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Date : 30/01/2002 These appeals were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE R C. LAHOTI
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE P. VENKATARAVA REDDI

For Appellant (s)
M. K Ram Kumar, Adv.
M. B. Sridhar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
M. K K Mani, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
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M. K Ram Kumar, |earned counsel for the appellants
started his argunents at 12.00 p.m and concluded at 12.40
p. m Thereafter, M. K K  Mni, |earned counsel for the
respondent argued for 10 ninutes.
The appeals are disnmissed interns of the signed
or der.
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There are 11 appellants, feeling aggrieved by the
common order of the H gh Court, whereby the High Court
has uphel d the finding of the Appellate Authority hol ding
them liable to eviction under Section 14(1)(b) of the
Tam | Nadu Building (Lease and Rent Control Act), 1960
(hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act’, for short). There
were in all 13 eviction petitions filed, out of which 10
were rejected by the Controller and 3 were allowed. Two
of the tenants, who were directed to be evicted,
preferred appeals before the Appellate Authority. The
I andl ord preferred appeals against the order of the
Controller rejecting its 10 cases for eviction. Al the
11 appeal s were di sposed of by the Appellate Authority by
a comon order upholding the entitlenent of the | andlord
for an order of eviction in supersession of the orders of
the Controller to the extent they were adverse to the
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| andl ord. The revisions preferred by the tenants before
the High Court have been dism ssed and the order of the
Appel l ate Authority uphel d.

We have heard the | earned counsel for the parties
at length. Though there is no lease in witing, having
considered the oral evidence, the docunentary evidence
and the conduct of the tenants in dealing with the
property and their |andlord, the Appellate Authority has
arrived at a finding that the land alongwith the
superstructures belonged to the landlord and vested in
it. The tenants have been paying rent to the landlord in
respect of the land and the superstructures both. The
Appel late Authority, as also the Hi gh Court, have kept in
view the definition of the "landlord" as given in Section
2(6) of the Act, that "landlord" includes the person who
is receiving or is entitled to receive the rent and the
definition of "tenant" in Section 2(8), that "tenant"
means any person by whom or on whose account rent is
payabl e for a building. They have then concluded
that the tenants are tenants in respect of Iland
and superstructures both. This is a finding of fact
arrived at by the Appellate Authority and nmi nt ai ned
by the Hgh Court on a consideration of the naterial
avai l able on record. W do not find any wvalid
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reason for disturbing the finding so arrived at. In view
of this finding, we need not examine the question
whet her any renovation of the prem ses or any structure
raised by the tenants had stood surrendered to the

I andl ord or not.
The appeal s are found devoid of any nmerit and are

di sm ssed

(R C. LAHOTI)

New Del hi, J.
January 30, 2002. (P. VENKATARAMA REDDI )



