<| TEM NO. 130 COURT NO. 8 SECTION Xl I A

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NQ(s). 3700 OF 2005

SARDAR MAHENDER S| NGH Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
SHEI K BASHEER AHMED & ORS. Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report )

Dat e: 16/ 09/ 2009 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE MARKANDEY KATJU
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE ASCK KUMAR GANGULY

For Appell ant(s) M. D.B.Vohra, Adv.
M. S.K Sabharwal, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. K Maruthi Rao, Adv.for

Ms. Anjani Aiyagari, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
The Appeal is allowed in terns of the signed order.
No costs.
(Parveen Kr. Chaw a) ( I'ndu Satija)
Court Master Court Master

[ Signed order is placed on the File]
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 3700 OF 2005

Sar dar Mahender Singh .. Appel | ant
ver sus

Shei k Basheer Ahmed & Ot hers .. Respondent s
ORDER

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

Thi s Appeal has been filed agai nst t he i mpugned
j udgnent of the Hi gh Court of Judicature at Andhra Pradesh

at Hyderabad dated 7.1.2003.



The | andl ord-respondent filed an eviction petition
seeking eviction of the tenant-appellant on the ground that
he required the suit prenises for the occupation of the
enpl oyees working in his tannery.

Section 10(3) of the A P.Building (Lease, Rent &
Eviction) Control Act, 1960 (for short 'the Act’) provides

as foll ows:

"10(3) A landlord nmay subject to the provisions
of clause (d), apply to the Controller for an
order directing the tenant to put the landlord in
possessi on of the buil ding.

(i) in case it is a residential building
(a) XXX XXX XXX
(b) If the landlord who has nore

buil dings than one in the city, town or village
concerned is in occupation of one such building
and he bonafi de requires anot her bui | di ng
instead, for his own occupation."
-2-
In our opinion, the expression "bonafide requires
anot her building instead, for his own occupation” would at
the nmost nmean that the landlord requires it for his own
occupation or for the occupation of his fanily nenbers, but
it certainly cannot be extended to mean occupati on
enpl oyees in his tannery.
For t he reasons gi ven above, we set asi de
i mpugned j udgnment of the Hi gh Court and disnmiss the eviction

petition filed by the |andl ord-respondent.

The Appeal is allowed accordingly. No costs.

NEW DELHI ; J.
SEPTEMBER 16, 2009. [ ASOK KUVAR GANGULY]
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