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SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 884 OF 2006

OM PRAKASH GUPTA Appel lant (s)
VERSUS

RAM PARKASH KOHLI & ANR. Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report )

Dat e: 20/ 04/ 2010 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE MARKANDEY KATJU
HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE A K. PATNAI K

For Appell ant(s) .M N. Krishnamani, Sr. Adv.
K. S. Tomar, Sr. Adv.
Sounyajit Pani, Adv.
Amt Kumar, Adv.

Rajiv Dalal, Adv.for
Suni | Kumar Jai n, Adv.
For Respondent (s) Anoop Choudhuri, Sr. Adv.

Ri shi Maheshwari, Adv.

. Barsha M sra, Adv.for

M s. Shal | y Bhasi n Maheshwari , Adv.

755 333333

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

The Appeal is allowed in terns of the signed order.
No costs.

However, the respondents are given nine nonths’ time
fromtoday to vacate the suit prem ses subject to their

furni shing usual undertaking before this Court within six
weeks from today.

(Parveen Kr. Chaw a) ( I'ndu Satija)
Court Master Court Master
[signed order is placed on the file]
I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 884 OF 2006

Om Prakash CGupta .. Appel | ant
ver sus

Ram Prakash Kohli & Another .. Respondent s



ORDER

Heard | earned counsel for the parties.

Thi s Appeal has been filed agai nst t he i mpugned
judgnent of the High Court of Madhya Pradesh, Bench at
Gnal i or dated 21st February, 2005.

The facts in det ai | have been set out in the
i mpugned judgnment as well as in the judgnent of the tria
Court and hence we are not repeating the sanme here.

The appel | ant is a I andl ord of t he premn ses in
di spute and the respondents are the tenants. The appel I ant
filed a suit for eviction of the tenants on the ground of
bona fide need. That suit was decreed by the trial Court
but that judgment of the trial Court was reversed by the
H gh Court and hence this appeal

It has come on record that the apepllant-Iandlord
has done his MB.B.S. in the year 1975 and started his
medi cal practi ce. Thereafter, it appears, for setting up

bl ood bank, x-ray machi ne and pathological lab etc. in his

nursi ng hone, he wants further accomodati on which wer e
tenanted to the respondents. In our view, the need of the
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appel lant is certainly a genuine need and hence the High
Court has erred in reversing the judgnent of the tria
Court.

For the reasons given above, this appeal is allowed,
t he i npugned judgnent of the High Court is set aside and
that of the trial Court is restored. No costs.

However, the respondents are given nine nonths’ tine
fromtoday to vacate the suit prenises subject to their
furni shing usual undertaking before this Court within six

weeks from today
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