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IN THE COURT OF PRINCIPAL SUB: JUDGE, R.R. DISTRICT
AT SAROORNAGAR

0.5. No. 560 of 1995

Between 3
Dr. D. Venkaiah Chowdary

s/o. D. Subrahmanyam, .

Occ: Medical Practitioner, R/o.
H.No. 31, P&T Colony, ) , o
SECUNDERABAD. «es Plaintiff

A nd

1. V. Narasamma VW/o. Late V. Ramaiah

2. V. Yadagiri S/o. Late V. Ramajah.
3. W, Lakshman S/o. Late V. Ramaiah

Represented by irrevocable G.P.A.

Holder Sri P. Sudershan . . ++» Defendants

WRITTEN STATEMENT FILED BY IRREVOCABLE
G.P.A. HOLDER ON BEHALF OF D1 to D3

The Defendants submits as follows @

Lia 1™ %808t 030 150050 884ud 0P 0 SnteBRoSR 1REEY
and should bhe dismissed with cost. The material allegations
in the plaint are not at all true and .the plaintiff'is.put to
strict proof of the same and which are not specifically
answered are here by denied.

. The Paras 1 & 2 of the plaint are the descriptions of
the parties which needs no reply. .

In reply to para No.3 of the plaint the defendants 1 to
3 through their G.P.A. Holder are not aware of the so called
agreement of sale purpo;ted to have been executed by the
defendants through G.P.A. Holder in favour of plaintiff.
There wa;"ho necessity to impress eapen the Plaintiff about
their ownership of land in &.llo. 37 to an extent of Ac.l.35
Guntas by the Defendants situated at Begumpet, Chikoti
Gardens, Secunderabéd.and hence they are denied.

4. In reply to para No.4 of the plaint that it is utterly

false about approach to plaintiff and request to purchase
Plots 5,6 & 7 in all admeasuring at total extent of 804
Sg.yds., in premises No. 1-10-72/A/6/E and 1-10-76/E in S.No.

37 of Begumpet, Revenue Villaye. The Defendants have never
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approached the plaintiff to purchase the land at any time nor
executed any sale agreement as alleged.{ The Defendants have
not at all received any advance amount towards sale
consideration much more the Cheque No. 887991 Dt. 28.1.1991
and in whose favour the alleged cheque was ' drawn for
Rs.75,000/- and whose account it was credited are not aware
by the defendants and the Plaintiff is put to strict proof of
the same and the defendants have never agreed to execute the
sale Deed in favour of the plaintiff after furnishing the
records Forms, and Mutation Certificate from M.R.O‘s‘office.
The Defendants never agreed as alleged in plaint to furnish
all the copies to establish thelr rights. It is also false
to say that the defendants have not at all agreed or assurs
the plaintiff to obtain registration on his own name or on
his nominee are all imaginery and d;e;ﬁé of the plaintiff,
The Defendants or their G.P.A. Holder never offered to sell
any land to the plaintiff at any point of time. Further it
is also false to say that the plaintiff agree that the
balance consideration will be paid in the presence of the
Sub-Registrar etc., the plaintiff is put to strict proof of
the same. Further when the defendants have not at all
entered in to any sale transaction with the plaintiff, where
is the necessity of ready and willingness to perform his part
of obligation?,

5. In reply to Para No.5 of the plaint that the defendants

or their G.P.A. Holder have not at all entered in to an
agreement of sale and the violating of terms of agreement
does not arise and the plaintiff is put to strict proof of
the same. The Defendants or their G.P.A. are not aware of
the so called 1legal notice dt. 16.6.1995 issued by the
Plaintiff to the defendants or to G.P.A. Holder untill paper
publication made. The Plaintiff does not know the resideﬁce
of the G.P.A. holder. 1If really the G.P.A. holder entered in
to an agreement of sale with plaintiff the plaintiff must
have known the residence of G.P.A. Holder.

In fact the
Plaintiff

does not know the cbrrect address of the G.P.A.
Holder that itself shows that there was no agreement of sale
entered by the defendants throuyh G.P.A. Holder. The G.P.A.
Holder has not received any court summons but on seeing the
Publication only got filed the Vakalat of his Advocate on

15.09.1998. 'The Defendants have not at all received any

amount from Plaintiff either Rs. 75,000/~ and Rs. 10,000/- as
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alleged in the plaint, the plaintiff is put to strict proof
of the same. When there was no Agreement of Sale executed by
the Defendants, why they have to take steps simply to execute
the regular sale deed in favour of the plairitiff? The
Defendants or their G.P.A. holder never driven the plaintiff
to approach the Hon'ble Court. When there was, no transaction
between the plaintiff and defeﬁdéntsy-‘how ‘the plaintiff
approach the Court to file a false suit against the
defendants without any proper evidence. This defendant submit
that old H.No. 6-4-399, Bholakpur, Secunderabad and in 1991
he shifted®the house Mo. 1-4-485, Musheerabad, Hyderabad.
The defendag; never in house 6-2-399 and 6-3-399 & plaintiff
is ¢iven the notice in 1995 with the !lalafide intention
change the house Mo, 6-2~399 and petition H.No. 6-3-399 a
forged and fabricated document set up ‘the plaintiff.

6. In reply to Para No.6 of the plaint the plaintiff
cannot enforce the agreement of sale which was not at all
executed by the defendants or their G.P.A. holder. If at all
there is an agreement of sale filed by the Plaintzgg_zgjzé

fhe forged one but hot entered by the defendant or their
ST5UA. holder.

7. In vreply to Para Nn.7 of the plaint no cause action
arose elther on 28-1-91 or on 1l6-6-95 since there was no
transaction took place between the defendants and plaintiff.

8. Para Nos. 8 & 9 of the plaint are ccncerned for legal
process not required any reply.

10. In reply to Para No.10 of plaint that if the plaintiff
has” a real & genuine transaction with defendants he would
have taken the steps earlier and he should not have waited
for a long time of 5 years for filing suit for specific
performance after having entered in to an agreement of sale

on 28-1-1991, the plaintiff is put to strict proof of the
same in this aspect. !

11.

not

In reply to Para Wo.ll of the plaint, the plaintiff is.
valued the suit property the rate of Sqg.yard is not

Rs.1,000/~- it is Rs. 4,000/~ per Sq.yard and accordingly the
suit should have valued at Rs. 32,16,000/- on which the Court

Fee should be paid.
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12. In reply to Para No.l2 of the plaint that the plaintiff
can not ask for any relief since there was no transaction
took place between the Plaintiff & Defendants., The Plaintiff
has not furnished the copy of the alleged Agreement of sale
and after seeiny the said Agreement of sale, the defendants
through their G.P.A. holder seek permission from the Hon'blé
Court to file a detailed written statement.latter.

Therefore, it is prayed that the plaint itself is not
having any merits either on facts or under law, liable to be
dismissed with costs.

R: NV (Vg

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTE. ~ DEFENDANTS through their
, G.Q.A.«Holder

VERIFICATION

The above named defendants through their G.P.A. Holder
dp thereby declare that what is stated in the above
paragraphs are true to the best of knowledge and information
and believe the same to be true and verified and signed on
this the November, 1998 at Hyderabad.

| @ [l £\-,«__

befendants through their
G.P.A, Holder.
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IN THE COURT OF PRINCIPAL BUB JUDGE

R.R. DISTRICT
S8AROORNAGAR, __

.

Q.8+ 560 of 1995

Between:

Dr.D.Venkiah Choudhry Plaintiff

and

V.Nersamma & others
Rep,.by G.P.A. holdex
P, Sudershan Defendants.

WRITSEN STATIMENT ¥ILED BY IRRBVOM
CAILE G.P.A.HOLDER ON BEHALF OF
D1 to D3

Filed on 25-11-199
7/\\ :\ AR

Piled by: Counsel for Defend.nts.

E.V.§.Muzxthy B,Com.LL,B
Advocate



COURT OF THE PRL.SWNIOR CIVIL JUDGE:R.R.DISTRICT:

IN TH®
AT L,B.NAGAR: HYDERABAD;
PRESENT: SRI S.VENATARAMANAIAH B.COM B. L.
PRL, SENIOR CIVIL JUDGE’
RANGAREDTY DI STRICT.
DAT @D THIS THE 3pq DAY OF JULY 9nn3
0.5.NO.5¢n /95
B ETWEEN:
Dr,D, Vanlaiah “howdary. . « . PLAINTIFF
AND
1, S, V. Narcamma,
2, V.Y¥asaqgirt
3, V.laxman R ... DEFINDANT 3

AIM: Suit for specific performance Airecting J-feniants
to receiavae the ba lance 0f sales consijsration &nA
Xecut o tha giale deed in favour of tha plaintiff or in
his nominses in r-spect of tha suit gschalulas pmoerty

anq for the costs of tha suit,

a

his suit is coming on thie; qay bofoEe me for final
Aisposa 1l in the presence qf Sri D, Mashava Rao, adwéats for
plaintiff and of S BV, Murthv, ajvocate for defenlants,
and upon perusal of the mat orial rmApers on record, this court
made the following?

JUDGEMENT

¥1a‘|nt:if:'f is cal ld absent, No represaontation is made,

Ho costs paid, The plaintiff is not showing any interest since

qeveralradjournma_nts, though the suit i3 of the vear 1965,

Hence, the suit is Aismisse?, 'ut in the clrcumstances

aAAch party 40 bear their own costs,

Rictat »3 to S eno-typist, transcrihaed by har, corract =
and pronounced by me in the Ynen coutt on this the 3r4 Aavy of

July, 2003,

RL . SENIOR CIVIL JUDGE

RANGAREDY DI STRICT
" Cont 4, ,2..
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L HEDULE OF PROP sRTY

\
A1 1 that part anq parcel of land in Plot Nog,5,6 & 7
with premises bearing No,1-1n-72/A

éa/B ani 1-10-76/E 1n
irvey No_ 37 gituated at Bagumpet Raovaenue Villana, '
R. .District, bounied on?

North by? 30 fest wide road
South byt Plot Nog, 8 & o

Ea gt by?: 30 feet wida roaj
Wast by® 30 feet wide roaq
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RL, SENIOR CIVIL| JUDGE
RANGAREDD¥ DI STRICT,
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IN THE COURT OF THE PRL.SINIOR CIVIL JUDGE:R.R.DISTRICT:
AT L.B.NAGAR: HYDERABAD: ,

PRESENT: SRI S.VEN KA’I‘ARAMANAIAH B .COM B L
PRL. SENIOR CIVIL JUpDGE’
RANGAREDTY DI STRICT,

DATHD THIS THT 3p4 DAY OF JULY 5993

0.3.NO.g56n /95

B sTWEEN:
Dr.D,Vanlatah “howdary. +. PLAINTIFF
AND
Snt, V,Nar samma,
2. V.¥aqaqgirt
3. V.laxman B .. DEFENDANT S

CLAIM: Sy4¢ for specific performance Airecting Adofendants
to receiava the ha lance vf sal e consideration an4
axecut o the sale deed in favour of tha plaintiff or in
his nominees in rospect of t ha suit schelule pmoerty
and for the costs of the suit,

his suit i1s coming on thig -!av bpfoge me for: final

adwé&at o for

Aigposa l in the uresnnce af Sri D Mashava Rao,
plaintiff ani of Sei E,V, > Myrthy, advocate for defenlants,

and upon nerusal of the material napers on record, this court
made tha following?

¥laint1ff is cal l«d abgent, No represantation is maje.

Mo costs paid. The plaintiff is not showing any interest since

several agjournments, though the suit is of the vear 1095,

Hoance,_ the guit 15 A1 smisge?, "ut in the clrcumstances

2ach party 40 bear thelr own costs,

transcrihed by har, correct

Bictat -1 to S eno-typi st,
Court on thig tha 3r4 day of

ani pronounced by me in the Ynen
July, 2003,

‘PRL , SINIOR CIVIL JUDGRE

RANGAREDY DI STRICT .
— Cont 4, ,2..




LHIDULE OF PROP RTY

411 that part and parcel of lanﬁ in Plot Nog,5
wi

6 & 7
th oremises bearing No, 1-19-72/ {‘/B anq 1-1o-75/ﬁ in
Survey No, 37 situatedl at Bagumpet Ravenue Vi 1lanqe,

R R istrict bouniad on?

North by? 30 fast wide road
South by: Plot Nog, 8 & o

Bast by: 30 faest wide road
Wast by: 3N fFeet wide road
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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDL.SUB-JUDGE : R.R.DISTRICT

! ' ' ot ATHSAROORNAGAR.! lll'.‘i)lif‘v.l R Y e S X P
VvG.K:Prasad ¢ ~ ot Jand ot e vl v ePlatntifto
fet P ' - ; Rl “-'u, o, JiA-ND e R e L W IPR Y | 1z g
P-Budersban & bt g b
others _4.Defendant

WRITTEN STATEMENT FILED BYTHEDEFENDANT.NOV1 /w0 iy &t 1
.umma ORDER VIIL RULE 1 C.R.Gu,,

R A K] :..1.!;;;1111:.)1.\1 Iy

_ The first defendant .-submit:his written statement.cas follows
1. Most of: the.allegatipns made by ithe 1;ipllaiﬁll'tl‘11£!)lﬂ;‘-l:lb'i‘0he
isplaint that are not specl—f:tca:lzl*;'-admi:t.ted.-:he-r;einneand-ebheapl:atn-
tiff .is put to strict proof-ofuthe samev: . i ixmBHov. Juhiisd
"8% All the adverse allegation’Hade 'la 'the Plaint are N&t “¢Rue
ind correct, the plaint 1is not maintanable ‘elthe?” ''n *1aw lor

wlie

on facts as such the plaint may be rejected ‘in’ '11'1'11'1‘13 LY

! Taog Lo uov b AN §

3. In the cause title of the Defendant the plaintlff has
O . - o L Fe BSTUDYNG OB s
not given the age of the Defendant correctly

Iy P R O N A S T T2 N AN BT

4,, In reply to para- 3, of . tne Jplaint it is trueo&hﬁ Syed
Azam was the pattadar of the land admeasuring Ac, T. 35mgqn§as
in Survey No. 37 situated at Vallabhnagar, Begumpet, Hyderabad,
and also it is true that V.Ramaiah S/o.Yellaiah was the, protec-
ted tanent who was the father of the 3rd & 4th Defendant and
ﬁnennnn of the 2nd vDefenq‘an,'t",mAsl§L_Rr\;otegte_gh_lg’enam Deiendg,nt
No.2 to 4 having 60% .8hare ;gy‘,tl}e gbpve sniq_ ;}c 135 m\}:tge, in

Syrvey No. 37. It 1is falselt'q ,say that this uoefegﬁflﬁqtj )p?ve’/

entered into ,an. agree;gent”%“bsale with Syed Wpﬁuﬁi’an}mgnd
_Late V.Ramaiah, who was i'athes gf Defenﬁlq, }: l;l gnqa ﬁllwand gusbg,nd

VOV Lt

of Defendant No.2 for to pql y Qonside(ation [ :,Ph:' %1255999/-
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1983.,and ,afte the death

f,8.,,' D22 to ‘D4, ‘are

ecuted Registered
'ecoyerable G;P.A.

. that D-2 to D-4

documents are forged one.

ivered the possession of

+Jontd. .03,




the suit scheduled property as alleged inn this para.The

plaintiff never in posseéssion of the snlt scheduled property

Contee s

as the plaintiff created all false documents and also sensecu— y

‘-EFS- the false story only for filing the present case and

also trying to blackmail this defendant and h&x‘rassv this

© defendant, hence the entire allegations are made on this para

@ . R -:.

not correct' it is hereby denied.

6. In reply to para 5 it is submitted that this defendant
never promised to execute the reigstered snle deed in favour
of the plaintiff with in a period of 10 days from 17.1.1996
as alleged in this para and like that no questioniof ' 'paying
Rs. 20,000/~ by the plaintiff at the time of execnting the

register sale deed does not arises once this defendant clearly

- stated that the plalntlff created a false document by forging
hum“

S i s e - _,_‘_,___f i

W e B S AL

'@lﬂp& all false stories hence the entaire allegations made

in this para are not true and correct»and it 1s hereby

v

denied. Further there is no cause of action arose to the

plaintiff on 1-2-96 & 15-2-1996 . This defendant/aas‘steted

above, all the false documents credted by the plaintiff only

. to blackmail and harrass this defendant ‘FThe above said cause

of action datelare imaginary.

7. In reply to para 6 the plaintiff is not having any

'right to file a suit for specific performance of agreement
of sale inrespect of the suit property.The other allegations

‘are not correct and on the bases of the forged document

the plaintlff cannot in this case.
a2

contd. -4
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{'the sxgnature and bring the suit in t1me the plaintiff cons(!tm:)‘—Q*‘ud
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In reply to para 7 no cause of actioq arouse to the™ -
pielntiff on 1-2-1996 & 15-2-1996 which are immaginary.
9. In reply to para 8 no cause of action arouse to the

. . . . [ . N R R :
plaintiff and false case has been filed Dby the plaintiff

only to blackmail and harrass this defendant.
PR A B KRR §

10. The‘Plaintlff wrongly valued the suit at.Rs.2,50,000/~-
the value of the suit is more than Rs. 40,00,000/- as the
‘:ﬁ market value in Begumpet ', 1.e., near to thgvsqit‘prqperty

more than Rs., 4,000/- ,pér Sq.Yard, _the su%ﬁ. is wrongly

i fvélued by the plaintiff ‘the couft'fee'payed“is‘wery“less.

11. The prayer of the plainflffv is not correct and it is

not maintenable and the question of .granting .any  decree

" for specific perfqrﬁance and the alleged agreement ‘of sale

b

4
1
b
i

. dated 17.2.1985 does not arise hence the suit may be dismiss
“with cost.E

FURTHER PLEAS

LI

'f]z. This Defendant submits that the plalntiff is not at
b &all known to this defendant in the year 1985.The glaintiff
for ' the first time came to know 1in the year 1995 through
_one Mr.Devanani Venkat Ramana, (MLA),Nandigama,A.P. and
he introduced for the first time at the month of december
1995 Dpetween this Defendant and M.D.Ramaswamy and Derneni
Pranitha, and Vijay' Mohan, and also M.Viéhwémohaﬁ reddy
and C.P.Hanumaﬁth Rao 1in conhectlgp of the suit 1land the
management and development of the suit property by dividing
~into plots‘.ahd effect maintenance if necessary etc., That
"time the pléihtiff informed that he was former P.S. to Home

%Ministry and he will manage and influence the police if

cohtd..05.
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necessary and also closely related to Devenani Venkat Ramana
from that time the plaintiff now and then’ coming 'and meeting

this defendant and also he acquinted with =suit property

““and in fact 1n the month of January, 1996 plaintiff ‘took
an hand loan of Rs. 50,000/- from this defendant for his
.-domestic and personal needé, and agreed to repay the sald

“hand loan ,but the plaintiff did not payes .the remaining

amount of Rs. 35,000/- to this defendant inspité repeated
demands, than the plaintiff developed evil design his mind
and to escape from.liability created false. and forged;document
and trying to blackmail this defendant demanding Rs. 5 Lakhs.
yqafter seeing that this defendant allegedly compromise wiph

oo o

‘one Satish with whom the litigations was going on. This

L

defendant as per partnership payed tﬂe amoﬁnts to the partners

sgeing this the plaintiff allegedly demanding the Rs. 5,00,000

‘ffom this defendant séying that everything done by himself
Lk and no partner has been help%in connection’ of the\suit land
for settlement. In fact the plaintiff not all all done anything
in connection of the suit land nor helped this defendant
except accompaningv the MLA Devenani Venkat Ramana. Though
the plaintiff become friend of MLA Devenani - Venkat’ Ramana )
1h tﬁ13[connection cf the friendship the plaintiff{expressed

2to;defendant that he is n*é%ssitry of funds to the tune

of the Rs. 50,000/- and due to friendship the defendant
N Res
“Qypaggé Rs. 50,000/~ to the plaintiff and obtained the receipt

on the stamp paper before the witnesses and plaintiff signed

said documents before the witnesses.

contd..06.
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1

{The . plaintiff,

: Tkt oy .

ed ‘all false forged Idgpumegps and got

itqr épecigic performance. The plaintiff
case to ask for a decree of

‘l4, 1 o P .
pecific performance.. N ‘

{,;sﬁprayed that the suit may

Ibé dismissed

N

[P [N e 0

that. whatever. stated..in the
and correct iand:. as the legal

July 1998.. .. ‘
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TN THE COURT CF THE IST ADDL.SUB;JUDGE: R R DISTPICT
AT SAROORNAGAR

0.3.NC. 154 OF 1996

3
Between: _

V.G.K.Prasad oo +«oPlaintiff

Vs .- .

P.Sudershan & others . Co s Déféndants

REJOINDER TO THE WRITTEN STATEMENT, FILED

v BY FEPDIMRANGD: WOwb ﬁ&&agﬁlﬁ

1a The pla1rtiff eubmlis that the averments made in his

:'hnF R T
which he sold under the agreement of sale d$,17-2-198

[

Ho,1 never enter~d into an aqreement of salp on 18~7-19

the av@J Ighal Azam and 1ate V. Ramaueiah who was the father

not correct that he was-not in possessioniofi the suitlb
at the time of execution of agreement'of‘Sﬁlé“df.l?—ZéﬁéBSi_
The plaintiff deries thds allegation?due‘tO“thérfaét 4
st;tement of the defendant No,1 is‘cbntrarybté"hiSPOWh

mants which he made at several places: andiséveral timeS.

sich letters are dt.10-2-96, 14~2-96.and 26=2-96 by the defe

dant Ne.l addressed to Station House Officer;P%a.,Begumpet“a
Mandal Revenue Officer,Balanagar,R.,R.Districtand Hon‘ble

Minister for Reyenue, Govt.of'A.P;{Hyderabad;



ons“made By the

at para 12 stating




2

- The defendant in his wtttten statement

.

n

.are$Purefif€bw
: R IR IR

'implicitly admitted that he compromised with one Satish

that he is the Managing Trustees of Gurudev Siddeepth and the

aid Gurudev Siddeepeth got a title over this land, The

efendant appaxently-wanted to.escape.from.the responsibility

in executing the Regd, Sale Deeds of the plots sold to the
plaintiff and wanted to make quick money by taking advantage

of the gullibility of the plaintiff and Smx similarly placed

- oy

P 5
”erso 13 and compromised with Satish Modi by ‘receiving an

L e ‘,

amount of Rse 35.00,000/- from him which money be recéived in

easv/manner. The plalntiff denies having given any recelpt

on stamp paper before the witnesses to the defendant for

\/Yf"“°"A

PLAINTIFF

VERIFICATION ),
¢l

ImV,G.K.Prasad, s/o Visweshwar Rrasad, aged 5§ vears,




, 4

LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Date of document Parties to the Descpiptioe
document documnent
1. 10~2~1996 defendant r rettdr lssned hv
‘ vs defendant (. “he
3rd parties [y gt
2. 14-2-1996 -do-~ letter wio-
3. 26-2-1996 ~do~- . 1ot tmr  wipn.
4. 1-3~1996 3rd parties .
: : " VS letter issued hy
Defendant Dv.Tahsilda:
Se 14-8~1998 -d0o- complaint to the

Commissioner f F

\ \,} AY
‘ o o
p N -
Counsel .for Plaintiff : , ~PLATNTIPF
- Al
A
¢
-
A} A}
i
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