PI TEM NO. 105 COURT NO. 10 SECTION Xl I A

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NQ(s). 7403 COF 2000

P. RAMACHANDER RAO Appel I ant (s)

VERSUS

K. DAYANAND Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln. for placing on record further documents and office report )

Dat e: 28/09/2005 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

HON BLE DR JUSTICE AR LAKSHVANAN

HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ALTAMAS KABI R
For Appellant(s) M. Anil Kumar Tandal e, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. B Sridhar, adv.

M. K Ram Kunmar, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER

Heard | earned counsel on both sides.

The appeal st ands di smi ssed and t he order
t he Hi gh Court is

affirmed. No costs.

[ Charanjeet Kaur ]
Om Prakash ]

Court Master
ourt Master

[ Signed order is placed on the file ]
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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 7403 COF 2000

P Ramachander Rao
Appel | ant (s)

Ver sus
K. Dayanand
Respondent ( s)

ORDER

Heard | earned counsel on both sides.

Thi s appeal is directed against the order passed by the Hgh C
ourt of Andhr a

Pradesh in G vil Revision Petition No. 2585 of 1997. This appeal is filed by the landlord w
ho

filed the Eviction Petition against the respondent herein on several grounds.

Bef ore us, |earned counsel for the appellant argued only the ground of bona f
i de

requi renent for the purpose of his sons business of running a tailoring shop. It is a matte
r of

record that after the filing of the Eviction Petition, the |andlord has constructed two nulgis
in

his building at Rankot. Thi s is also reflected in his evidence as P.W 1
The landlord has

stated that he wants to use these nulgis for hinself i.e. for the purpose of tailoring busines
s of

his sons, nanely, Naresh Kumar and Sri nivas. In view of the categorical statenent nmade by

P.W 1 that the landlord owns two other mulgis, the claimmade by the landlord in this appea

cannot at all be count enanced. Mor eover , t he

.2/ -



| earned Single Judge of the High Court while arriving at a concl usion has placed reliance on
a

decision of the Full Bench in the case of Vidya Bai & Anr. Vs. Shankerlal & Anr. reported in
AR 1988 A P. 184. It is now stated that the said decision is approved by this Court in the
case of D. Devaji vs. K Sudarashana Rao reported in 1994 Supp. (1) SCC 729. We do not,

therefore, find any nerit in this appeal

Accordi ngly, appeal stands dism ssed and the order of the H gh Court is affir

med.

No costs.
........................ J[ Dr.
AR. LAKSHVANAN ]
........................ J [ ALTAMAS
KABI R ]

NEW DELH

SEPTEMBER 28, 2005.



