the respondent’s bid was of Rs.1.92 crores. In all thirteen
bi dders have made their offers. The court fixed the upset
price at Rs.1,50,00,000/-. It is also not in dispute that the
petitioner herein has not participated in the auction

though he was present. Utinately, the sale was knocked

down in favour of the respondent at Rs.1.92 crores.

Aggri eved against the said order, the present Special Leave
Petition has been filed in this Court.



In order to settle the dispute between two
brothers nanely, the petitioner and the respondent, we
feel that if both parties are asked to give the offer in
seal ed cover before this Court that will neet the ends of
justice and also ends the litigation for ever. W nmake it
clear that the mninumprice for the proposed offers by
both parties should be of Rs. 2,43,07,945/-. After the
offer is given by both parties in seal ed cover, the same
wi Il be knocked down in favour of the highest bidder.

Lear ned counsel for the respondent wants sone
time to verify with his client in regard to the above
suggesti on.

This direction is issued without prejudice to the
rights of both parties."

Thereafter, the matter came up before another Bench on
4.9.2006 and the sane was adjourned for one week. It was again
adj ourned on 11.9. 2006 and 19. 10. 2006. However, when the matter
again cane up before the original Bench on 30.10.2006, it was directed
to be posted for final disposal on 10.1.2007. It was, after severa
adj ournnments, listed on 2.4.2007; when it was noticed that no fornal
noti ce had been issued in the matter although the matter was directed
to be placed for final disposal. On a query being nade, the |earned
seni or counsel appearing on behalf of the respondent stated that his
client had invested a | ot of anbunt by way of renovation of the property
in question. An affidavit to that effect was directed to be filed.
Pursuant thereto an affidavit dated 18.5.2007 has been filed affirnmed
by the respondent herein. In the said affidavit, the respondent inter
alia has stated the sequence of facts leading to the
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hol di ng of auction on 24.8.2005 wherein the respondent becane the
hi ghest bidder for Rs. 1.92 crores. Areply affidavit thereto has been
filed by the petitioner herein.

M. Rao, |earned senior counsel for the petitioner would
subnit that his client is ready and willing, not only to nake a bid with
the upset price of Rs. 2,43,07,945/- but al so bear the expenditure
incurred by the respondent herein towards renovation of the theater,
etc., which may be assessed by an i ndependent val uer

M. Jaitley, |earned senior counsel appearing on behalf of the
respondent opposes the said prayer

We are, therefore, of the opinion that the matter nay be heard
on nerits.

Leave granted. Hearing is expedited. Liberty to mention

(AS. BISHT) ( PUSHAP LATA BHARDWAJ)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER



