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MEMORANDUM: OF CROSS APPE,AL /
Filed under Rule 22(1) of Order XLI of C.P.g

IN THE HONtsLE HIOH COUR'!'OF JUDICA'IURE AT: TryDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND THE ST,{TE OF ANDHRA PRADESH

CROSS OBJ. APPBAL.NO. OF 2016 2

IN

AS No. 164 oF 2016 ",'-
BETWEEN:

SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR, S/O NAIISAIAH, ./
Aged about 40 years, OccltPation: Business,
R7o H.No. i0-22, Gajwcl Village and Mandal,
Medak District, Telargana. ,/
SRI.JEEDIPALLY RAM REDDY, S/O NARAYAI'JA

REDDY, Aged about 63 ycars' Ccc: Business,
R/ o H.No.3-49, Thurkapally Village, Sharneerl:ct
Mandal, Ranga ReddY District.

t'
SRI.AAKULA KzuSHNA MURTH\" S/O r-A'TE.VI',1'TAL,

Aged about 47 years, Occ: Business, R/o Plot No.
I8O/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, I{arkhala, Sccunderabad.

,/
SRI.B.SATYANARAYANA. S/ O II.{RSAIAH, Agcd abo{:t
59 years, Occupation: business. R/o Thurkapally
Village, ShameerPet Mandal, RIi. District.

5. G.SANJEEVA, S/O KISHTAIAH, Aged about 5
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapalty
Village, Shameerpet Mandat, RI.l.. District.

Cross Appellants / Respondents
/Defendants

And
,/

SMT.V.DHANA L"{KSHMI, W/O V. RA-I I(UMAR:
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Household, Residing
At H.No.24-88/6/5/ 1,{, Alrand l3agh, h4alkajgiri,
Hyderabad.

ticr;pondent/Appellarlt/ PIaintifl

ADDRESS OF THE APPELLANTS: Thc address of the aPpellant is for the
purpose of service ol all notices and processcs etc is as given above in the
cause titlc and that of their counsels M/s., Ivl.V.Raj Kumar Gabricl (829O),

G. Sampada, Advocates, 63-8, Ilarlsila.lpet, Sccundcrabad-3.

II. ADDRESS OF THE RESPoNDENTS: The add|ess of Lhe Respondents is for

the purpose of servicc oI notices, proccsscrj emd etc is as given above in

the cause title.
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That the above namcd appellants beg to plesent this memorandum o[ Cross

Obiections/Appeal being aggrieved b);rhe decree and judgment Dated 2T'h APri!'

,nrr(^"""a in O.S.N9.71O ol 2Orcl p1t the l{ont'tc X Addl District Judge' (FTC)

;;;.; ;; ( 
^t u'e' N^e"l/ ht rh6- 1"" -rrr- "'loa.A r'f P"A 1" -5

,L-c.:{c-&. 6\^ 8 '3-16
1. That the Respondent herein hted the above suit for recover of money from

the Appellants herein, which arose out of Agreement of Sale executed between thc

parties herein.

2. The gist of the case of the plaintiff in the court belbw is that she entered

into an agreement of sale with the 
"\ppellants'/defendaits 

dated: 2a-12-2!o6 t

subsequently as the sale transaction was not completed the schedule proPerty

covered under the said agreement of sale' was not alienated' Thereafter' after

exchalges of legal notices ald replies' a suit for recovery of money u'as filed

against the APpellaats herein, during tire monttr of November' 2010'

3. That the Appellants hercin on receipt of coLlrt notices' ltled their writtcn

statement and as the buit for rccovcr:y oI moncy based upon agrcement of salc

daled,28- 12-2006, apart from tal<ing ()ther pleas lt was also pra'yed for dismisstrl

of suit as the same was filed after limii:ation pc;od'

4.Thesuit\^lcntfortris-landtheplaintiffsherselfwasexamincdarsPW.land
her husband was examined as P!V.2 etnd in supPort o[ their contentions in aii

Ex.A1 to A9 were marked and on bchalf of dcfendants' defendant No S was

examined as DW.1 ard Ex Bl to 85 \!'ere markcd on their bchalf' Subscqucntly'

the court below was pleased to pas:red judgment and decree and the suit was

decreed for a sum oI Rs.12,18,000/- with intercst l2o/o per annum on the said

amount from the date of the suit till the date of rcalization'

GR OF APPEAL

5. That the court below sjnce passed the Judgment and decree erroneously' g.,'

the present Cross Appeal is hled before this llon'ble court' [n so far as lhc

Respondent herein i.c. plaintiff in the main suit' already hled an appcal vidc

As'No.164of2016ontherlleofthisllon,blecourtaggrievedbytheJudgmentand
Decree passed in the above suit and the same is pending disposal before this

Honble court.

1. That the court below, erroneirusly passed thc Judgment and Decree in

OS.No.71O of 2O1O and undcr "'ririch 
thc suit rvas decreed for a sum oI

Rs.12,18,000/- witi interest 129'o pcl annurn on the said amounI lrom thc datt: of

the suit till thc date of realtzatiolr'



,t

2. That the court below has uot properly apPreciated witl1 regard to tl"e

limitation in frling of ttre suit is not proper and correct. That the Hon'lf,le court

observed tl.at tl.e Appellants herein refused to perform thcir Part of t}Ie agreement,

after receipt of Ex.A3 which is dated: 13-07-2009 and hence the suit is frled within

three years from the said date and hcld that the suit claim is within thc limitation,

though the suit was not filed within three yea-rs from the date of Ex.A1 Agreement

from where the limitation starts.

3. That the court below at the sr.lme time failed to appreciate or discuss the

consistent stand taken by thc Appcllants herei4 with regard to the Iimitation

aspect and so a.lso did not look into the Bx.B 1 to B3 documents, which has

substantial bearing on the case.

4. That the court below failcd to [ppreciate, whcn tl'rs fact remains that thc

Appetlants having received the le1',al notice dated: 27 -O4-2OO9 from the

Rcspondent herein, gave claborate slritable reply datcd: 29-05-2009 under Ex.BI,

denying all the contentions of Rcspondent, which was duly acknowledged by her.

5. That the court below failcd lo look into the documentary evidence, even

though there is no proof of sen'icc of notice issued ur:dcr Ex.A3, which is much

later to the reply issued under Ex.Bl, but however hcld that in view of Ex.A3, the

suit is filed within the limitation period,

7. Thus the prcsent appeal is trlcd in so fa.r as the Judgment, which is partly

decreed, even though the Respondent could not establish and prove her case and

discharge initial burden.

9. The Cross Appea.l has to be preferred within 30 days from the date of

receiPt of the notice in AS.No. 16.1 of 2016. As there is a delay in filing the

Cross Appeal a sep?u'ate application U/S. 5 of Limitation Act is filed along with the

AppeaJ.

10. That ttte court be.low, passed decrce .rnd judgmcnt lor Rs.12,18,000/- with
12% intercst per ar1num. from the d tc of suit ro till rcalization, for which thc
present appeal is filed and thus the Appetla.nts au-c trerewfth liling a court t'ec of
Rs._ under section 34(b) of APCir & SV act, which is proper zrnd sufficient.

8. That the other grounds would bc urged at the time of arguments.



VALUE OF THE APPEAL

Lower Court Decreed Amount

Interest 12olo p.a.
From 12.11.2O 10 to 12.7.2016
i.e.5years8montls

Total

Rs. 12,l8,OOO-OO

Rs. 8,28,24O-OO /
Rs. 2O,+6,2aO-OO.,/

/

Court Fee paid U/s 34(b) of APCF & SV act
Which is sufrcient

RS 22,926-00 \/-

That the Appellants therefore prayed that thjs Honble court may be plcascd

to a-llow the Cross Appeal by setting aside the ,ludgment and decrcc dat<:d: 27tb

April, 2015 passed in OS.No.710 ol'2010, by thc l{on'ble x Addl. District Judflc,

(FTC) Ranga Reddy District, at L.B. Nagar. to an extent of suit decrecd for a sum oaa

Rs.12,18,000/- with interest 129lo per annum on the said amount from the datc of

the suit till the date o[ realization, without tor-tching the rest of the decree ernd

judgment passed in t}te above suit and pass such other relief or reliefs as this

Honble court deems lit and proper undcr thc circumstances ofthe case and in thc

interest of Justice.

Place: Hyderabad.
Date: - 07-2016

Counsel Appellants
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MEMOBANDAM OLAH:'EAL}]!.ILD LILIDI'R ORDER 41 RULD i R/W
SDaIJGN_95 eI c.Pc

IN THE HICI{ C(fU] C)F.IUDICATURE OF I{YDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TI'LII.NGAIIA& TI{E S]iT/\,I.E OF ANDRA PRADESI.I

BETIMEEN:

Snrt..V.Dhana La>:mi, W /o \r.Ra-'. I(umar,
$Bed about 47years, Occ: H,:use hold,
R/o H.No.27-8e / 6 I s / tA,
Anancl Bagh, Malkaj giri, Hyderabad.

AND

1 .Uppala Sridhar, S/o. Narsa-irfi,
Aged about: 39 yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o I{.No. 70-22, Gajwel Viliage & Mandal,
Medak Dist.

3. Aakula I(rishna Murthy, Si/o. l,ate Vittal,
Aged .rbout: 46yrs, Occ: []trsin,:r;s,
R/o. P-tot No. t 80/4,
Old Vasavi Nagar l(arl:ttr:.na,
Secunderabad.

4. B.Sathya Narayana, lS/o llarsaiah
Aged abont: 58yrs, Occ: Br-rsincss,
R/o. Tlrrkapalli Village,
Shameerpet Mandal, R.F:.Dist.

,I.
..APPELLq,NT/ Plaintiff ... -'

j'.

Ibt oF 2016

I

I
I

i

5. G.Sanjeeva S/o I(istaiah
Agecl a.bout: 57yrs, Occ: Eusinc:ss,
R/o. Kolthur Village,
Sllamcerpet Mandai, R.R.Disrt. :RES PONDENTS / Defend ants

That the addr:ess for s,:rvice o:[su:nmotr on the Appellant is to the care of
his Advocates, Sri .Bankatlal M.andirani '(4819), Sri Ghanshyamdas Mandharri,
Advooates, I{.I.1o.2-2- I 105/ 27 tts / ).,1 i)aknagar, Hydelabad,

That the address tbr service of noiices etc., cn the respoDdents is tLe.
same as given in the cause title abovr:r. ;:;

,.:!. ii:

A.S.No.

2.Jeeclipalli Ram liedCy, S,ro Narayana FledCy;
'Aged about: 62 yls, Oc<:: Busine:r:i,
R/o. ll.No.3-49,'lurkaprllli \/il1a13e,

Shaoleerpet Mandal, R.Il. f)ist.

.)



(+)
The appellant abovr: namecl t'eing aggrieved by the Judgment '

and Decree dated 27-01-2O15in Cr.S No' 7Io of 2o1O passed by the

Hon'bleXAddl.DistrictJudl;c(FTC),RangaReddyDistrictAt:
L.B,Nagar, prefer this appeal, in s': far as against the appellant' on the

following arlong other grounds

gJLC)lLNp fi' o.r 4:!84 L

1. The Judgment pasr;e d by '''l:e above named Hon'ble X Addl'

District Judge (FTC), R.R.Dist, At: L-B llagar', in so far as against

appeJlant is contraq' to 'lre r:ra tr::i placed on record, law' equity

Justice and good conscious.

2, That the Court belo'p ought to have decreed the suit intoto and

not partly for Rs.12,O0,O0O-00 out of total claim of Rs'42,00'000-00

and also ought not to have refused to grant interest from the date of

agreement of sale Dx;A-1to the defindants.

3. That the Court belovr ough: to have granted interest on the relief

of recovery of Rs. ).2;()0,OOO-00 aqiarded by it ri'om i'e',28.12-20O6 till

date of decree by appreci,rting thr: fact that they are not entitled to

retain the same in view ol' the fa':l: tllat they have no right to seIl the

subject matter ol the property rrtrder the agreement of sale and not

from the date of dernand.

4. That the lower court grossl'r r:rreri in ignoring the contents of t}re

Exhibit.A-2 which is the settlelr,':nt icrraNoe PATHRAM) by not

relying on the samc oll the grollnd rhat.it iemained not proved'

6. That the Court below ought to have appreciated that the

Respondents No. 1 to 4/Defenclants No,l to 4 have not {iled written

5. That fie couit beloui outSlit to have appreciated that in the reply

legal notices Ex.B1 uld B-4 got issu':d t'y the defendants there is no

denial of the payment rnaCe by the plaintiff of amount of Rs'

42,OO,0OO-OO 'ander ihe agreement of sale and receiPt thereof by the

defendants.



B,

statement denying exeoution anai contents etc., of Ex.A-2 and hence

ought to have decreecl the: r;uit in.toto, Thert the adoPtion memo filed by

the defendants I{o.1 to 4 cannot be lc,oked into for any purpose as the
same cannot. be treirle(l as rvritten sta.tel-?eltt on behalf of saici

dcfendants.

7. That the Flespoltd.ents l.lo, i to 4 did noi ceny their signature and
the execution nor ente:Bd into wjtness box and hence ought to have

dravrn adverse inference again$t Ulent and otrght to have decreed.the

suit intoto.

8. That the Court below. failed to appreciate that the except t}le

vegUe bare denial of execution by DW-1(D.No.S) , , 
there is nothing on

record to show that the respondents No,1.to 4 have not executed Ex.A-
2 and hence.ought to have dccrced the suit jntoto.

' 9, That t}te Court below ollght to.have appreciated th;t the DW-I
' himself has stated that he cannot identify the signatulg.s of the other

defendants rvho have joined in r:xecution of Ex.A-2 and. hence ought to
have decreed the suit by not relying on the statement of DlV-1.

4r
P That appellanr recentiy leari:t at the time of filing of the present

/ appeal, that Defendant No. 2/Respondent No.2 .herein as Defer:dant
No.2 in O.S.No.L36 ol 2OO7 on t-re file ,:f Leiuned principal Junior Civil
Judge, Medchal, gavt: evidenor: rrs .DtrV-1 and he clearly stated on oath
that they received lts. 42,0t1,(t00-00 from the appellant under 'the

: agreement of sale. 'l'he ap6rellant. has ;rpplied for grant of certified copy

of Judgement and the evidence r:f D\ir.1 dtcrein an.d crave leave of the

Hon'ble Fligh Court to ler:eive :hc sarnc: by rvay of additionaj eyidence

in the appeal on fi1ing of the sanre in interesl:s ofjustlce.

1i. Tilat the Court belorv oughl: [o appreciated on the basis of recorcl:.
that all the materiai on recor',:l .everltuauy probabilises payment of

Rs.42,00,000-00 by the plaintiff to the defendants under the

agreement of sale and ought to have decreed the suit as prayed lbr.
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12. That the Court below ought ro have appreciated that the conduct "

of defendants in the circumsLar'ces o[ thc various vague defences at

different stages is no[ kuthfLll and or:glr1: to have rejected the denial of

Ex. A-2 bY DW-1 as nra-lafide one'

13. That thd Court bel>w ought to have directed taking of expert

opinion under S.45 of inrlian Dvideirce l\ct before holding Ex'A-2 as

not proved.

14. That the l6wer court ought to haTe considered the contents of

Ex.A.2 in which the responclents/<k;ferxkints acknowledged the receipt

of the amount of Rs. 42,OO,OO0/- (Forty Two Lakhs Only) from the

plaintiff towards the sale of the land bearing Sy No'50 admeasr'rring

Ac.l.00 gts siruated at Yadaram 'rillage' Medchal Mandal' R'R'Dist'

16. That the lower court, grossly erred in ignoring the oppanda

PathramEx.A.2inwhiihtherespondents/<lefendantsagreedtogetthe

property clear of the title failing which they have also agreed to retuln

is.a2,OO,OO0/- with interest Gi 3% P'A' on the amount received by

thim.

77. That the

Rs.12, i8,000/-

lower court grossly erred, in decreeing the suit for

(Twelve Lalchs Eighteerr Thousand Only) and

dismissing the claim of the plaintifl for the balance claim amount

15. That the lesponderrts/dr:fendants also agreed to receive the

balance sale consider:ation of Rsr'9'50'000/- (Nine Lakhs 'Fitty

Thousand Only) fron the aglr:ed total r;ale consideration of Rs'

51,50,000/- (Fifty One Lakhri Fitff Thcnrsalrcl only)' That from this

acknowledgement in the Cppanda Pathram dated 11-10-2007 which is

Ex.A,2 it is quite clear that the respondents/ defendants receivld Rs'

42',OO,OOO l' from tl:e tote'l saie consideration amount of Rs'

51,5O,OOO/- leaving the balance sale ccnsicler'ation of Rs'9'50'000/- to

be received at the time of registrarion of the sale deed'



(D
18. That the lower court grossly irrrerl in not consid.ering the own
admission of tire defendants ttrat thdre u.as a dispute about the title of
the property soLlght lo be Sirlcl l.:y thc defr:hdnnts to the plaintiif.t ,

19. .!'or the above mentioned gr.ounds among the other grounds
which mali be argued at the tinre oi :rrgr: rnerr t:;.

E'OURT FED:

Appeal.is filecl ag;rinst r,:lusa,l of Fleliefi; only. i.e., i) on Interest
Rcfilsed on Rs. 12,00,00-OD from the cl;rte of payment. macle to the
[,)clbn<lrrrrl:r rill <lrl. ()l'(I(:rrr:rrr(Lrrrl ii) rrls, lrrr ll.irrcilrrrl rrr,orurl] .f f{s.
3O,OO,OOO-OO(11s.'l'hi rty l.rrlill!, lvitl: intcr(:st @) ltt()zo pA liom the clate of
agreeme:tt of sale

a) Prinicipal Amount no: decree;i
(42,0C,OOO-OO nrinLrs 12,()O,OOO-OO)

28-12-2006 to 9- I 0-t)0 IO(da.:e of legal rrotice)
o-n lts..12,OO,O00-00 (4.€, rnor: ihs; Oll ilays)
(frorn cl.ttc ol IIx.A- 1 irUrce,ncnt) . 

- '; 
.

c) Interest@ Rs.18% from tt-10-2007 .

f-o I!-O+-2OI5 (Zyears 6 Months 16 days) :,,
On I?s.3O,OO,0OO-0O
(F'rom date of Ex,A-2 c4:1:ancietm)

' Total

;Rs.30,00,000-00

:Rs.8,29,800-OO

: Rs.78,8 9,8 OO.OO

I{ence a advalorem Court fec ol.ll:l, aLl;?26_Oo is paid herewith under
S.49 R/w S.20 of the A.p.C.r& S.V.Act which is proper and sufficient.

P,R/1 YDR:

'Ihe appellant herein tl-rer(:forc p::ays that tl:is Hon,ble court may
be pleased allow the appeal by seutirl3 asidc the JudBmer.lt and Dqcree
in O.S.No.710 ot 2OlO date<l 2Z-O4-2O|S passecl bv the lezrned X
Addl. District Judge (J.I.C), l?.R.i)ist a.t Nfcdchal in so far as against the
Appella::rt arnd pass such oth.er orclsr or orders as this Hon,ble court
niay deerns fit and propc'in the c:rcurrstarnces of .tre case and in the
interest of .Justice aict ecllrity.

Date:10-08-2015 'COIJ}IISEL ]IOR APPEI,LANT

:Rs.40.62.00Q1QQ
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DA3_ ri:EEIILQ ]:u GIN,UT_SIIIT .

IN THE COURT OT TI{E X ADDrI DISTTUCT JUDGE(rTC)
RANGA REDDY DTSTIUCT: AT L B I{AGAR.

Present:- Sri K. Venkatextsarlu,
FAC X Addl. Dist;ict Judgc,
Rar:l{a fteddy District

Dated on this the 27'\ day ofAprll, 2015

o.s.Irol.?lD oF 2O1O

Claim

Va.luation

Cau.EEi9.[ 4ction

Sri. B Satyanarayana, S/o Irlarasaiah,
aged a.bout 53 years, Occ: Business
T\:rkapally Viilage, Sharneerpet Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District

Sri. G. Sanjeeva, S/o Ifishtai:Lh,
aged about 52 yea:s, Occ: I3usiness
'lurkapally Village, Shs&eerpet Marrclal,
Ranga Reddy District

. . Plainliff

..Defendants

5

: This is a suit filed bJ. the plahtiff for recovery of
lnoney of Rs.61,48,600/- l,yith fllture interesi @
24oA P.A from the clate of the suit till the date o]
realization

: The suit for recoveq, of money for Rs. 61,48,600/-
a-nd a court fee of Rs. 63,926 /- is perid U/s 20
Article 1(1) ofAPCl' 8r SV Act.

: The cause of actio::. ilor filing of .Ure suit arose on
25-12--2006 s,hen the defen
42,OAO,OO / - frorrr thc pla.intiff,
to ret'url1 the anrr:r:nt recei
irlterest 3oo/o lter arrnunl 6'Om
repayment and *Lirr promise
ddfendant's on 31-1-2008

da.nt's ,.

''''l-i.-s

\.)\
,.:, 8

anci

.-ri

Between:
Smt. V. Dhara Lakshmi W/o Sri. V, Raj Kumar,
Aged: 42 years, Occ: House-Hold
R/o H.No. 24-88/6/5/1A, Anand Bagh,
Malkaj giri, Hyderabad.

AND
1. Sri. Uppala Sridhar S/o Narsaial:,

aged about 34 yeals, Occ: BusL-rc:ss
R/o H.I'Io. 70-22 Gajwel Villerge and Mandal,
Medak, District

2, Sri. Jeedipally Ram Reddy, S/o llarayana Reddy,
aged about 57 years, Occ: Brrsinesri
R/o FI.No. 3-49, TrrrkapeLlly Village,
Shaln'eerpet Mandal, Ranga.l?eddy Distrir:t,

3. Sri. Aaku.la Krishna Mtrrthl', S/o Late. l/ittal,
aged about 41 years, Occ: Business
R/o Piot No. 180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar Ktr;r-r*ana,
Secunclerabad,

4.

(

:1,.,

'r)



chakrapani"Aduocate Jor tne platnl utlu uJ o' L \J u'rt\'J' "i 
."*-7L) ."r*idiration tilt

;;;;;; p;r""al of ihe recird and the matter h'auirg stoc

this d'ay, ihis court doth decrees as folLou's:

1l That the suit ol the Plx,inttff be a d' tlLe same i's herebg..decreed ior a sum of
" 'i{it,7tl6oil- iin i"tJL"t @ 12'04 per annum on the said amount Jrom

the d.ate of suit till the date of realizattott'

2) It Ls fi-Lrtlrcr d.ecreed. that the plaitttifl mad'e exc:ess claim than LDhat she is
'' ';,r\i;;";;.";7ot 

""ia"a 
to iosts euen for the dmount for uhich decree is

iii"i "" tn" clabn uhich is granted is nore thant the claim granted'

3) That the rest of the claim of the plail'Ltiff i's cLLsrnissP'd "

Gtuen under mg hand. anri seal of this court on' this the 2/h dag of
Apri\2015.

F'AC:K S,+lh. J
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!'ol Plain For Defendants

'1 Stamp on Plaint

Stamp on Power
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Rs.300-00
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Pleader Fee/Jr. Fee
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(v
Record called for

Hearing fixed for
Notice put uP on board

Process for paid
Notice sent to resPondents

i

HIGH COURT
Cross Objectio

/'')-Y
Cross Objection No'.'

in
AS No. 164 of

In the court of tlre
Irirs t instancc

2016

20]l6
2016
2016
2016

of 201 6

6

RANGA RT]DDY DISTRTCI

OS No.710 of 2010

IN THE COURT OF X ADDL.
DISTRICT JUDGE (FTC), RANGA

REDDY AT LB NAGAR

Between :

Uppala Sridhar and 4 others

. ..Cross Objectors

By

M. v. ItA.t KLA'IAII GABRII1L (t1290)

Advocate

Verses

Smt. V. Dhan:r Lakshmi
.. Rosponclcnt

Natule of Claim :

in the lolver court
Appellate court

ln thc Fli.e,h Court 12-07-201'6

27-04-201.5

Rs.

20,46,240/-

22,926/ -Court [rc Paid

r..r-,, ; i .,:r1 ;..:-..- ,

)
I
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b'/UNDER SECTION 151OF C,P.C

HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT HYDERABAD FOR THE STATE OF
TELANGANA AND TIIE STATE OF ANDHNA PPA'"'"

Aswr NO OF 201 S-

IN

Ss

.=s\*\ y,D\1esrq LqNu

(sR)No. qO\A

!J'-gtFlED pET'".rr!

oF 201 S_

.. Petitioner/s

:. Res pond ent/s

Between:

upeg {Soqu*q_
c.,a\ 6h+S

,.d
\\-

. lt is submitted that the above case was returned by the registry with

office ob.jections by Siving 10 days time to comply with the same' After

collecting the bundle from the registry by my clerk' he kept the same in the

officeforcomplyingthesame.Butthesamewasmisplacedinthedisposedof

v bundles' He could. not trace the same immediately' However; he could trace

it and complied with the ob.iections ;aised by the registry' ln the process the

occurred a delay in representing the above case' The delay is neilher willful

nor wanton but for the reasons mentioned supra, lf the delay is not

condoned, we will suffer irreparable lo:;s and injury'

ior all the reasons stated supra' it is prayed that this Hon'ble court may

be pleased to condone the delay of (f ) days in representing the above case

in SS (sn) r.ro.QO\t of 2or6ii pass such other or fur:ther orders'

Hyderabafl |

oate,$(]a5g-
C LFO R THE PETITIONERS'



3

MEMORANDUM OF CIV]L MISCELLANEOUS PETITION
(FILED UNDER SECTION 5 OF LIMITATION ACT)

IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COI,RT OF JI,DICATI,RE AT: ITYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF'TELANGANA AND FOR TIIE STA"E OF

ANDERA PRA.DESH

As.MP.No./5q L orroru
?{'Obl Si' - .."?oqtgt lPd

b)

.rI

AS.No. Lbq oF 2016

1

BETWEEN

2

SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR, S/O NARSAIAH,
Aged about 40 years, Occupation: Business,
R/o H.No. 10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal,
Medak Dis trict, Telangana.

SRI.JEEDIPALLY RAM REDDY, S/O NARAYANA
REDDY, Agcd about 63 ycars, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No.3-49, Thurkapally Village, Shameerpet
Mandat, Ranga Reddy District.

SRI.AAKULA KRISHNA MURTHY, S/O LATE.VITTAL'
Aged zrbout 47 years, Occ: Busineirs, R/o Plot No.
180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, I(arkhana, Secunderabad'

SRI.B.SATYANARAYANA, S/O NAI:SAIAH, Aged about
59 years, Occupation: business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. l)istrict'

G.SANJEEVA, S/O KISHTAIAH, /rt;ed about 58
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. l)istrict.

3

4

5

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHM], W/O V,IIAJ KUMAR,
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Household, Residing
At H.No. 24-88/ 6 / 5 I I A, Anand Bagh, Malkaj giri,
Hyderabad.

.Respondents/ Respondent

For the reasons stated in tlre accomparying affidavit, it is therefore

prayed that the Hon'ble court mal/ be pleased to condone the delay of lqlf-
days in preferring the above ApPeal before this Honble Court and Pass

such other order or orders as thjs Honble Court deems fit and proper in

the interest of justice.

.. Petitioners/Appellants
And

PLACE:

DATE:

HYDERABAD

[i--o4"zo ro. COUNSEL FOR PETIT NERS/APPELLANTS

ri...T
l

e
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IN THE HON,BLE IIIGH COURT OF JUDICATTIRE AT: IryDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGI^NA AND FOR THE STATE OF.

ANDHRA PRADESII

AS.MP.NO. oF 2016

ri{

...... Petitioners/APPellants

tu.rd

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI,
.....Respondents/ ResPondent

AFF IDAV IT

I, Sri UPpata Sridhar, S/o'Narsaiah, aged about 40 years' OccuPation:

Business, R/o H.No.1O-22, Gajwel Village arrd Mandal, Medal< District' do

hereby solemnty affirm and sincerely state on oat-I-r as follows:-

1. That I am tJ:e Deponent herein eurC Petitioner / Appellant No'1 in the above

Appeal ald as such well acquainted with the facts of the case and able to

depose as under. Further I a:rl deposing on my behalf and on behalf of the

other ApPellants.

2. I humbly submit that the Respondent herein has frled suit in OS 710/2010 on

the file of HONtsLE X ADDL. DISTRICT JUDGE (FTC) RANGA REDDY

DISTzuCT, AT: L.B.NAGAR against the Petitioners herein for Recovery of money'

Further in the said suit after ttrorotrgh enquiry and trial, the Honble Court was

pleased to partly Decree the suit for sum of Rs'12,18,000/- together with

interest vide Judgement and Decrec dated 27 -4-2OL5.

3. I further submit that aggrieved by the Judgement and decree daled 27 -4-2015

passed by ttre Hon'ble Court, I preferred the above Appeal before this Honble

court. F\]rther as a matter of fact I suffered with prolonged illrless arrd there

was a commurtication gap with other petitioners, as such I nor tJre other

petitioners could pursue t.l.e case or contacted the counsel.

4. I further submit that after I recovered from ill health, I arld the other petitioners

approached the Counsel, who in turn told us that the Judgment need to be

challenged before the Hontle High Court and that there is a delay of | 1(T
days. Further t].e delay in preferring tl.e above Appeal is neither wil1ful nor

wanton, but for the above said reason only.

oF 20L6

,rr

AS.No,

BETWEEN:

SRLUPPALA SRIDHAR And 4 Others

I

{

l



5. I further submit that I got a goorl case in the above Appeal and there is every

chance of succeed.ing the same, as such it is just and necessary to condone tl1e
/

delay of ({1 days, otherwise I shall suffer great irreparable loss and injury'

It is therefore prayed that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to condone the

delay of (4,( ) days in preferring the above Appeal arld pass such other order or

orders as this Honble Court deems lit and proper in the interest ofjustice'
',r',...

Sworn and sigrr beforg me on this

tlre 11 8 day .t.{i&r?borc, Hyderabad. V gJ.-
Identified by: M.V.RAJ KUMAR OABRIEL,

ADVOCATE

DEPONENT

ADVOCATE ERABAD,

u**'""
\tv'./
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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT Or JITDICA?URE A?! ITYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF ?ELANGANA AND FOR THE STATE OF

ANDHRA PRADESH

AS.MP.NO. oF 2016

III

1

AS-No.

BEIWEEN:

SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR And 4 Others

SMT.V.DHANA I"{KSHMI,

oF 2016

...... Petitioners/Appeuants

And

Respondents/ Respondent

AFFIDAVIT

I, Sri Uppala Sridhar, S/o.Narsaiah, aged about 40 years, Occupation:

Business, R/o H.No.1O-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal, Medak District, do

hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state on oatl as foUows:-

1. That. I am the Deponent herein alrd Petitioner / Appellalt No. I in the above

Appeal and as such well acqr'rainted with the facts of the case arld able to

depose as under. Further I am deposing on my beha.lf and on behalf of the

other Appella!ts.

2. I humbly submit that the Respondent herein has hled suit in OS. 710/2010 on

the hle of HONtsLE X ADDL. DISTRICT JUDGE (FTC) RANGA REDDY

DISTRICT, AT: L.B.NAGAR agajnst thc Petitioners herein for Recovery of money.
i

Further in the said suit a.fter thorolrgh enquiry and trial, the Honble Court was

pleased to partly Decree the suit for sum of Rs 12,18,000/- together with

intcrest vide Judgcmcnt and Decrec <lated 27-4-20L3,

3. I further sqbmit that aggrieved by the Judgement and decree daled 27-4-2015

passed by thc Honble Court, I preferred the above Appeal beforc this Honble

court. Further as a matter of fact I suffered with prolonged illr: ess and there

was a communication gap with other petitioners, as such I nor t}le other

petitjoners could pursue t]-e case or contacted the counsel'

4. I furtl]er submit that after I recoverccl from ill health, I and the other Petitioners

approached the Counsel, who in turn told us that thc Judgment need to bc

challenged before the Honble High Court and that there is a delay of I q! |

days. Further the delay in preferring the abovri Appeal is neither willful nor



chance of succeeding t]:e sarne, as such it is just ancl necessary to condone tlte

aebt of Qq|'dals, 
othersrise I shall suffer great irreparable lors and injury'

It is therefore prayed that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to condone the

delay ot lflyf d,ays in preferring the above Appcal arrd pass such other order or

orders as tiris Hontle Court deems Iit and proper in the ilterest ofjustice'

Sworn and sign before me on this

the day ofJune,2016, HYderabad.

Identjfied by: M.V.RAJ KUMAR GABRIEL,
ADVOCATE

DEPONENT

ADVOCATE :: HYDERABAD. r-

V gJT



3

MEMORANDUM OF CIVIL MISCELLANEOUS PETITION
(FILED UNDER SECTION 5 OF LIMITATION ACT)

AS.MP.NO. oF 2016

IN

AS.No. oF 2016

A

BETI,VEEN

1 SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR, S/O NARSAIAH,
Aged about 40 years, Occupation; Business,
R/ o H.No. 10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal,
Medak District, Telangana.

3

SRl.JEEDIPALLY RAM REDDY, S/O NARAYANA
REDDY, Aged about 63 years, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No.3-49, Thurkapally Village, Shameerpet
Mardal, Ranga Reddy District.

SRI.AAI(ULA I(RISHNA MURTHY, S1O LATE,VITTAL,
Aged about 47 years, Occ: Busineiis, R/o Plot No.
180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, I(arkhana, Secunderabad.

SRI.B.SATYANARAYANAl S/O NARSAIAH, Aged about
59 years, Occupation: brlsiness, R,/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. Djstrict.

G.SANJEDVA, S/O I(ISHTAIAH, AgJed about 58
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. District.

......Petitioners/Appellants
And

.Respondents/Respondent

For tlle reasons stated ilr the accompanyiDg affidavit, it is therefore

prayed that the Hon'ble court may be pleasecl to condone the delay of l1$-
days in preferring the above Appeal before this Honble Court and Pass

such other order or orders as this Honble Court deems fit and ProPer in

the interest of justice.

HYDERABAD.

-06-20 i6.

5

PLACE:

DATE: COUNSEL FOR PETI NERS/APPELLANTS

IN THE HON,BLE HIGH COURT OF JIJDICATURE AT: IIYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANCiANA AND FOR THE STATE OF'

ANDHRA PRADESII

4

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI, W/O V.RAJ KUMAR,
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Flousehold, Residing
At H.No.24-88/ 615 / LA, Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri,
Hyderabad.



I{IGH COURT AT HYDERABAD

AS.MP.NO. oF 2016

IN

AS.No. oF 2016

DELAY PEITITOI

Filed on: -07

Filed bY:

M/5. M,V.RAJ ITUMAR GABRIEL'
(82eo)

ADVPCATE
SECIJNDERABAD

COUNSEL FOR APPELLANTS

T 
(c,:t

ti.1?!
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I

IIIGTICOURT

CItrtl I'lisc.Petitlon

As.r"IP.Nc.l 
(tt0 or 2016

. /.,nl_n t ,t4.,
Cross soo"; *;. -$0-36 <tf ?016

in
.A. s.IdO . 1 6'4 of 2c'16

,/' to condone the cieLay

i {$ 1 cays i.rr preferring the abov

app eh.1 before tiris Hon'b1e Cou!'t a

frass Jlrch other order or orderrl.

RAI,JGA REDDY : !DTSTRTCT

Up:)ala Srldhar, and otlrers, . .

cross Ap:oell

I'l/s. ].i. V. Ra jkunar Gabriel(8
Counsel ior the aptr,e11ants '

i,IA F APP

V/s. 5 of LiniLation ACt

,v
Precen'rdd or1 12-7-?-a16

filed o:) 12-7-2016

flATA EJ'rT'
*-'a'
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