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MEMORANDUM OF CROSS APPEAL
Filed under Rule 22(1) of Order XLI of C.P.C:

IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT: HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND THE STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH.

CROSS OBJ. APPEAL.NO. OF 2016 ¢
IN

ASNo. 164 OF2016.

BETWEEN:

1. SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR, S/0O NARSAIAH, 7
Aged about 40 years, Occupation: Business,
R/o H.No.10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal,

Medak District, Telangana. Ve

2 SRI.JEEDIPALLY RAM REDDY, S/0O NARAYANA
REDDY, Aged about 63 ycars, Ccc: Business,
R/o0 H.No.3-49, Thurkapally Village, Shameerpct
Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.
/"
3. SRI.AAKULA KRISHNA MURTHY, S/O LATE.VITTAL,
Aged about 47 years, Occ: Business, R/o Plot No.
180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, Karkhana, Secunderabad.

4, SRI.B.SATYANARAYANA, S/O NARSAIAH, Aged abo(t
59 years, Occupation: business. R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RI.. District.

S G.SANJEEVA, S/0 KISHTAIAH, Aged about 58
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RK. District.

.....Cross Appellants / Respondents
/Delendants

S

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI, W/0O V.RAJ KUMAR,
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Household, Residing
At H.No.24-88/6/5/ 1A, Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri,
Hyderabad.

And

.... Respondent/Appellant/Plaintiff

L, ADDRESS OF THE APPELLANTS: The address of the appellant is for the
purpose of service of all notices and processcs etc is as given above in the
cause title and that of their counsels M/s., M.V.Raj Kumar Gabriel (8290),
G. Sampada, Advocates, 63-B, Iiansilalpet, Secunderabad-3.

[I. ADDRESS OF THE RESPONDENTS: The address of the Respondents is for
the purpose of service of notlices, processes and etc is as given above in

the cause title.

jed
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That the above named appellants beg to present this memorandum of Cross

Objec?ns /Appeal being aggrieved by the decree and judgment Dated. 27t April,

0.S.No.710 of 2010, by the Hon’ble X Addl. District Judge, (FTC)

2015 passed in
J{:c._. ‘;M T asbave A.r'PPq’.X et

Ranga Reddy District; at L.B. Nagaf. N
Fetine®D o B-2-l6

1. That the Respondent herein file
ose out of Agreement of Sale executed between the

d the above suit for recover of money from

the Appellants herein, which ar

parties herein.

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

into an agreement of sale with the Appellants/defendants dated: 28-12-2006,

the sale transaction was not completed the schedule property
Therealler, after

subsequently as
covered under the said agreement of sale, was not alienated.

exchanges of legal notices and replies, a suit for recovery of money was filed

against the Appellants herein, during the month of November, 2010.

A
3 That the Appellants herein on receipt of court notices, filed their written
statement and as the suit for recovery of money based upon agrcement of sale
dated:28-12-2006, apart from taking other pleas. It was also prayed for dismissal

of suit as the same was filed after limitation period.

4, The suit went for trial and the plaintiffs herself was examined as PW.1 and
her husband was examined as PW.2 and in support of their contentions in &
Ex.Al to A9 were marked and on behalf of defendants, defendant No.5 was
examined as DW.1 and Ex.B1 to BS were marked on their behalf. Subscguently,
the court below was pleased to passed judgment and decree and the suit was

decreed for a sum of Rs.12,18,000/- with interest 12% per annum on the said

amount from the date of the suit till the date of realization.

S That the court below since passed the J udgment and decree erroneously,

the present Cross Appeal is filed before this Hon’ble court. In so far as the

Respondent herein i.c. plaintifl in the main suit, already filed an appeal vide

AS.No.164 of 2016 on the file of this Hon’ble court aggrieved by the Judgment and

Decree passed in the above suit and the same is pending disposal before this

Hon'’ble court.

GROUNDS OF CROSS APPEAL

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

OS.No.710 of 2010 and under which the suit was decreed for a sum of

Rs.12,18,000/- with interest 12% pecr annum on the said amount from the date of

the suit till the date of realization.
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2. That the court below has not properly appreciated with regard to the
limitation in filing of the suit is not proper and correct. That the Hon’ble court
observed that the Appellants herein refused to perform their part of the agreement,
after receipt of Ex.A3 which is dated: 13-07-2009 and hence the suit is filed within
three years from the said date and held that the suit claim is within the limitation,
though the suit was not filed within three years from the date of Ex.Al Agreement

from where the limitation starts.

3 That the court below at the same time failed to appreciate or discuss the
consistent stand taken by the Appellants herein with regard to the limitation

aspect and so also did not look into the Ex.Bl to B3 documents, which has

substantial bearing on the case.

4. That the court below failed to appreciate, when the fact remains that the
Appellants having received the lepal notice dated: 27-04-2009 from the
Respondent herein, gave elaborate suitable reply dated: 29:05-2009_ under Ex.B1,
denying all the contentions of Respondent, which was duly acknowledged by her.

5. That the court below failed to look inte the documentary evidence, even
though there is no proof of service of notice issued under Ex.A3, which is much

later to the reply issued under Ex.B1, but however hcld that in view of Ex.A3, the

suit is filed within the limitation period.

7. Thus the prescnt appeal is filed in so far as the Judgmcnt, which is partly
decreed, even though the Respondent could not establish and prove her case and

discharge initial burden.
8. That the other grounds would be urged at the time of arguments.

9. The Cross Appeal has to be preferred within 30 days from the date of
receipt of the notice in AS.No.164 of 2016. As there is a delay in filing the
Cross Appeal a scparate application U/S. S of Limitation Act is filed along with the

Appeal.

10.  That the court below, passed decree and judgment for Rs.12,18,000/- with
12% interest per annum, from the datc of suit to till realization, for which the
present appeal is filed and thus the Appellants are herewith filing a court fee of

Rs. under section 34(b) of APCFF & SV act, which is proper and sufficient.



VALUE OF THE APPEAL -
Lower Court Decreed Amount Rs. 12,18,000-00

Interest 12% p.a.
From 12.11.2010 to 12.7.2016

i.e. 5 years 8 months
Total Rs. 20,46,240-00 /

= /
Rs. 8,28,240-00 /

Court Fee paid U/s 34(b) of APCF & SV act Rs.  22,926-00
Which is sufficient

That the Appellants therefore prayed that this Hon'ble court may be pleascd
to allow the Cross Appeal by setting aside the Judgment and decree dated: 27™
April, 2015 passed in OS.No.710 ol 2010, by the Hon'ble X Addl. District Judge,
(FTC) Ranga Reddy District, at L.B. Nagar, to an extent of suit decreecd for a sum o’\_{
Rs.12,18,000/- with interest 12% per annum on the said amount from the date of
the suit till the date of realization, without touching the rest of the decree and
judgment passed in the above suit and pass such other reliefl or reliefs as this

Hon’ble court deems fit and proper under the circumstances of the case and in the

interest of Justice.

Place: Hyderabad.
Date: - 07-2016

Counsel for"Cross Appellants
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MEMORANDAM _ OF APFEAL FILED UNDER ORDER 41 RULE 1 R/W
SECTICIN 96 OF C.P.C

IN THE HIGH COUR? OF JUDICATURE OF HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA & THE STATE OF ANDRA PRADESH

A.S.No. lL‘.:L[' oF 201k

BETWEEN:

‘Smt. V.Dhana Laxmi, W/o V.Ra: Kumar,

Aged about 47years, Occ: House hold, .
R/o H.No.27-88/6/5/ 1A, >
Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri, Hyderabad. ...APPELLANT/Plaintiff ..-- -
AND -

1.Uppala Sridhar, 5/0. Narsaiah,

Aged about: 39 yrs, Occ: Business,

R/o H.No. 10-22, Gajwel Village & Mandal
Medak Dist. " \

2.Jeedipalli Ram Reddy, S/c Narayana F’eddv ' : o
-Aged about: 62 yrs, Occ: E)Ll:ll'll...s;, e B S
R/o. H.No.3-49, Turkapalli Village, .4 e
Shameerpet Mandal, R.R.Dist. - N .

3. Aakula Krishna Murthy, $/o0. Late Vittal,
Aged about: 46yrs, Occ: Business,

_R/o. Plot No. 180/A, i
Old Vasavi Nagar Karkhana,
Secunderabad.

4. B.Sathya Narayana, 3/o Narsaiah
Aged about: S8yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o. Turkapalli Village,

. Shameerpet Mandal, R.E.Dist.

5. G.Sanjeeva S/o Kistaiah
Aged about: 57yrs, Occ: Business,

R/o. Kolthur Village, - ;
Shameerpet Mandal, R.R.Dist. RESPONDENTS/Defendants

That the address for service of summon on the Appellant is to the care of
his Advocates, Sri Bankatlal Mandhani (4819), Sri Ghanshyamdas Mandhani,
Advocates, H.No.2-2-1105/27/B/1, Tilaknagar, Hyderabad.

That the address for service of notices etc.,, on the respondents is the
same as given in the cause title above. o

\i"' o
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The appellant above named being aggrieved by the Judgment -
and Decree dated 27-04-2015in 0.S.No. 710 of 2010 passed by the
Hon’ble ' X Addl. District Judge (FTC), Ranga Reddy District At

L.B.Nagar, prefer this appeal, in so far as against the appellant, on the

following among other grounds.

GROUNDE OF APPEAL

L. The Judgment passed by the above named Hon'ble X Addl
District Judge (FTC), R.R.Dist, At:.L.B.Nagar., in so far as against

appellant is contrary to the material placed on record, law, equity

Justice and good conscious.

2. That the Court below ought to have decreed the suit intoto and
not partly for Rs.12,00,0C0-00 out of total claim of Rs.42,00,000-G0

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

agreement of sale Ex:A-1to the defendants.

3. That fhe Coﬁrt‘below ought to have granted interest on the relief
of recovery of Rs. 12,00,000-00 awiarded by it from i.e., 28-12-2006 till
date of decree by appreciating the fact that they are not entitled to
retain the same in view of the fact that they have no right to sell the
subject matter of the property under the agreement of sale and not

from the date of demand.

4. That the lower court grossly erred in ignoring the contents of the

Exhibit.A-2 which is the settlernent (CPPANDA PATHRAM) by not

felying on the same on the ground that it remained not proved.

5. That the Court below ov.g}:ﬂl.'td- have appreciated that in the reply
legal notices Ex.B1 and B-4 gbt issued by the defendants there is no
denial of the paymenf made by' the plaiﬁtiff of amount of Rs.
42,0(5,000-00 under the agreement of sale and receipt thereof by the

defendants.

6. That the Court below ought to have apprcciatéd that the
Respondents No. 1 to 4 /Defendants No.1 to 4 have not filed written
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statement denying execution and contents etc., of Ex.A-2 and hence
ought to have decreed the suit in toto. That the adoption memo filed by
the defendants No.1 to 4 cannot be lcoked into for any purpose as the

same cannot be treated as written statement on behalf of said

defendants.

s That the Fie:spdndcr.lt:_s No,i to 4 did not ceny their signature and

the execution nor entered into witness box and hence ought to have

dravm adverse inference against them and ought to have decreed the

suit intoto.

8.  That the Court below.failed to appreciate that the except the
vague bare denial of execution by DW-1(D.No.5) , there is nothing on
record to show that the respondents No.1 to 4 havé not executed Ex.A-
2 and hence ought to have decreed the suit intoto. _

1

9. That the Court be_léw ought - to have appreciated that the DW-1

" himself has stated that he cannot identify the signatures of the other

defendants who have joined in execution of Ex.A-2 and hence ought to

have decreed the suit by not relying on the statement of DW-1.

That appellant recently learnt at the time of filing of the present

appeal, that Defendant No. 2/Respondent No.2 herein as Defendant

No.2 in O.8.No.136 of 2007 on tae file of Learned Principal Junior. Civil

“Judge, Medchal, gave evidence as DW-1 and he clearly stated on oath

that they received Rs. 42,00,000-00 from the appellant under the

- agreement of sale. The appellant has applied for grant of certified copy

of Judgement and the evidence of DW-1 therein and crave leave of the
Hon’ble High Court to receive the same by way of additional evidence

in the appeal on filing of the same in interests of justice.
: “ : o - $

1i. That the Court below ought to appreciated on the basis of record
that all the materiai on record eyéxitual]y_prol)abiiiscs payment of
Rs.42,00,000-00 by the plaintff to the defendants under the

agreement of sale and ought to have decreed the suit as prayed for.
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1
12.  That the Court below ought ro have appreciated that the con
ces of the various vague defences at

duct -

of defendants in the circumstar.
different stages is not truthiul and ought to have rejected the denial of
Ex. A-2 by DW-1 as malafide cne.

13. That the Court below ought to have directed taking of cxbert

opinion under S.45 of Indian Evidence Act before holding Ex.A-2 as

not proved.

ave considered the contents of

nts acknowledged the receipt

14. That the lower court ought to h
Ex.A.2 in which the respondents/defenda

of the amount of Rs. 42,00,000/- (Forty Two Lakhs Only) {from the

plaintiff towards the sale of the land bearing Sy.No.50 admeasuring

Ac.1.00 gts situated at vadaram village, Medchal Mandal, R.R.Dist.

15. That the respondents/defendants also agreed to receive the
balance sale consideration of Rs.9,50,000/- (Nine Lakhs Fifty

Thousand Only) from the zagreed total sale consideration of Rs.

51.50,000/- (Fifty One Lakhs Fifty Thousand 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 received Rs.
" 42,00,000/- from the tote! sale consideration amount of Rs.
51,50,000/- leaving the halance sale c_ansidcrh’cion of Rs.9,50,000/- to

be received at the time of registracio-n of the sale deed.

16. That the lower court’grossly erred in ignoring the Oppanda
Pathram Ex.A.2 in which the respondents/defendants agreed to get the
‘property clear of the title failing which they have also agreed to return
Rs.42,00,000/- with interest @ 3% P.A. on the amount received by
 thém. ‘ & ' ' 7
"17. That the lower court grosély erred in decreeing the suit for
Rs.12,18,000/- (Twelve Lakhs; Eighteern Thousand Only) and

dismissing the claim of the plaintiff for the balance claim amount.
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18. ’I‘hat:thc lower court grossly erred in not consid_cring”thc‘ own

admission-of the defendants that there was a 'disputc about the title of .

the property sought to be sold by the defendants to the plaintiff.”

19.  For the above mentioned grounds among the other grounds
whxch may be argued at th:, time of arguments.

o p Yr

COURT FEE:

‘Appeal.is filed against refusal of Reliefs only-i.e., i) on Interest
Refused on Rs.12,00,00-00 from the date of payment made to the
Delendanta Gl date of denind and i) also for Principal amount of Rs,
30,00,000-00(Rs.Thirty Lakhs) with interest @ 18% PA from the date of

agreement of sale

a) Prinicipal Amount not decreed - ’ ;Rs.30,00,000-00
(42,0C,000-00 minus 12,00,000-00)

‘D) Interest @ Rs. 18% P.A. from ° -
- 28-12-2006 to 9-10-2010(dae of legal not1c<,)
on Rs. 12,00,000-00 (46 months 03 c!ays] :Rs. 8,29,800-00
(rom date of Bx.A-1 apgreeme ni) P T

c) ‘Interest @ Rs.18% from 11-10: '200'7

+ To 27-04-2015 (7Years 6 Montho 16 days) .- . :Rs.40,62,000-00
On Rs.30,00,000-00 '
(From date of Ex.A-2 oppandam)

‘Total ‘Rs.78,89,800-00

Hence a advalorem Court fec¢ of Rs, 80:7.‘56 00 is pa:.d hcreW1th under
5.49 R/w S.20 of the A.P.C.F& S.V.Act which is propcr and sufficient.

PRAYER;:

The appellant herein there fore p] ays that this Hon'ble court may
be pleased allow the appeal by setting. aside the Judgment @nd Decree
in 0.8.No.710 of 2010 dated 27-04-2015 Passed by the learned X
Addl. District Judge (FTC), R.R.Dist at Medchal in so far as against the
Appellant and pass such other order or orders as this Hon'ble court
may deems fit and proper in the circumstances of the case and in the

interest of Justice and equity.

Date:10-08-2015 COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT



QD |

IN THE COURT OF THE X ADDIL DISTRICT JUDGE(FTC)
RANGA REDDY DISTRICT: AT L B NAGAR.

Present:- Sri X. Venkates:yarlu,
FAC X Addl. District Judge,
- Ranga Reddy District
Dated on this the 27" day of April, 2015

0.8.NO., 710 OF 2010

Between:
Smt. V. Dhana Lakshmi W /o Sri. V, Rej Kumar,

Aged: 42 years, Occ: House-Hold
R/o H.No. 24-88/6/5/1A, Anand Bagh,

Malkajgiri, Hyderabad. ..Plaintiff

AND

1. Sri. Uppala Sridhar S/o Nar$a_1'a.h,
aged about 34 years, Occ: Busines
e R/o H.No. 10-22 Gajwel Vllldge and Manda.l

Medak District,

2. Sri. Jeedipally Ram Reddy, S/o Narayana Reddy,
aged about 57 years, Occ: Business
R/o H.No. 3-49, Turkapally Village,
Shameerpet Mandal, Ranga Reddy District,

3. Sri. Aakula Krishna. Murthy, S/o Lat=. Vittal,
aged about 41 years, Occ: Business
R/o Plot No. 180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar Kharkana,

Secunderabad,

4. Sri. B Satyanarayana, S/o Narasaiah,
aged about 53 years, Occ: Business
Turkapally Village, Shameerpet Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District

5. Sri. G. Sanjeeva, S/o Kishtaiah,
aged about 52 years, Occ: Business
Turkapally Village, Shameerpet Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District ..Defendants

:This is a suit filed by the plaintiff for recovery of
money of Rs.61,48,600/- with future interest @
24% P.A from the date of the suit till the date of
realization

Valuation : The suit for recovery of money for Rs. 61,48,600/-
and a court fee of Rs. 63,926/~ is paid U/s 20
Article 1(1) of APCF & SV Act.
Caubg of Action : The cause of action for filing of the suit arose on
5 -"_"-\\: 25-12-2006 when the defendant's: retfewec‘ﬁ‘*Rs
,-,.3' / iy 42,000,00/- from the plaintiff, and hgwg promised;-.ﬂ
f ST Y i, to return the amount received /9, the iy with ﬁ\}

Claim

] % Ll interest 30% per annum from 28f i‘Qf’JOO till ;the"

7 i =il repayment and this promise was imade' I;)y the = 2
ﬁdl

“‘~ Y R P
\:\,\.g.\\ /r 7 défendant s on 31-1-2008 ﬂ PO




Chakrapani,Advocdte for the PIAINIY] Ut Uj 1L teideiivgy oo g - L —
deration til -

and upon perusal of the record and the matter having stood over for const

this day, this court doth decrees as Sollows: )

1) That the suit of the plaintiff be and the same is hereby decreed jor a sum of
Rs 12,18,000/- with interest @ 12% per annum on the said amount from
the date of suit till the date of realization.

2) It is further decreed that the plaindff made excess claim than what she is

entifled she is not entitled to costs even for the amount for which decree is
passed as the claim which is granted is more than the claim granted.

3) That the rest of the claim of the plaintiff is dismissed. .

Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 27" day of

April 2015. SRR
g _
W
FAC X gty BIEISF JAdBRETC)
. - . Syssjoni s ’
5. Rangy Raddy DiRtrjct.
Rangs Reddy Disi,
. Costs of the Suit. % ; o’
H | T T s
N o : For Plaintiffi . For Defendarnts
1 |Stamp on Plaint ; Rs.63,926-00] |
12 EStamp on Power i _ Rs. 27005 . Rs. 2-00
;3 |Service of process ~ Rs. 300-00 ,
.4 Pleader Fee/Jr. Fee ' FC & MC not filed|
ITOTAL | Rs. 64,228-00; . Rs. 2-00

/
FAC X Adgl, District Judge(FTC),
g’}"ngﬁ%ﬁé}ﬁﬁ&%‘gﬂ ) i

Rangn Reddy Dist,
Note:- -~
c W‘gtd apply as soon as possible for the return
hich they may wish te preserve, as the rzcord

estroyed after three years from this date”. R

R GTAHE DISTRICT &) |
oEESSIONS SURBE
~ RanNGA REDDY DISTRICT

|

FCA. ?-.i:rl. Qe Sy of L7 20 READY BY: Y \\ -
, y .:
?Ax;-';aacatim Filedon: 29 (IS 1 COMF’ARED i%u?zgﬁ;o*\?‘”a
]Cha.—ces caedon: AEIHIYT 1 CER TIFIED TRUE ‘
; i sl wome e’
Charges Deposited on: YIS % |
Copyind peﬂmendenl

Recaipt No: b §¢jb JgRs: 24 }L_

|
Copy made ready on: :J__’;\ 9.{ 15,4- ".
Copy delivered on: - :

-
 Supennlendest "o ;
‘Cenlral Copyng S¢ liorf]

i Rann? Reddy E}is‘.rin:%;

24
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Record called for

Hearing fixed for
Notice put up on board
Process for paid

Notice sent to respondents

2016

2016
2016
2016
2016

HIGH COURT

Cross Objectiorny
@ 0
Cross Objection No. of 2016

n

AS No. 164 of 2016 °

»oe

RANGA REDDY DISIRICT

0OS 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. RAJ KUMAR GABRIEL (8290)
Advocate

Verses

Smt. V. Dhana Lakshmi

..Respondent
Nature of Claim :
In the court of the
First instance 27-04-2015
In the lower court
Appellate court
In the High Court 12-07-2016
v‘&ﬁf?ﬁf'th‘é appe 2/5 20,46,240/ -
o ge\ L ¥
Court [ec pald Rs. 22,926/-
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UNDER SECTION 151 0Fcpc © 7

. HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT HYD |
ERABAD FOR TH
TELANGANA AND THE STATE OF ANDHRA: PRAD%?I’I{‘ATE oF

ek\g\-\;g R, OF 200G
IN -

S emivo. I o\ OF 201G~

Between:

B, N D\@N}« -2 s

' - . Petitionér/s |
SES m

- .. Respondent/s " a":
i \IL’:DIFIED pE-Tl-.-\)N \\\’ ‘

It is submitted that the above case was returned by the registry with
ofﬂce objections by gtvmg 10 days time to comply with the same. After
collecting the bundle from the registry by my clerk, he kept the same in the
office for complymg the same. But the same was misplaced in the disposed of A

« bundles. He could:not trace the same lmmedlately However; he could trace
it and complied with the objections raised by the registry. In the process the
occurred a delay in representing the zbove case‘. The delay is neither willful
nor wanton but for the reasons mentioned supra.- If the delay is not

condoned, we will suffer irreparable loss and injury.

For all the reasons stated supra, it is prayed that this Hon’ble court may
be pleased to condone the delay of ( Lf’) days in representing the above case

in'&;&- (SR) No.QO\L of 20153;5 pass such other or further orders.

Hyderaﬁt;& 7 - '
Date: : _
B—Q\g' _ co [ FOR THE PETITIONERS.



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

IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT: HYDERABAD N
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND FOR THE STATE OF
ANDHRA PRADESH

AS.MP.NO. ‘l—g_;( OF 2016
ol O N ]

1
AS.No. [(({ OF2016

BETWEEN:

I,

SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR, S/0 NARSAIAH,
Aged about 40 years, Occupation: Business,
R/o H.No.10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal,
Medak District, Telangana.

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

SRI.AAKULA KRISHNA MURTHY, 3/0 LATE.VITTAL,
Aged about 47 years, Occ: Busineus, R/o Plot No.
180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, Karkhana, Secunderabad.

SRI.B.SATYANARAYANA, S/O NARSAIAH, Aged about
59 years, Occupation: business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. District.

G.SANJEEVA, S/0O KISHTAIAH, Ayed about 58
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. District.

...... Petitioners/Appellants
And

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI, W/O V.RAJ KUMAR,
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Household, Residing
At H.No.24-88/6/5/ 1A, Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri,

Hyderabad.
Respondents/Respondent

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit, it is therefore
prayed that the Hon’ble court may be pleased to condone the delay of {OH’)’—
days in preferring the above Appeal before this Hon'ble Court and pass

such other order or orders as this Hon’ble Court deems fit and proper in

the interest of justice.

PLACE: HYDERABAD. N
DATE: \ ©-0§<2016. COUNSEL FOR PETIT!ONERS/APPELLANTS

Rl
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IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT: HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND FOR THE STATE OF
ANDHRA PRADESH
AS.MP.NO. OF 2016
I

AS.No. OF 2016

BETWEEN:

SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR And 4 Others
...... Petitioners/Appellants

And

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI,
Respondents/Respondent

.....

AFFIDAVIT

I, Sri Uppala Sridhar, S/ o.Narsaiah, aged about 40 years, Occupation:
Business, R/o H.No.10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal, Medak District, do

hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state on oath as follows:-

1. That I am the Deponent herein and Petitioner / Appellant No.l in the above
Appeal and as such well acquainted with the facts of the case and able to

depose as under. Further I am deposing on my behalf and on behalf of the
other Appellants.

2. [ humbly submit that the Respondent herein has filed suit in 0S. 710/2010 on
the file of HON'BLE X ADDL. DISTRICT JUDGE (FTC) RANGA REDDY
DISTRICT, AT: L.B.NAGAR against the Petitioners herein for Recovery of money.
Further in the said suit after thorough enquiry and trial, the Hon’ble Court was
pleased to partly Decree the suit for sum of Rs.12,18,000/- together with
interest vide Judgement and Decrec dated 27-4-2015.

3. I further submit that aggrieved by the Judgement and decree dated 27-4-2015
passed by the Hon’ble Court, I preferred the above Appeal before this Hon’ble
court. Further as a matter of fact I suffered with prolonged illness and there
was a communication gap with other petitioners, as such I nor the other

petitioners could pursue the case or contacted the counsel.

4. I further submit that after I recovered from ill health, I and the other petitioners
approached the Counsel, who in turn told us that the Judgment need to be
challenged before the Hon’ble High Court and that there is a delay of ( 9 el
days. Further the delay in preferring the above Appeal is neither willful nor

wanton, but for the above said reason only. .

ot = t—



5. I further submit that I got a good case in the above Appeal and there is every
chance of succeeding the same, as such it is just and necessary to condone the

delay of (0['5) 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 (0\\1 ) days in preferring the above Appeal and pass such other order or

_ orders as this Hon’ble Court deems /it and proper in the interest of justice.

Sworn and sign before me on this
2 S

e
the 12 A day of\_J.Ifﬁue, 016, Hyderabad.
DEPONENT

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

ADVOCATE DERABAD.

e
(fo
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IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT: HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND FOR THE STATE OF
ANDHRA PRADESH
AS.MP.NO. OF 2016
IN

AS.No. OF 2016

BETWEEN:
SRI.UPPALA SRIDHAR And 4 Others
...... Petitioners/Appellants
And

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI,

< e Respondents/Respondent

AFFIDAVIT

I, Sri Uppala Sridhar, S/o.Narsaiah, aged about 40 years, Occupation:
Business, R/o H.No.10-22, Gajwel Village and Mandal, Medak District, do

hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state on oath as follows:-

1. That I am the Deponent herein and Petitioner / Appellant No.1 in the above
Appeal and as such well acquainted with the facts of the case and able to

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

other Appellants.

2. I humbly submit that the Respondent herein has filed suit in 0OS. 710/2010 on

the file of HON'BLE X ADDL. DISTRICT JUDGE (FTC) RANGA REDDY

~ DISTRICT, AT: L.B.NAGAR against the Petitioners herein for Recovery of money.

Further in the sait:l suit after thorough enquiry and trial, the Hon’ble Court was

pleased to partly Decree the suit for sum of Rs.12,18,000/- together with
ilntcrest vide Judgement and Decrec dated 27-4-2015.

3. I further sybmit that aggrieved by the Judgement and decree dated 27-4-20 15
passed by the Hon'ble Court, I preferred the above Appeal before this Hon'ble
court. Further as a matter of fact I suffered with prolonged illness and there
was a communication gap with other petitioners, as such I nor the other

petitioners could pursue the case or contacted the counsel.

4. I further submit that after I recovered from ill health, I and the other petitioners
approached the Counsel, who in turn told us that the Judgment need to be
challenged before the Hon'ble High Court and that there is a delay of (44)

days. Further the delay in preferring the above Appeal is neither willful nor
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chance of succeeding the same, as such it is just and necessary to condone the

delay of &l()/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 (623’]/ days in preferring the above Appeal and pass such other order or

~ orders as this Hon’ble Court deems fit and proper in the interest of justice.
: |

Sworn and sign before me on this
the day of June, 2016, Hyderabad. \ g‘)}f
' DEPONENT

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

ADVOCATE :: HYDERABAD. &



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

IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT: HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND FOR THE STATE OF
ANDHRA PRADESH

AS.MP.NO. OF 2016
IN

AS.No. OF 2016

BETWEEN:

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.

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

3. SRI.AAKULA KRISHNA MURTHY, S,0 LATE.VITTAL,
Aged about 47 years, Occ: Business, R/o Plot No.
180/A, Old Vasavi Nagar, Karkhana, Secunderabad.

4. SRI.B.SATYANARAYANA,; S/O NARSAIAH, Aged about
59 years, Occupation: business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. District. |

S. G.SANJEEVA, S/0O KISHTAIAH, Aged about 58
Years, Occupation: Business, R/o Thurkapally
Village, Shameerpet Mandal, RR. District.

...... Petitioners/Appellants

And

SMT.V.DHANA LAKSHMI, W/0O V.RAJ KUMAR,
w Aged about 48 years, Occ: Household, Residing
At H.No.24-88/6/5/ 1A, Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri,

Hyderabad.
..... Respondents/Respondent

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit, it is therefore
prayed that the Hon’ble court may be pleased to condone the delay of {Cjé/)/A
days in preferring the above Appeal before this Hon'ble Court and pass

such other order or orders as this Hon'ble Court deems fit and proper in

the interest of justice.

PLACE: HYDERABAD. \Ws
DATE: -06-2016. COUNSEL FOR PETITIONERS/APPELLANTS



HIGH COURT AT HYDERABAD

AS.MP.NO. OF 2016

IN

AS.No. OF 2016

DELAY PETITON -~
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Filed on:

Filed by:

M/S. M.V.RAJ KUMAR GABRIEL.
(8290)
ADVOCATE
SECUNDERABAD
COUNSEL FOR APPELLANTS
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CI¥il Misc.Petition

AS.MP.NC.’S:I“tc> of 2016

in (%\l() 802l

Cross Appeal No, of 2016
in
Ae.S NG, 164 of 2016

RANGA REDDY ::DISTRICT
Uppala Sridhar, and others,..

Cross Appell

R

M/s. M.V.Rajkumar Gabriel (8
&=
L

Counsel for the aprellants,

NATURE QF APPLICATICON

U/s. 5 of Linitation ACt

Py to condone the delay
( GVD) days in preferring the above
appehl before thig Honfble Court a:

pass such other order or orders,

-
Present@d on 12-7=2016

filed o 12-7-2016
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