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DECRETAL_ORDER '

il UHE CoOuRer oF THE PRLLOJUNIOR CIVIL JUDGH, HYI.!‘).I‘."I';‘S'I‘ & GOUTIEL,R.RIDIST.

AT SAROCORHAGAR, an’ERiumD.
- 1

'

PRESENT: KUH.Y.SUJAIA KUMARI, B.SC.,B.L.,
Prl.Junior Civil Judge,
! Hyd.West & South, R.R,.Dist.

Dated this the 2nd day of September, 19 8.

- 1 !
I.A.1659/97> ,
. in i
0.5. 247/93
DETWEEN:

Inuganti Sailaja, w/o sri I.vijaya Kumar, ‘ f
Age:40 Yrs., R/o.H.110.1-9-49/2/1, Ramnagar,

Hyderabad. .. PETII{ONER/
‘  DLAINTIFF °
AND '
1. M/s Gurudev siddappet, Rep.by its Executive ' P
trustee Satish Modi, 3/0.late Manilal M.di, ! !
Age:b4d Yrs., presently situated at C/o.aourab'
“rading Corporation 5-4-187/3 and 4, 2nd . o
iloor, Soham Mansion, M.G. road, Sec. -
2. Setish Modi, s/o.Hanilal HModi, R/o c/o. i
Mo )luslnﬁss, Ranigunj, Sec. - <+ RESPONDEUTS/
3. P.3udersian, S/o.P.Pontaiah, Age:44 Yrs., DEFEHUDAITS

Ccec:business, R/o.1-4-485, tusheerairad, ilyd. .. proposed party

RESPOHDENT/
DEFENDAIT 110, 3

CLATH: PeLition u/0.1 rule 10 R/W 151 cpC _
to implead the proposed party as !
. third defandant in the wmain cuit. .

Petition presented on 3.!0.97, petitioner numbered on 15.12.97.

rhiis petition coming on this day before me for final disposal
in the presence of Sri V.Narendernath, Advocate for Petitioner/plaintif
and of sri C.Bal Gopal, Advocate for Respdn&nnts/nefendant 1iand 2
and of Sri DL.V.S.Hurthy, advocate for Respondent 11o.3 as proposed
defendant No.3 the Court doth order and decree as follows: j
1. ~rThat the petition ol Ehe.petition?r I:e and the same g?
hereby dismissed with costs. ) ' N iﬁ
1.
"‘J"\gnder my hend and seal of the Court on this the
%)tember , logy.

'V\\ N m"‘-‘\“" oA
11 R

Pri.funior Civil Judte/
Hyd.west&south., 9 ¢
uENo_or costs @7
, FOR RESPONIDE TS: .
‘?'w%n- petition  fs. 1/~ - I
p~®n Vakalat -
3. Stamp on process 20/ - - |
4. Advocate f{ree F.C. and [1.C. not filed by lLoth sides. :

. 21/~ - .
COMPARE wil ¢ | - . :

Cortifiod 1 vr rei =K Trus Copy ' . | - ) |

Prl.Junior Civil Judge,.

g Hyd.llest & South.
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oCconer OoF CTHE PRL.JUNION CIVIL JUDGE, HYD. WEST & SOUTHLIL.R.DIST.
AT SAROORMNAGAR, HYDERADAD.

a | .

PRESENT : KUM. Y. SUJANA KUMART,I*,SC.,B.L.,
Prl.Jdunior Civil Judge,
Hyd.West &_ South, R.R.Dist,

1
o™ !

Dated this the 2nd day of September, 1998,

1.2.1659/97
in

0.5.247/93

DBETWEEN : '

Inuganti Sailaja, W/o.Sri I.vijaya Kumar,

Agesd40 Yrs., R/o.li.010.1-9-49/2/ 1, Ramnagar, S

lHydarabad. ' .o DETITIONER/
' PLAINTIFF

AlID ) )

. M/s Gurudev Siddapeet, Rep.by its Execu-
tlve Trustee Satish Modi, $/o.late Manilal
Modi, Age:b4 Yrs., Presently situated at
C/o.Sourab Trading Corcporation, 5-4-187/3
&4, 2nd rloor,Soham Mansion, M.G.Rao. Secun-
deral:ad. -

2. 3atish ltodi, S/o.Hanilal Hodi, R/0.C/u.
Modi Itusiness, Ranigunj, Secunderahad. .. RESPONLENITS/
' ' DEFEUDANTS

3. 'p. Sudershan, S/o.P.Pcntaiah, Ages44 Yrs., ’
Occ:Business, R/0.1-4-485, Musheeralkad, Hyd. .. Proposed party
" RESPONDENT/-
DEFEHDANT NO. 3

This petition coming on 28.8,98 before me for
final disposal in the presence of Sri V.I'arendernath, Advocate
for petitioner/plaintiff and of Sri C.Balgdpal Advocate for
respondents/defendants 1 and 2 and of Sri D.V.S.Murthy, Advocate
for respondent No.3 as proposed defendant No.3 and the matter
having stood over for consideration till this day: this Coart
delivered the follow1ng. ‘ S

ORDER
This petition is filed U/0 1 rule 1o R/

gection 151 CPC by the plaintiff in the suit praying to im 'ﬁ%ded

ig This suit is filed by the plaintiff for perpetual

e

s r
1n)unctiogr>gainst -the resPOndents/defendants 1 and 2 regarding
T .
@he'suleubchedule property bearing plot No.16 in Sy.No.37 ofu
£
5;mpeﬁ wtiich she purchased fruu oht Sri Bhagwan Raj throuﬁh

GPA P Sudershan who 1s proposed party herein under reglstered
Ve

sale deed Dt:29.7.86. when rnspondents/defendants 1 and 2 at;gmpted

"
Lo interfere to-interfer with her pOSSGSSlOn withe thp,property

-~
'

she filed the suit obtained intcrim LnjuncLion. The peLitloner .



purchased the suit property tﬁﬁugh respondent 1o.3 who acted as
GPA to varikoppula Ramaiah and his family memkers who are the

protected tepants of 1 acre 35 yuntas. The: petitioner came to know

that the respondent 11o.3 entered into an agreement Dt:7.3.96

with respondents 1 and 2 and delivered all the plots in Sy.No.37

[l

including the sult property having accepted a. sum of Rs. 35 lakhs,

The petitioner could get xerox copy’of the said agreement wherein it

—

s\l ) . : ‘
i5 clearly resisted that respondent No.3 accepted the akove sald |

sum and delivered :all the plots including the suit property éo

respondents 1 and 2 without her. knowlenge..congent and permission.
‘As t.e respondent No.3 entered into above said agreement kéing
GPA holder of her vendor who is the family member of varikogpula
lfamaiah the protected tenant of Sy.No.37 with‘reSpOndents liend 2
who have no manner of: right. title and rntercst is a necessgry {

and propcr party to the.suiu. 1f ;he respondent No.3 is nob '

allowed tollmplcad‘i the 'suit the petitioncr will suiier loss.

I
The proposed defendaxt i.e.\ respondent Ho.3 filed counter

contending that he has nothing to do with the propertx cf the
R , =

!

i

%

!

|

petitioner that he is not the GPA Hoider of Baghwan Raj the.alleged !
vendor of the plaintiff that he is the GPA Holder ‘of Varikoppula i
liarsamha and her sons Lakshman and Yadagiri. The agreement 1
{

is only an agreement between.respondents 1 and 2 and respon

to avoid“hecessary litigation by compramise with certain te

conditions and there is no mentiongd gahout the delivery of

lrlunglno to the petitioner and this respondent never: deliveked

‘
14

‘nl
tihhe land belonging to others, that this resj:ondent has no 1nterest

7

MT: Thissuit i filed by the petiticner for permanent

injunction restraining the respondents/defendants 1 and 2 from

' ) contd..:3: He

}Q\A{' O LL_AA.,\.U\_M -\




: 3:

interfering —ith her possession of the sﬁit schedule property

i.e. plot No.l6 in Sy.io.37 of negupli’pe't stating that on 21.10.93

at  about 12 noon the deféndants with tﬁe help of unsocial
elementstresspass ihto the ppoperty with an intention to dispossess
the petition~r from the suit schedule propez.ty. The suit is at thé
stage of triat. The petitionef's «fr.)li:.t.‘n\'l:i(le Loy e '-ul'l 1 that ahe
purchased thoe suit scheduie property from one paghawan Raj under
registered sale deed DL:29.7.86, whereas in the petitfon she
contended that she purchasecd the property from Baghwan Raf

through his GPA the third respondent he}ein under the sale geed
Dt:20.7.86. The reswondent tio.3 denied exeéu@ing sale deed‘in favour
of the petitioner regarding the suit property. The sale'deed flled
along with the suit by the pctitioner shows that it was exegptéd

by Laghwan Raj only but not the third respondent as his GPA!{

holder. The contention of the petitioner is that shc came to knoi:

[ S

that the third respondent who is proposed defendant, entered into
an ggreehent of sale with reépondents 1 and 2 and delivered'posse-
ssién of the suit schedule property’ without her knowledge and

wit out any manner- of rights and so the third respondent is a
necessary party to the suit. The photostat copy of the agreément is
filed into court does not show the delivery of possession of ' the

property in S5.No0.37 by the proposed defendaﬁt to respondent%§;3and 2.
. i

gsion
NiZIn

of lst respondent in lacre 35 guntas in S.Ho0.37 and 38 partié‘d
: : ! SR
that he agreed to withdraw all his claims in that property. It is

It shows that the 3rd respondent admitted the rights and po%%’

also mentioned therein that he would satisfy the claim of th: |

i
plaintiff in thé&suit. The third respondent contends that ag?ggment

Shas nothing to do with the property of the petitioner

B tcred into between him and respondents 1 and 2 relating

-

E . o )
pamis@ and to avoid some 116@gat10n. by virtue of <hat
\

it son arose “4Against him. It is also contendri Ly respon-
2 that if at all there 4% any’%gréement cntered into

Lotween the 0 »nd the third respondent it has nothing to do with
~
! . I

ceontd, L4

ot o

I
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the pctitiohers prupérty‘and_tasing‘on that allegation the third
respondent cannot Le made as a party\to the suit, that this

net tion is filed only to drag on the proceedings as contended

by the respondents. The cause of action sho&n in the‘plaint is

in the year 1993 against respondehts 1 and 2A0nly. The suit

is Jor injunction restraining the respondents 1 .and 2 Lrom
inteffering with the possession of the'petitidner over the éuit_
schedule property. There is no allegation about the Ehird respondent’
attempt to interfere with the possession of the petitioners. When
there is no cause of acticn against the third respondent and when
interest of the third respondent in the suit schedule property

is not shown, 1 fteel thatriu iz not necessaty to implead théifd -
respondent as a defendant ;n'the suit, which is filed for s%mple
injunction. If the petitioner has any clain against 3rd reséondent
by virtue oif the agreement he has to procged against him sepera-
tely; It appears that this vetition is filed only to complicate

the matter as argued by the resyondents’add to delay 4

tho procceéings. ‘ »

- '
I sec not merits in the petition. Hence it is dismissed

, ictated to the Steno-Typist, transcribed by her, ;!
¥red and pronounced by me in the oepn Court on this th$

jQQ of Scptember. 1994,
GL,kJJw\JZde
h ‘ 2-94491%-

Prl.Junior Civil Judge,
| Hyd.West&South.,
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