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The only question that was argued in this appeal was whether the subject matter of this action described

in the schedule to the plaint was “excepted premises” within the meaning of the Rent Act No. 7 of 1972 as

subsequently amended. The learned District Judge had held that it is, and the High Court of the Provinces

exercising civil jurisdiction (hereinafter referred to as “the Civil Appellate High Court”) has held that it is
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not. This court has granted leave to appeal against the judgement of the Civil Appellate High Court dated
27" April, 2010 on the following substantial questions of law:-

(a) Did the High Court err in holding that the Substituted Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant
had failed to discharge the burden of proving that the premises is suit is not governed by the
Rent Act as it is an “excepted premises”.

(b) Did the Substituted Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant by document P2 and P2a and by
the oral evidence of herself and of Weerakone Mudiyanselage Weerakone Mudiyanse, a
Revenue Inspector of the relevant local authority, discharge the burden of proving that the first
assessment of annual value of the premises in suit was in 1987 and that it's amount was Rs.
12,350/= and that therefore the premises in suit is “excepted premises” to which the Rent Act
does not apply.

(c) Has the High Court erred by failing to appreciate that the learned trial judge has come to a clear
finding that the assessment number 42, which, according to P2 and P2a is “excepted premises”
under the Rent Act.

It is relevant to note at the outset that Section 2(4) (a) of the Rent Act provides that, so long as the Rent
Act is in operation in any area, “the provisions of this Act shall apply to all premises in that area, other than
“excepted premises’” and some other categories of residential premises referred to in sub-paragraphs (c),
(cc), (d) and (e) of Section 2(4) of the Act, which are not relevant to this appeal as the property that
constitutes the subject matter of this action has been described in the schedule to the plaint as a “guest
house and hotel”. Section 2(5) of the Act provides that:-

“The regulations in the Schedule to this Act shall have effect for the purpose of determining the
premises which shall be excepted premises for the purposes of this Act, and may be amended from
time to time, by regulation made under Section 43.”

It is common ground that Regulations 3 made under Section 43 of the Rent Act defines except business
premises by reference to the type of local authority within which it is situated in the following manner:-

“Regulation 3:

Any business premises (other than premises referred to in regulation 1 or regulation 2) situated in
any area specified in Column | hereunder shall be exempted premises for the purposes of this Act if
the annual value thereof as specified in the assessment made as business premises for the purposes
of any rates levied by any local authority under any written law and in force on the first day of
January, 1968, or, where the assessment of the annual value thereof as business premises is made
for the first time after the first day of January 1968, the annual value of such first assessment,
exceeds the amount specified in the corresponding entry in Column Il :-

Area Annual Value
Municipality of Colombo ... ... Rs. 6,000
Municipality of Kandy, Galle or Any other Municipality Rs. 4,000

Urban Council within the meaning of the Urban Councils
Ordinance . Rs. 2,000



Town Council within the meaning of the Town Council
Ordinance Rs. 1,000”

(Emphasis added)

It is common ground that at the time of institution of action, the property in suit was situated within the
local authority area of the Anuradhapura Urban Council, and the relevant annual value for the property to
be regarded in law as excepted premises, would be Rs. 2,000 per annum as on 1** January 1968, or if the
first assessment of the annual value thereof as business premises was made after the first day of January
1968, the annual value of such first assessment.

Relevant facts

The Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant (hereinafter referred to as “the Appellant”) instituted action
in the District Court of Anuradhapura in 1982, against the 1% and 2™ Defendants-Appellants-Respondents-
Respondents (hereinafter referred to as “the Respondents”) for inter-alia the ejectment of the
Respondents from the premises in suit more fully described in the schedule to the plaint dated 9™
November 1982 filed in this case. The Appellant also sought relief by way of damages for the alleged loss
caused by the Respondents to the premises in suit, and for continuing damages at Rs. 10,000.00 per
mensem from 01° June 1982 until the Appellant is restored to vacant possession of the premises in suit.

It is noteworthy that in the plaint of the Appellant it had been averred that the premises in suit was let to
the Respondents on a monthly tenancy at a rent of Rs. 800.00 per mensem and that the Respondents have
paid all rents up to date due, including the rent for the month of May 1982. It was also pleaded that the
premises in suit is a “business premises” and is excepted premises in terms of the provisions of the Rent
Act No. 7 of 1972 as amended by the Rent (Amendment) Act No. 10 of 1977 and the Rent (Amendment)
Act No. 55 of 1980. It is specifically averred in the plaint that the Appellant through his Attorney-at-Law
gave the Respondents notice to quit dated 11" January 1982, requiring the Respondents to quit and
handover peaceful possession of the premises in suit to the Plaintiff on or before 30" April 1982, and that
despite such notice, the Respondents continue in wrongful and unlawful occupation of the premises in suit
causing damage to the Plaintiff at Rs. 1,000.00 per mensem.

The Appellant had also stated in the said plaint that the Respondents have converted the premises in suit
to an unhygienic condition and have intentionally caused loss and damage to the walls of the building and
the toilet pit of the premises in suit, and the Appellant claimed damages for the said loss which was
estimated to be Rs. 10,000.00. It is noteworthy that after the death of the original Plaintiff-Respondent-
Petitioner-Appellant during the pendency of the trial in the District Court, his widow, Kaduge Mary
Margaret Fernando was substituted in his place as the Substituted-Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-
Appellant. The trial of this case commenced on 19.2.1999 and the parties recorded their admissions in the
following manner:-

In the answer of the Respondents, the jurisdiction of court was admitted along with the corpus as
described in the schedule to the plaint. However the Respondents have asserted in their answer that the
monthly rent was approximately Rs. 850.00, and that they occupied the property since 1965 as a hotel and
rest house and that all rent had been duly paid without default. The Respondents have also stated in the
answer that although the Appellant was obliged to maintain and colour wash the premises, he omitted to
do so and the Respondents had to attended to repairs and colour washing at their own expense. The
Respondents also stated that they always maintained the premises in a hygienic condition, and hence deny
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paragraph 5 of the plaint. In the said answer the Respondents also took up the position that the notice to
quit referred to in paragraph 6 of the plaint was not lawful, and further averred that no cause of action
was disclosed in the plaint and that the plaint was not prepared in accordance with law and did not comply
with Section 46 of the Civil Procedure Code.

Admissions, Issues and Testimony of Witnesses

At the commencement of the trial, admissions were recorded as follows:-

B8E@a®

1. aloomn e BE®S.
2. 3HNBeE ecd» et8en BE®S.
3. i8HNGPeC 6 O eBced Bems £I0R DTHWOD I D VI BE®S.

In paragraph 2 of the plaint, which has been admitted by the parties, it was averred that the premises in
suit which is the subject matter of the action has been fully described in the schedule to the plaint. In the
schedule to the plaint, which is reproduced below, the property in suit was described as follows:-

“0o0 8 coeCRI®

FRONGO VOO s Ited BHO) i 6@ oo 282, O 9B wmAIFERD DB :-
EO0D Oudm e, MEG@IMBOD @)Oe, IO ORVYNO eHmioRrEe, VESHMBOD HBD @Hd
H0e® Aoy eMNBCEERE ©®» 68 HE CVWeRS 6LOE 30 ¥ P& BV JP o O8

DR D “emad =88 e®iDer” e®aB3e & ©8.”

Paragraph 6 of the plaint, which is reproduced below, was also admitted by the parties:-

6. 1982 g8ew@ ®» 30 O €& &O 0 60 ¥ cWAMEFEERD 6® SODens O O &8
5O0HE QIO® o e 60 SPSHTWMOr D8 el HHerdoOw BBS 1982 S5O @ 11
0® € 0% SHoNaNE SeDemn O DIBHWOOS dm @O WO EE.

In view of the fact that the pleadings in a case are relegated to the background once the issues are raised,
as this Court observed in Gunapala v Babynona 1986 (2) Sri LR 374 (SC) at 376 the “case must be decided
on the issues raised in the action”. Hence, it is necessary to reproduce the issues raised by the parties and
accepted by court at the trial:-
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After the issues were agreed upon by learned Counsel and accepted by court, the Substituted-Plaintiff-
Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant Kaduge Marry Margaret Fernando testified as follows:-
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After the testimony of the Substituted Appellant, the witness Karunadhipathi Weerakoon Mudiyanselage
Weerakoon, who is a Revenue Inspector of the Urban Council of Anuradhapura, was called to give
evidence on behalf of the Appellant, and stated as follows in his examination in chief:-

“ge, ® oPMed gIONGO HBO WD ONEONRDB. e, €D 6P GRDOMHD Srden® 6EE
BB EIQI. (0.2 6CAT 6oFORB) PR GEAMH NHO HMEDS HD WOD EE GCAIEE.
c0® eERIel MWEHOT o DOB 48/2, 42, 48 HHE SNDHS GE®S cOND). O SN
e5®D). 1987 o330t ot 5HedHD). Goin 42 @0 ScOHH VO 6N CERATDR LMD
O» £ oive gEomied HE S80S cosie, 6P g 42 Do SOme @ oafesor
20 Hedsless, e g, 87 OBed. e®® o 42 Do SODG O £rwE) HeAHD).
O e, HedSes cM0En. eRHEIR oSN @Der HIdE) SEDIHND HedSes .
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osie, Do O0om® ot 48 9RRE. Ok CHEPEVY o8 GCRY 9B & 41 Hum 9.
ge)e SOm gy 42 HoE). 1987 086l g 42 €0 SO o2 eCRed .2 (&)
eERM R HORD glwiIens adnd R B0x).” (emphasis added)

The latter witness was later recalled to give further testimony in order to clarify whether any business
been conducted at the premises in question at the time of the witness testifying in Court. He testified that
though earlier business activities were carried out on the premises, at the time of his giving evidence, no
business was carried out at that place. Thereafter the case for the Appellant was closed reading in
evidence documents marked &tl, &t2 and ©t2¢.

When the case was taken up for further trial on the next date, the 2" Defendant-Appellant-Respondent-
Respondent, Liyanage Sarath Chandra de Silva, was called to give evidence on behalf of the Respondents.
He stated in his evidence that:-

“@® e® »NED 2 D DFBWOr. 6® HPOD §EED D XD ®HYE eMVERK B8 &ren
coz: 282/8, § 1 &0, §aORNG0G. 1965 80 ®) 600 eOge DHEOB DMOC®D KHD). 6P
s 0 OGS CHRDD HeRND). @R & MEed D) D). Ve’ Bum 18 g8, 45

—
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DB FIMORHS 8 De, P ey miet.”

Adverting to the relevant premises number of the property in suit, his testimony was as follows:-

“® WO gxONGO OO oMmeds g0 1988.10.20 &8 T OO e RBWE ®Ot
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C0a® gomm: 482, €18 ©0om® gowm: 48 BuE HedND). 1968 SO &LIRD OB
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O)C8n DOV 60xEDs OB .’

The 2" Defendant-Appellant-Respondent-Respondent was the only witness to testify on behalf of the
Respondents, and at the conclusion of his testimony, the case of the Respondents was closed reading in
evidence documents marked as &lg to 815.

The Decisions of the District Court and the Civil Appellate High Court

The learned District Judge in his Judgment dated 17" February 2005, has analysed the testimony of the
Substituted Appellant as follows:-

“rRHMRMOneE OXIBel ®HO® e DB NEEO DIBWOWD £ oG SOMENs POTOND
eE® otl eCRML Om DFBWOW 10 T i gmd, ¥y desd 9O MDD P 0 HYD
a0 O®. OeRHR MOE EEHN OED BEMOr € 00 eMRNNMBEE RV T MDD MmO,

DB REWO £F O 6B WO L. OBLODD HOS oEE am) BN erisH DO Ereiess
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DO MIHD DO®. ORISR ge)E DT SMB Gotd 42 ADe DYeS OEBD 0. O
©2 DBens ERY DO LoD WO &ID.
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DO @ETeS WO . By RPHRMOwes oW B Bo ©ad D) 6WOE VR eMEWE
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Thereafter the learned District Judge has considered the evidence of the 2™ Defendant-Appellant-
Respondent-Respondent in regard to the assessment number of the premises in question, and has
observed as follows:-

“DO® HBEL0® 6PRSNeDS G422 O geR SDW COPVFNNECRS Ry DO STHER
2O . OFB0 5 O0:xD ok HHHOr HOPD cON &SBWODR edDRD OO ©wm)
aid go0, ciPHEe O DOiw O gim. ewes B¢ GRDMOMMEE GHIMDG ©TE OTEND ot
2080t SO0 ROEIMGOR HBTEEOr 6£)CneRSNed MIBBWOBR edRD BB oL
eSme O° oBmor Dmn Ned) &im.

& 6590 08 cexnt HBVOW HED ANERE® € 00 HHD ;HOPmel € BRYIHVS 6E®
odFMPed 02 O ekben BRew® &id agmd, ciPHEed 02 O» eter el dew OESHOE. &
o R dDen O5HD BCev® IBHD ODFHWOO OTEHD G 6ONS D H® Den
080 = HOD @B &5 O cMeses. O WOF NS e «PHSeE OCx®
oD Fot:42 RN)EDS HE®S WONES HD O Got:42 MO w48 DO DB Hw SO
GOSDDNE, O SOINEE G 48 D RSBy HO® MOw OFBHWO ™. LR SNNGD
o Goi:42 RO RHMSe OB VMO H®YOT WO &im.”

On this basis the learned District Judge has come to the conclusion that the assessment number of the
relevant property is 42 and that since its annual value exceeded Rs. 2000.00 per annum, it was “excepted
premises” within the meaning of the Rent Act. Accordingly, he has answered the Appellant’s issues 1 to 5
in the affirmative, and issue 6 pertaining to the alleged loss and damage caused to the premises, in the
negative. He has held that the alleged loss has not been proved, and in answering issue 7 has stated that
the Appellant will be entitled to all relief prayed for in the plaint other than the claim for damages.

Being aggrieved by the decision of the District Court, the Respondent appeal to the Civil Appellate High
Court, which overturned the decision of the District Court and allowing the appeal dismissed the action
filed by the Appellant. In arriving at this conclusion, the Court took the view that the tenancy was illegal
insofar as the subject matter of the action had been rented out to the Respondents contrary to condition
6(a) of a of a notification made in terms of the Anuradhapura Preservation Board Act No 32 of 1961, and
that hence the tenancy was illegal and the Appellant cannot therefore recover possession thereof by
action. In this connection the Court observed as follows:-

“©®) DEID® ) emew 02 O DHSBHed D) Hem Lo IR Oe.®w DR
6ee)IS®Rn gmd HORIOr © ond DD GBI OREDS HSH MO gim. DEW Ve GOND
eidn® A0 HHOr HoRD «PHNCe OBS 5 BEom o CWOCES PR HEDD EEoSS
om0 onwm. eemISHRr O DD GO v 60 HOHE foe WEWO € HRezd =, &
D O HOPD oe edo Nd HAM. ded § ¢, PMNCeE® OIS ©BBLE MEed)
oND. GEOR NERWO € 5 D e eforp VD € 5 D »Hdt HOP wesm PHMBMO
a)IS®HDn RN 0SB ed) ond D €O To DHROWBOWIEE HOMDWO W O &xo.

c0® HPOD PElow D B O-11 0 RN au® 1961 gewiny 18 O T» LWM®EO
o DOD EE OMIOD OPeE EEeHS OB dm MORD dew OEnd d» efoe 99 8ot
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REED OO OS5k VG E € b 9hRE D s l. O® wied oyed 06(9) edbeed
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The Civil Appellate High Court also considered the question whether the premises in suit under the Rent
Act, and observed as follows:-

“©So@m o8ed T )R MHOHE eMBER DR OO0iS 0IEDO OB MRS c®IB
cOEHO BewO 5P SECD CIPHMRMO ©86rdr BB DHHPOT 6D oM. s 5V,
DO DR SN 6ED MIEDHRD o O § oweddt DOMDE SIERD SHdM®
S0 OB T DHROOOMIO gO8DS 6O D e D 606

ded 89 ¢, 1966 OS2r0 gxOID D)SE8 OIMDO ©i-02 6CADEWE HEHS MO GMDL.
Pew oeddr Oden DXWens HED) RO GBS wiEes il gems Oes 1966 BHO
oc® § oNestt O0mnme D o gad SR 0. N cndx Pm e 1966 O3®nLO
ae)R et DOMDY e, B HCHSO ND.”

Alleged lllegality of the Tenancy

| wish to consider at the outset the question of the possible illegality of the tenancy adverted to by the
Civil Appellate High Court in its impugned judgement. The competence of a person to seek relief from a
court of law may be affected by the twin principles of our common law contained in the maxims ex turpi
causa non oritur actio, which means that no action can be founded on a bad cause, and in pari delicto
potior est conditio defendentis, which means that where the parties are equally at fault, the Court will
take the side of the defendant, both of which were examined by me in the judgment of this Court in Silva v
Ranaweera [2006] BLR 95, in which the earlier decision of this Court in Malwattage v Dharmawardena
(1991) 2 SLR 141 was distinguished.

Neither principle may be invoked without proper pleadings and issues, and in the instant case although the
answer of the Respondents did not advert to any question of illegality, it is noteworthy that issue 8 was
raised on behalf of the Respondents seeking a decision from court as to whether e@&Hded 3 O
edeeld oems e HOn® odammw Rdw edaBwmie? The use of the words “Bdm ed@nwese” will
more likely be understood as a reference to the requirement in Section 2 of the Prevention of Frauds
Ordinance, that any contact relating to immovable property should be notarially attested, rather than to a
failure to comply with any direction issued by the Anuradhapura Preservation Board under its governing
Act. In fact, it is evident from the judgment of the Civil Appellate High Court that the matter of notarial
attestation had also engaged the attention of the learned Judges of the Civil Appellate High Court, and in
fact, and the Court had faulted the District Court for not considering the matter. It is trite law that the type
of monthly tenancy that admittedly existed in this case does not require notarial attestation.

In any event, if it was the case of the Respondents that there had been some non-compliance amounting
to illegality with respect to the provisions of the the Anuradhapura Preservation Board Act of 1961, the
matter should have been clearly pleaded in the answer and specifically taken up as an issue, particularly
since this Court has stressed in its decision in Amarasekara v Abeygunawardena 56 NLR 361, that the
maxim in pari delicto potior est conditio defendentis is not an absolute or inflexible rule and may only to be
applied in appropriate circumstances. As Gratiaen J noted at page 365 of his judgment in this case:-



“I can well conceive of cases where, in the context of rent restriction legislation, public policy
would require a landlord to refund the illegal premium. Similarly, | can conceive of cases where
the tenant ought not to be allowed to claim the money back”.

Such circumstances must clearly be pleaded and issues raised to enable, for instance, in the context of the
instant case, the Appellant to produce any documents in his possession to show that the consent of the
Chairman of the Anuradhapura Preservation Board had been obtained prior to entering into the tenancy.
In any event, the Learned District Judge had taken the view that the alleged failure to comply with the
directions issued by the said Board would not give rise to any illegality, but would be a mere non-
compliance which can be dealt with by the Board, if so advised, but is not a matter to be considered by
court in an ejectment case, and | am inclined to agree with that view. The requirements of proper pleading
and clear issues are conducive to a fair trial, where no one is taken by surprise and all material evidence
can be placed before court. In this case, the failure of the Respondents to properly plead and raise clear
issues might have contributed towards the faiure of the Appellant to produce relevant evidence, in the
event such evidence existed, which possibility | can by no means rule out.

This Court has probably taken these matters into consideration when it refrained from granting leave in
regard to the question of illegality, and it is not necessary for me to deal with the question at greater
depth, for the purposes of this appeal.

Is the Premises in Suit Excepted Premises?

This brings me to the main question on which leave was granted in this case, namely whether the property
in suit is “excepted premises” within the meaning of the Rent Act on the date this action was filed, namely
9™ November 1982. It is common ground that at the time of institution of the action, the property in suit
was situated within the local authority area of the Anuradhapura Urban Council, and accordingly, for the
Appellant to succeed in this appeal, he has to establish that the annual value thereof as specified in the
assessment made as business premises for the purposes of any rates levied by the relevant local authority,
namely the Anuradhapura Urban Council on the first day of January, 1968, or, where the assessment of
the annual value thereof as business premises is made for the first time after the first day of January 1968,
the annual value of such first assessment, exceeded Rs. 2,000.00.

Before going into the question of the assessment of annual value, it is necessary to consider the identity of
the property, in particular because there was conflicting evidence in regard to the applicable assessment
number of the premises. It is relevant to note that the schedule to the plaint describes the property in suit
as §50RNQ0 VDO ewWRS Ot BHI) & @D oo 282, O RS MACRO DI® :-

EO0D OBm Ve, HEWIMBHOD ©)0e, IO SOPHST eMDENE, ALMBOD HBw @Hd Hoed®
Qo) cODHBEERE 0 68 NE LREHS &LEE 30 © P e D o O nE Gid “emad

®06 e®oEr” eMBMBER. It is significant that the parties had admitted specifically the identity of the
property in suit, but apart from the reference to lot number 282, there is no reference to any assessment
numbers in the schedule to the plaint.

The Substituted-Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant has testified that the premises number allotted
by the local authority for the property in suit was No. 42, and has produced marked &t.2 a certified copy
of extracts from the assessment register then maintained by the Urban Council, which after the institution
of the action was converted into a Municipal Council. Witness Karunadhipathi Weerakoon Mudiyanselage
Weerakoon, a Revenue Inspector of the Urban Council of Anuradhapura, who testified on behalf of the
Appellant also testified regarding &t.2 and testified that according to this document, the property bore
assessment number 42 in 1987. Submissions were made as to the meaning of the words @8 o&lecidt



DO Hedxdem used by this witness in his evidence, and while it was submitted on behalf of the Appellant
that those words mean “first assessed” as used in Regulation 3 that has been quoted at the
commencement of this judgment, this interpretation was hotly contested by learned Counsel for the
Respondent.

| do not have any difficulty with this since &t.2 can speak for itself. It is manifest from &t.2 that lot 282
referred to in the schedule to the plaint appears to have several lots, and the premises numbers included
in &t.2 fall within lots 282 B and 282 C. Premises bearing assessment number 42 was first assessed under
that number in 1987, but it is clear from &t.2 that it was not its first assessment as business premises,
since it had been assessed since 1963 under number 48/2 €® 6208 WOD @ GOSE EOMMBCER O®
@8®, but as bare land and not as business premises. It is also significant to note that in &t.2 no assessment
information is given for the period 1967 to 1969, and according to &t.2 the premises appears to have
been first assessed as business premises in 1970 with an annual value of Rs. 3,130.00, which is above the
threshold for excepted premises placed at Rs. 2,000.00 per annum. | consider it useful to reproduce the
document and produced by the Appellant marked &t.2 below:-

obew oesor S)e) aBnoted edoe S8Hon BN
Efotd® 0) O3emn®
1963 48/2 MRS O 86808 gonsie, °8® 10
o) (282 ®)
1966 -0®- -0®- 86808 gonsie, €O e0dR DO®» EE ©OeE
e@RNMBCR o 98
1970 48/2 DIMBO O 86808 gonsie, c® e0dE edee, 3,130/=
e@RNMBCR 6 98
1971 -®®- @RS 0 Se3085 genee, -&®- 3,130/=
1987 42 BEcOd ®OD &se3083 gemsie, c® e0dR CARPHE emioE® 12,350/=
—— eng) oy (eedFHe)e o 9P
o2¢ etameamnn Om)
46 -9®- alowor - HP® | gieReos DR s 1,487/=

Se3088 gemsie, oBod oy e S0
@O o5 9B

48 -0®- od.863085 gemele, | CO eOR CAPDE @OOB | 99 840/=
e®OEM &® 9RO

oben agd [5:5) ANO aa8e0te@ efdoR S8Ho® BB
o o> 0) O
o
1989 } 42 } 68 ®OD-cn S63088 @ensle, | 0O € eedE CHEHE exOE® 39,669)=
dew 46 42 [Std0l) oo 9i®
&80
1995
RlelCle
[319)]
48 48 OCY DOZ-£H ed. sl 0O €© eedR CHRHE ©OOD 34,710/=
ISidolo) e®OEM 6® 9RO
1996 42 42 ceRPOIR GEMMBD &53085 gale, | €© exDR DM ©H QRO 124,138/=
®Om- e 1 ©QI® DB o> 282 B
1996 48 48 CeRPOIR LMD e, pasie, €O exdR 5D srve s RQ)lelln)
@0 £ 1 ©90® e®OR® 6®» 9RO 2VeSO®
B ®i»

The obvious gap in referred to earlier in the Appellant’s document &t.2 has been however partially filled
by the Respondents themselves, who have provided the assessment particulars for the period 1968 to
1969, through their document marked &:10, which is reproduced bellow:-
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®:10
‘oo g2 1998.10.20

9. QD) ¢ BCO) Pom),
6meD ®9d & ex®I0E®,
2828, 8 01/en0,

2D HB®OG, GHOVGO.

DD,

1965 &d®el 80 e® €550 O0em® DO ERIDISHD
O0x® ot 48 - 1O OTOHD o 48/2.

omm DO HPRSNeHS OO @ ®e® 1998.10.14 Coand BB® ®) 6.
OB O I8 £IMO eCRIMWIOEHS W) O®D OIS OSHO 6® HP® gLl WOd.

9%l 1v") Ao 6Ca® gRlowodred ecee BEood O68n DO
ot &®

1968 GRS &0 48/2 S0 gadde, | €© 6203 edge 3,130/=

0 eWAMNECR ® 90D

1969

1996 | ceRPLIQ eEMmMLD 42 S50 gonsle, | €© exdRE MIMBO o® 124,138/=

[ NOESROO) o0® AR o 282 B
O®- 48 e, aase, c® 6da 59 )leIin)
&OPHNO emioE® &® DBEEO® EID
o0® N
@D

30050 HHO H@WD”

This document establishes that the annual value for premises number 48/2 for the years 1968 and 1969 is
also Rs. 3,130.00, which easily crosses the threshold for excepted premises. When one reads the
documents &t.2 and &:10 together, it is also possible to gather that assessment number 48/2 was first
allotted assessment number 42 in 1987 and valued at Rs. 12,350.00 per annum, and that in fact the
property bearing assessment number 48 was first assessed as business premises in 1987 and described as
“€® exdR CAPHE ©OI0D emiDE® o 9R®” and valued at an annual value of Rs.22,840.00. Hence,
even according to the position taken by the Respondents, if the premises in question bore assessment
number 48 as testified by the 2™ Defendant-Appellant-Respondent-Respondent, it is obviously excepted
premises within the meaning of the Rent Act. Furthermore, in 1996 the two assessment numbers 42 and
48 were amalgamated, and allotted assessment number 42 valued at Rs. 124,138, and assessment number
48 was not assessed, and that too is a first assessment as business premises that is clearly above the Rs.
2000.00 minimum for excepted premises stipulated in Regulation 3. Indeed in both &t¢.2 and &:10 there is
no premises assessed at an annual value of less than Rs. 2000.00 other than assessment number 46 which
is a garage valued at Rs. 1,487.00 in 1987.

In this context it is relevant to note that the 2" Defendant-Appellant-Respondent-Respondent, Liyanage
Sarath Chandra de Silva, has produced in evidence a few receipts issued by the original Plaintiff-
Respondent-Appellant, W. Justin Fernando, marked ®1(a), &1(b), ®1(c) and &1(e) which clearly show that
the rent per month for the property in suit, from November 1977 to June 1979 was Rs. 600.00, but from
the year 1980, as is evidenced by &2 and 83, the rent was Rs. 750.00 per month. Again, it appears from
®5(a) and ©6(a), that from January 1983 onwards rent had been paid to the Appellant at the rate of Rs.
850.00 per month, but none of these receipts refer to any assessment number. The Receipts marked &9(d)
to ®9(j) show that from around May 1985 to July 1999, monthly payments have been directly deposited at
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the Anuradapuraya Urban Council under assessment number 48 at the rate of Rs. 1000 per month. The
Respondents have not taken up the position that these were illegal payments in excess of the receivable
rent, which also suggests that even to the knowledge of the Respondents, the property in question was
excepted premises within the meaning of the Rent Act. This also makes it possible for me to determine
that the monthly payment of Rs. 1,000.00 per month claimed by the Appellant as continuing damages for
the illegal occupation of the property after the termination of the monthly tenancy, is not excessive.

| am of the opinion that for all these reasons, the substantive questions of law on which leave to appeal
was granted by this Court should be answered in the affirmative, and | specifically hold that the Appellant
has, on a preponderance of probability, established that the property in suit is excepted premises within
the meaning of the Rent Act.

Conclusions

For the foregoing reasons, | hold that the appeal should be allowed and the impugned judgment of the
Civil Appellate High Court dated 27" April 2010 ought to be set aside. | make order affirming the judgment
of the District Court dated 17" February 2005, and enter judgment as prayed for in the prayers to the
plaint, except for the damages claimed on the basis of loss alleged to have been caused to the property in
a sum of Rs. 10,000.00 which has been rightly disallowed by the learned District Judge.

| specifically hold that the Substituted Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant shall be entitled to
recover from the Defendants-Appellants-Respondents-Respondents jointly and severally damages in a sum
of Rs. 1000.00 per month from 1°*' June 1982 to such date as the property described in the schedule to the
plaint is handed over to the said Substituted Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant with legal interest
thereon.

The 1% and 2™ Defendants-Appellants-Respondents-Respondents shall each be liable to pay the
Substituted Plaintiff-Respondent-Petitioner-Appellant costs of this appeal in a sum of Rs. 50,000.00.

JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT

Chandra Ekanayake J.

| agree.

JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT

Priyasath Dep, P.C., J.

| agree.

JUDGE OF THE SUPREME COURT
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