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MEMORANDAM OF APPEAL FILED UNDER ORDER 41 RULE 1 R/W
SECTION 96 OF C,P.C

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

A.S.No
1b v. OF 

'O'L
B N:

Smt. V.Dhana Laxmi, W I o V.Raj Kumar,
Aged about 47yeass, Occ: House hold,
R/o H.No.27-88 / 6 / s I 1A,
Anand Bagh, Malkajgiri, Hyderabad.

AND

. . .APPELLANT/ Plaintiff

l.Uppala Sridhar, S/o. Narsaiah,
Aged about: 39 yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No. LO-22, Gajwel Village & Mandal,
Medak Dist.

2.Jeedipalli Ram Reddy, S/o Narayana Reddy,
Aged about: 62 yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o. H.No.3-49, Turkapalli Village,
Shameeipet Mandal, R.R.Dist.

3. Aakula Krishna Murthy, S/o. Late Vittal,
Aged about: 46yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o. Plot No. 180/A,
Old Vasavi Nagar Karkhana,
Secunderabad.

4. B.Sathya Narayana, S/o Narsaiah
Aged about: 58yrs, Occ: Business,
R/o. Turkapalli Village,
Shameerpet Mandal, R.R.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.N o.2-2-l 105 /27 lB/ 1, Tilaknagar. Hyderabad.

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

./..--
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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 looked into for any purpose as t}re

same cannot be treated as written statement on behalf of said

defendants.

7, That the Respondents No.1. to 4 did not deny their signature and

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

drawn 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.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 decreed the suit intoto.

9. That the Court below ought to have appreciated that the DW-l
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,

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

appeal, that Defendant No. 2/Respondent No.2 herein as Defend.ant
No.2 in O.S.No.136 of 2OO7 on the file of Learned principal Junior Civi1

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 hling of the same in interests ofjustice.

11. That the Court below ought to appreciated on the basis of record
that all the material on record eventually probabilises payment of
Rs.42,00,000-00 by the plaintiff to the defendants und.er the
agreement of sale and ought to have decreed the suit as prayed for.
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1B. That the iower court grossly erred in not considertng the own

a<lmission of the defenclal ts 

"tl:at 
Lrere rvas a dispute abolit the title oI

*re property sought to be sold by the defenclants to the plaintiff'

l:"",T';,* ":E:x J;t3.,;H: "??Hj];i[:ng 
t]re otJ:er grounds

COtrR I',EE)T

Aooeal is fileri ztgi:i::st r':fus'al of Relir:f:; onlf ie-' i) on lllterest

tt.efusei ot) Rs I2,{)t"0C-'10'f';;;; tlre 'lat': "i^ltvT:lt 
riad3 to tfie

lf(:fendallt$ tilt rlatc of a"""ilt'a ii) also frlr Principal arr'ouItt of Rs'

:1rr,o0,oo0-oo(Rs.rLirt1', I'"-ffi #;';;''=tio 
'uv" 

PA ftu'' the date of

agreernent of sale

a) Prinicipal An:()unl: rtot dccreed - ^^' 
;Rs 3O'0O'0C0-00

'' ioirpoi.joo-oo minus :2'o0 oo0-00)

u 
i1:,T:;S5-i,lB:iJ-fi ifilLi:e ot.res"t 1?6"') o

onRs.12,00,c00"0('ii6';;;;;'0i?;v;j 
:Rs 8'2e'800-t)0

iiio* a"tt of E)x'r'- I agreerrelrti

c) Interesr @ R: 
-'9::.f':-':"1 il ij],fr !1'. *^,

"fo 27'O4-2Ol5 (TYears o

On Rs.3O,OO,000-00
ir'i.* i"iJ 

"1 
rx A-2 oPParrdam) ,o. ,

i? st .4cl .62.()00-00

:Rs.?B,89,800-OO

Hence a advalorem CourL l-ee of R$' 80'726-00 is paid l.e1.e$rith rrnder

s.49 R/w s.2O of tl..e 
^.o.".o* 

iar.^ct rr'}".ich is proper ancl sufficient'

PRAYER;

'l'he appellarrt herein therefore 1;rlqr's lfiat this Hon'bie coulrt :nay

be pleased allow Lne: appezl b1's'etting asid': the Jurlgrner't rlnd Decree

in O.S.No.71O of 2010 dl*cd ''27 -Otl-2O15 Passed b't' the learnecl X

Adcll. District 'iu'lg,<: (IrTC)' Il R Dist 2; \itgdr:hal in so far ets agrdnst the

Appellan! trnd passr siuch other ordgl' or orders as this H()n'l)Ic cc'urt

"i", 
O."-" fit atrd' prcrper irl the circllrnstances of the case end in the

iuterest of .rr.tstiL:(: an(l equity'

Date: 10-0tj-20 l lj COUNSiEL R I,PPE)LLIrN'C



?DECREE IN O}UGINAL SUIT

IN THE COURT OF THE X ADDL DTSTRICT JUDGE(F.TC)
RANGA REDDY DIST]UCT: AT L B NAGAR.

Present:- Sri K. V enkateswarlu,
FAC X hddl. Dietrict Judge,
Ranga Reddy District

Dated on this the 27'n day of April, 2O15

o.s.No. 7L0 0F 2010

il

Between:
Smt. V. Dhala Lakshmi W/o Sri. V, Raj Kumar,
Aged: 42 yeaJs, Occ: House-Hold
R/o H.No. 24-88/6/5/lA, Anand Bagh,
Ma.lkajgiri, Hyderabad.

1

AND
Sri. Uppala Sridhar S/o Narsaiah,
aged about 34 years, Occ: Business
R/o H.No. lO-22 Gajwel Village and Mandal,
Medak, District,

Sri. Jeedipally Ram Reddy, S/o Na-ral.ana ftsataly,
aged about 57 years, Occ: Business
R/o H.No. 3-49, Trrrkapaliy Village,
Sham'eerpet Mandal, Ranga Reddy District,

Sri. Aa-kula Krishna, Murtly, S/o Lat,r. Vittal,
aged about 41 years, Occ: Business
R/o Plot No. 180/4, Old Vasavi Nagar Kharkana,
Secunderabad,

Sri. B Satyana-rayana, S/o Narasaiah,
aged about 53 years, Occ: Business
Turkapaily Village, Shameerpet Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District

Sri. G. Saijeeva, S/o Kishtaiah,
aged about 52 yea-rs, Occ: Business
Turkapally Village, Shameerpet Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District ..Defendants

Claim : This is a suit hled by the plaintiff for recovery of
money of Rs.61,48,600/- with future interest @
24y6'.P.A from the date of the suit till t]ie date of
rea-lization

Valuation : The suit for recovery of money
and a court fee of Rs. 63,92
Article 1(1) ofAPCF & SV Act.

for Rs. 61,48,600
.{lNG

6/- is paid U/s

Cau.[] se .of A : The cause of action lor filing of the suit aro
25-L2-2OO6 when the defendalt's received
42,O.aO,OO/- from the plajntiff, and have prom

...,.1,}

,J

to rAturn the amount received by them

..Plaintiff

2

4

5

'J

i-\.

q

interest 3Ook per annrLm from 2A-|2-2006 t:dl th
repay"ment and this promise was made by th
difendant's on 3 1- 1-i1008

ction

e'' (.

e

.siir r- antad ^lr '12-11-2O1O

c

i

3
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I}I THE COURT OF X ADDL. DIST, JUDGE (FTC), R.R.DISTRICT

PRESENT: SRI VENI(ATESWARLU. K
XI ADDL .DIST JUDGE, (FTC),

F.A.C. XI ADDL.DIST JUDGE, (FTC),
AT L.B.NAGAR, R.R.DISTRICT

S

Iletu'een:

V.Dhana Lakshmi Wo.V.Raj Kumar Aged: 42 years

And

l.Uppala Sridhar Sio.Narsaiah Aged: 34 years
2.Jeedipally Ram Reddy S/o.Narayana Reddy Aged: 57 years
i.Aakula Krishna Murthy S/o.Late Vittal Aged:41 years
4. B. Satyanarayana S/o.Narsaiah Aged: 53 years
5.C.Sanjeeva S/o.l(ishtaiah Aged: 52 years

... Plaintiff

.... Defendants.

-lhis suit coming before me on l3-3-2015 in the presence of
S ri. B.Chakrapani, Advocate for the plaintiff, Sri.GB Raj, Advocate for D1 to
.D5, and upon perusal of the material papers on record having stood over for
,-:onsideration till this day, this court delivered the following:

J-UDGN{ENT

l. 'l'his is a suit for recovery of Rs.61,48,600/- with interest and costs.

'l'hc ca.;e of the plaintiff is rhar thar defendanrs offered to sell Ac. 1.00 of land

in Sy. No.50 of Yadaram Crampanchayat in Medchal.. Mandal and plaintiff

iigreed to purchase the same and an agreement of sale) was entered between

tlrem on 28-12-2006 under which plaintiff agreed to purchase the said land

ibr ll.s.5l ,50.000/- and paid Rs.42,00,0001 as advance, that subsequently

rvhen plaintiff was getting to leady to pay balance of sale consideration and

,.'.btain sale deed she received notice dt.10-12-2007 on behalf of.:'

i(.. B ingaraiah claming ossessioii over the said'property, that plaintiff

about the

d *j
G
e,

t!

ffil
'., ndants who assured her to clear the clowd

,&cpl
/

:
lvlonday the 27't' day of April, 2015.

0.S. No. 710 of 2010

lr.i .?l
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4. During the course of trial plaintiff and her husband are examined as Pws

I and 2 respectively. Exs.A I to A9 are exhibited. On the other hand D5

llone is exarnined as DW I and Exs.B I to 85 are exhibited on behalf of

clet'endants.

F{eard both sides

6. Issue No.2

!t is, an admrtted fact that date of agreement between parties was 28-12-

?006. Suit was filed on l2-11-2010. It is mentioned in the para regarding

v limitation that defendants promised to get the clowd.over their title cleared

and that promise was made on 3 l - I -2008 but failed ^. to keep the promise.

As such cause of action for the suit for refund of the advance paid by the

i:laintitl arises on that day. In the affidavit of PWl the averments in the

plaint are copied. But the date of compromise said to be made by the

rlefendants with the plaintiff was not mentioned in pqra No. 9. In para No.

I (J sorre dates are mentioned but no meaning can bo. derived as to what

r.hoJe dates r efen'ed to. It is an admitted fact that plaintiff got issued Exs.A3

rotire to the defendants demanding theln to perform their part of the

iiljrcenrent, but no reply was received from the defendants. So it can be held

thal delendants refused to perfonn theirpart of the agreement after receipt of

1, [ix.A3 wliich is dt. I 3-7-2009 and suir is filed within 3j- years from the said

date As such the suir claim is within limitation though suit was not filed

v,,irhirr 3 years fro nr the date of Ex.Al agreement which is admitted by the

!:oth thc panies. Hence issue No. 2 is held in the affirmative.

1 . issue nos.l to 3 
:

it i!; r-'leaded in theplaint that ptaintiff paid Rs.42,00,0d0/- b"fo.e executing

l:x.A I agreement and the same matter was copied in the affidavit of pWs 
1

irnd 2. But in the cross examination pW2 admitted" i.ljat by the date of Ex.Al.r. l: '

,--nly s. 12,00 pard. PlaintifT relied' ulon 'Ex.A2 document sryledR.

8r enr

a.
-l

I
i
Iffir

O

o G
ed by the defendants. There are 2 attestors
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to lhe case on hancl. The only undisputed document is Ex' A1, according to

which Rs.l2,00,OO0/- paid to the defendants. Though no roply was issued on

behall.ofthe defendants for the notice issued by the plaintiff, Pws I and2did

not choose to exhibit and prove them. Similarly Ex.A2 isl not proved by PWl

lnd not refcn'ed by PW2. As such except Ex.A I no othor document is

':rovr:d by the plaintifl It is clear from Ex.Al only Rs'12,00,000/- was paid by

,l)e l.!aintiff to tlre defendants.

i l. Dw I aclmittecl in cross exaurination that there ivas a suit pending

t:,et$,er:n de{enclants and one Bangar:aiah but pleaded ignorance about result

V of the suit. It shows that there was of dispute about the title of the Property

:;oughr to be sold by. defendants to the plaintiff. so plaintiff is justified in

.iernancling the defendants either to clear the title and. execute sale deed or

.cfr.ri:d rhe amount received by them. Defendants relied upon a dosument

-ct),1e.1 as settlement deed but the said document is not exhibited. It appears

lhai borh parties either intentionally or unintentionally did not exhibit all the

docunlents filed by them into the court, particularly crucial documents relied

r.rpon by them. Though the affidavit of DWi reads that there was settlement

nt:t:orcling to which Rs.10,00,000/- was refunded to the. husband of plaintiff

i ') presence <lf some mediators said to be present at the time of execution of
rhesairl document none ofthem are examined. As such the evidence adduced

q, i:,;v 1l1s' defendants does not establish that they repaid any amount to the

:.iai:iritf towards settlement of the dispute as claimed by them. As such with

rhe nrarerial on recorcj what is proved is only Ex.Al' according to which

li.r.11.110,000/- rvas received by the def'endants and ab there are disputes

\

oqt?'rj r1,

ill

lC t me. As they failed to prove any settlement regarding the same

are liable to refund and they are also lia-ble to pay. reasonable

plai;1tiff that they paid I(s.42,00,000/- is not proved. As such

tlre title of the propertl, which delendants failed to clear, plaintiffis

clairn refund ofamount paid by herand defendants are bound to

entitled to paft decree in view of the aforesaid discussion.

' lt( ir:o m the date of demand of lcfund under Ex.A5 dt.9-10-2010. The

,:I ..ut'. the
s, E5J/o

o
a

.J
?
o
I

c.

L

rM)t!fii| i

o
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EOE-ELAINTIEE-
ilx.A I : Agreement of Sale dt.28-12-2006 executed by Dl to D5

Ex.F.2: Oppandarn
[-]x.r'.3: O/c. Of the legal notice
Ex.A4: Set of Postal receipts
.j.'r..1.5: ..rnothei ,egal notice dt.9-10-2010 l

i::i.A(; rc 49: Postal Acknowledgment ol' Al, A2, .A3, A4 andA5

Ji'(:)if( DEMI IIDAIIT

x Add[. Die

', l::

'.::t. ir il
V t:x. B-i

i<cply llottcc
iostal reccipt

wlegment
ce

o
rn

a

Ix

J:
o

a\

titi #{: t rtE &r !.qTftls1 r'&
$ES$! 4"t (;$ -lL,p*ts

R,r,i,lG). FED DY DIST RIC'l

C.A, i'ro. ) gq3 8 of 2Ct{

APil lication Filed on: 5 \c6:'ll5

(:lrarges Called on: l6\6rlt5"

r:lr3i(-l9s DePosited on:16\o-t\t5

Receipi l'lo: ($59 \rs ns:3at.-

CopY rrladc ready on . -.2\.-'1\lf

CoPY delivered on

t,
ffiIcl,

Ran qa SEe.dUTEtseaat )- hafr -Rcdd, 
DI4

READYBY*
COMPARED bY:
CERTIFIED TRUE PHOTO COPY

M
Copyin g glperin tendent

UL-

Rt,i

c

r,r

*o

mr
etu)

r.ck':il

EXHIBITS MARKED

LU
Rarigr
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IN THE COURT OF THE HON'BI.E II ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE'
R,ANGA REDDY DT,STRICT AT: L.B.NAGAR.

o.s.No. 7LO OF 20LO

BETW E EN:

iNr.v.onnttR LAKSHMI

U PPALA SRIDHAR AND OTHERS

ANt)

PI-AINTIFF

DEFENDANTS

1. The answering of this defendant does not admits any o'the material

averments or adverse allegatlons made by the Plaintiff in the above sult'

save as those as are speclflcally admitted herein, and put to !he plaintiffs to

strict proof of the same, The allegations which are not speclfically denied by

thls Defendant herein are construed to be denied by this Defendant'

2-'Thatthesuitisnotmaintainablenejtheronfactsnorasperlawandso

alsothisHon,blecourthasgotnojurisdictiontoentertainthissuit,andas

such the suit is liable to be dismissed on this ground also. Further relief

sought by. the PlaintiFF in this suit is for recovery of money only, but not for

relief of specific performance as per procedure.

3. In reply to Para No.1 of the Plaint, it is true that the defendants herein

are absolute owners of all that the land in survey No.50/part. admeasuring

Ac.tr.OO .Guntas, situated at Murahadipally Village, Yadaram Gram

Panchayat, Medchal Mandal. Ranga Reddy District, by virtue of Registered

Sale Deed document No.291OO of 2006, datedi 2l-12'2006 registered

before the sRo Medchal, Ranga Reddy District.

Contd.2

WRITTEN STATEMENT FILED BY THE DEFENDANT NO'5
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6, In reply to Para No.6 to 8 of the plaint, as already stated above the

defendant got issued reply to the leqal notice dated: 09-10-2010 and the

said reply Filed along with the list the same may be read as part and parcel

oF this written statement, In so far as the alleged crlminal proceedings are

concerned this defendants will protect their'rights and lnterests whenever

sltuation arises. Further the defendants are not at all liable to pay any

amounts much less the total anrount of Rs.61,48,600/- as per the table

mentioned in the Para No,9 of the Plaini.

THE TRUE AND REAL FACTS ARE THAT:

// That the defendants hereln entered into an agreement of sale dated:

28-L2-2006 with the Plaintiff wilh certain terms and conditions in respec! of

.the above said land for a total sale aonsideration amount of Rs.51,50,OO0/-.

In pursuance to the said a"greement of sale the plaintiff paid an amount of

Rs.12,00,000/- as on 28-12-2006. At the same time, the defendants deny

that after receiving Rs.42,00,000/- from the plaintiff, the defendants entered

into an Agreernent of sale Dated: 28-12-2006 as stated by the plaintiff.

Since, the said contentions are false and incorrect the plaintitf is put to strict

proof of the same.

// It is further submitted that the deFendants in pursuance to the above

agreement of sale ready and willing to perform their part oF contractual

obligations, but it is plaintiff who defaulted in making payment of balance

sale consideration amount as agreed upon. The cheques which were issued

towards payment of part of sale consideration amount to the defendants

were returned as unpaid by the bankers.

Contd.4
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by ttre defendants to Plaintiff ln pursuance to the earlier agreement of sale

entered between the parties' Further in pursuance to the said agreement all

thetitledeedsandlinkdocumentsinoriginalwerehandedovertothe

husband of the plaintiff' The sald document dated: 15-05-2008 was filed

herewithandthesamemaybereadaspartandparcelofthiswritten

statement. That the Plaintiff and her husband having received the above said

amount and so also having entered into agreement 15-05-2008' kept quite

all these years and now with ill-motives and for wrongful gains filed the

present suit with all false and baseless contentions' The defendants in good

falth and as advised by above sald medialors/elders did not inslsted for the

issuance.ofreceiptforthepaymentofRs'10'00'OOO/-receivedbythe

Plaintiff. But now the plalntiff having suPpressed the fact of recelpt of the

abovesaldamountandothersequenceofeventsfiledthepresentsuit.

Hence the plaintiff is put to strlct proof of all her contentions and more

particularly the maintainability o tlle suit'

// That the suit is also barred by the limitation and so also the plaintiff

did not explalned. has to how is entitled exorbitant Interest rate on the

alleged princiPle amount'

It is therefore prayed that this Hon'ble court may be pleased to

dismiss the suit with exemplary costs, and Pass such other order or orders

as this Hon'ble court deems fit and proper under the circumstances of the

case and in the interest of justice.

Place: LB, N aga r

DEFENDANT NO.5Date:

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT NO.5

Contd.6
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IN THE COURT OF TI{TN HON'BLE DISTRICT
R.R. DISTRICT.

AT: L.B.NAGAR

O.S.No. 7/ o OF 2010

Smt. V.Dhana Lakshmi'
ivJ". sti v.Raj Kumar, aged 42 Yrs'
;:;h;s;'h;id, R/o' H'No'2 4-aB I 6 I s I L^

i"""i s.gt , Malkajgiri' HYderabad'

BETWE N

AND

DESCRIP TION OF THE PAR?IESI

counsels

DES CRIPTION OF THE

The address for the purpose ofall notices on plaintiff is that of hi
-\--.-
s -1r

1.Sri Uppala Sridhar, S/ o'Narsaiab '
anJ "to"t 34 Yrs, occ: Business

;i;: ;:i;r;-,tGajwet Vitrage and Mandar'

Medak District'

2. Jeedipatly Ram Reddy' S/o' Narayana Reddy'

i""i "uo"t 
57 Yrs, occ: Business'

ni o.rr.u"'g-+g, Turkapally Village'

;il;;;; rvrandal, Ranga ReddY District'

3. Aakula Krishna Murthy' S/o' Late' Vittal'
an"d utort 41 Yrs,occ: Business'

ii ")i.. on". ttille, ora Vasavi Na3:ar Kharkana'

Secunderabad'

4. B.SatyanaraYana, S/o'Narsaiah'
Aeed about 53 Yrs, Occ: Business'

;i;:ilil;r,ltY vitt'g", ShameerPe t Mandal'

Ranga ReddY District'

5. G,Sanjeeva, S/ o'Kishtaiah'
Aeed abJut 52 Yrs, Occ: Eusiness'
iii"lx.r,u"" viilage, shameerpet M andal'

Ranga ReddY District'

.......PIaintiff

,,Defendants

M/s
BURMA CHI\KRAPANI
BURMA NAI:}ESHWAR RAO
M.GANGIIADAIi.

ADVOCATES.MEDCHAL
N7';

The address for service of sunrmons' notices' Process etc ' is

as u.bou" mentioned in the cause tit1e 
....Contd. 2

,o,
c.P'c
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6. That plaintiff wailing for more than two y:T" 9 months after

January 2OoB for tn" a"r"?'i"u"i" to 
'e"po"d 

and honor the promise

"i."lii"i"e,r,"T-::-ll::*Xl*:"""ru1HIJ"*ffi:9r1:"'"J:
5 :i" ::H[ f," :"f"?";"ff. HEi"^i "i n'''i z' o o' o o o/ - aroig *itr' tr'"-

;;;ffi; ,",ii"."r i"tJ*"t-*ttr' i" rs a"v" rtom the *T"::
receipt oI

7. That defendants received tlre legal notice dated 09'10-10 sent

bv the plaintiff uut rra'e l"liLJ to ie"po"d 'nor carne forward to

,itrr., the 'rn;i- 
received bY them'

8. That the defendants have i::d'uced the plaintiff into there sale

tran saction without i'"'i"g i'"i "t- 
i':", ltT*}:-prop 

errv offered

for sale and cheated tne" ptarnUff of her amount and are with

holding the amount "f 
il' ;tpc;'ooo/- since 28-72-2006 and are

neither conveying tn" p'o"ity t the plaintiff nor rerurning the

amount received Uy tnem-ironi the plain'tiff with the oromised rate

of interest as such *ith ;;ili;-' th" ^to"'t 
or ptaintlft tor

continued period and *itf'*i'' ""tU"g 
and responding to the

;;#iifr il;;," to "r'"J"e 
for whicl the plaintiff reserve her

Lghi," initiate .pp"ptlui"'p?;t$6t for the offence of cheating

under sectloP

g. That the plaintiff submi'' that the defendants received

nr.oz',ib,boO7- i.o* the pla'irtilf on 25-12-2006 and have

oromised to return tf r" ,'--o"lf i"ceived by them with interest 3070

:::;;;; ii"^re'iz-ino6 tilr the repivment and this promise

ffi" ;#;;;i," a.r""a"i "" ih"t "s,p"r 
thrs promise

ffi,;f;;J;is are tiatle to pav to the Pllidff the promised rate

of interest with the amount of ni +z'Oo'OoO/- received by them on

28-12-2006.

A. principle amount of Rs. 42,00,000/-
ii;[t,b1io0t/- *ith itt.'"tts from 28-12-2006to 7-11-10

d n"]jii" p"; month 46 months 10 davs' Rs'4p'00'000/-

B Interest amount till filing of the: suit Rs' 19'46;000/-

C. Legal notice dated Og I 10 I 10 Rs' 2'0001 -

Rs.61,48,600/-
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LIMITATION

JLIRIS DIC o

VALT;A TION:

PRAYER:

It is therefore, prayed that t;ie Hon'ble Court may be pleased

to pass the Judgement and dec'ree ;rs follows:-

a. The Defendants be directecl to pay to the Plaintiff a sum of

Rs. 6 1,48,600/- wit! an interest'

- b. Future interes t @ 24% Pel' annum from the date of suit to

till realization.

c. Costs of the suit be awarded'

d. Any other relief or relief's to which the Plaintiff entitled to

may a-Iso be granted.

The defendants are collectivel.y due and q1y1:1" to ar amount

of Rs.6 I,48,600/- t Sixty one fJiit fotty eighi th-ousand and six

;';;;.;';;il or, *i,i"h io'-p"po"" of a iour[ fee of Rs' Is

Hd;;;#;.,il l,rna", .""tio'i zdnln" 1(1) of of AP court fees and

suit valuation Act, 1956'

That the suit is filing with in the period of limitation as per

note dated 11/ 19 /lO tn *ii"t' tht dtf"t'd'ott 
- 
promised to get the

Dropertv cleared ftot" rf't 
-r:iu't 

claim an failur-es to return the

#ffi'J.;;;;; uv u'"* t" l"t'rr to amount of Rs' 42'00'000/-

received by the with interesi A iO "1" ptl.u"t'*-1om tle date of

;:::i&";;;.i J"t"a ia-ri-zooa i" the agreement of sale till

the date of receipt u' 
"atJ 

fto"t 3l I I lO8 thJ suit is filed with in

the period of limitation of 3 Years'

The plaintiff entered in to Agreement :f, Y" to the land

situated at Muradipally vir"st' i'{ta?hd Mandat' R'R'District and

il;;";;i ;r,a"i *.,i ''r"ii-"'ai"t'o" 
of this Hon'ble court' Hence

itlJ,i";;;;-c;"i*,ua right to entertain the suit'

Date:08/lLl2OlO

PIace: L, B. Nagar

PLAINTIFF

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF
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