
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

C.R.P.No.1837_OF 2017  

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.S.Sa tyanarayana  Prasad , lea rned  senior c ounsel for 

petitioners and  Mr.M.Srikanth for respondent.  

 

The respondents in S.O.P.No.18 of 2017 in the Court of the  

VI Add itiona l Distric t Judge, Kurnool a re the revision petitioners.   

 

The petitioners herein assa il order in I.A.No.30 of 2017.   

The lea rned  VI Add itiona l Distric t Judge, Kurnool through order 

impugned in the revision a llowed  I.A.No.30 of 2017.  The order 

impugned in the revision has been assa iled  on va rious lega l and  

fac tua l g rounds.  One of the grounds ra ised  is tha t the frame of 

S.O.P.No.18 of 2017 or for tha t ma tter the a rray of pa rties in I.A.No.30 

of 2017 does not sa tisfy the requirements of law.  Exp la ining  the 

c ontention, it is c anvassed  tha t the respondent herein c la ims to be 

aggrieved  by a  dec ision taken by Akhila  Bhara tiya  Brahmana 

Karivena  Nityannadana  Sa tram (for short ‘ sa tram’ ) through its 

resolution da ted  17.01.2017.    Akhila  Bhara tiya  Brahmana  Karivena  

Nityannadana  Sa tram is a  soc iety reg istered  under the Soc ieties 

Registra tion Ac t.  The c ertific a te of reg istra tion was issued  to sa tram 

on 28.08.1974.  The petitioner onc e ac c ep ts tha t a  resolution was 

passed  by the c ommittee on 17.01.2017 c annot and  c ould  not 

c ontinue to c la im as President of the sa tram and  file S.O.P.No.18 of 

2017 as President of soc iety aga inst the members who have 

pa rtic ipa ted  in the meeting  and  have taken the dec ision da ted  

17.01.2017.  Likewise, for working  out any relief or c anvassing  the 
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grievanc e, the p resenc e of sa tram is both p roper and  nec essary.  

The S.O.P as filed  does not c onform to the above requirement.   

In other words, the ob jec tion ra ised  is tha t a  soc iety c an either sue 

or be sued  in its name represented  by person authorized  in this 

beha lf.  After going  through the c ause title in S.O.P as well as I.A, this 

Court is of the view tha t the ob jec tion ra ised  is prima  fac ie  tenab le. 

 

Mr.M.Srikanth, appearing  for respondent, submits tha t instead  

of c ontinuing the lis with a  defec t - whether it is c urab le or inc urab le 

in the fitness of things, he submits tha t it is desirab le tha t p roper steps 

a re taken as regards frame of S.O.P and  a lso imp lead  p roper and  

nec essary pa rties in this beha lf.  He submits tha t the order impugned  

c an be set aside and  the matter remanded  to tria l Court for 

c onsidera tion a fresh.   

 

Henc e, the following order. 

 

The order impugned in the revision is set aside.  I.A. is remitted  

to the Court below for re-c onsidera tion and  d isposa l in ac c ordanc e 

with law.  After remand , if pa rties file app lic a tions for p rayers, the 

tria l Court is free to examine the p rayers and  d ispose of the p rayers 

in ac c ordanc e with law.  The c ounsel for respondent further submits 

tha t if the amendment to S.O.P is c a rried  out, the ob jec tions a re 

required  to be c onsidered  a fresh by the lea rned  VI Add itiona l 

Distric t Judge and  requests the Court to d irec t the Court below to 

c onsider the c ase of respondent as well as revision petitioners  

and  the party to be imp leaded  independently and  pass orders.  

The request of lea rned  c ounsel is p lac ed  on rec ord .    This Court is of 

the view tha t onc e the I.A is remanded, the tria l Court will c erta inly 
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proc eed  in ac c ordanc e with law from the materia l ava ilab le on 

rec ord  and  in the p resenc e of a ll the pa rties. 

 

The revision is, ac c ord ing ly, a llowed  as ind ic a ted  above.  

There sha ll be no order as c osts. 

 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, stand  

c losed .  

                              
 

____________ 

         S.V.BHATT, J 

                                                       

07th June, 2017 

Lrkm  
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