HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND THE STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH

THURSDAY, THE FIFTEENTH DAY DF MARCH,
TWO THOUSAND AND EIGHTEEN
FRESENT
THE HON'BELE DR JUSTICE SHAMEEM AKTHER

CRELPMP HNOE20T of 2007
™
CRLP.MO:aneZ of 2017
ST ITETSE R
Bayva Hanumaniha Raa, S Narasimbbi,
2 Bayva Venugogal Sio B Hanumartha Rao,
4 Bayya Sujalha, Wio Chongam Tidrmakesh,
4 B. Ramesn, 30 B Hanumaniha Rao
Paitionors
iPafitignars in CRLP BO92 of 2017
on s file of High Sout)
AMD

1 The Slate of AP, rep. by the Public Prosecutor, Hign Count of Hyderabad
2 %W Venkztziah, Sfa V. Vankala Brshnaial, Blo Do 15754, BF. Agraharair
Srkalahasthi, Shittoor Cistrci

Heaspondanls
tRespondents in-gos)
Counsa for the Petiticners: SREIG MASTHARM MAITIL

Counsel for the Respondent No.1; PUBLIC PROSECUTOR [AP)

Petition urnder Ssclion 482 of CiP.C. maving thal in the circumstances staied in the
marmarandum of grounds filed in Crl P, the Bigh Court may be pleasaed to siay all and lurlher
procesdings in COCNRSZT2016 an he file of Additicnal Junior Civil Jucge. Srikalahasthi,
Chitloor District, including appearance u:uf the Petitioners/Accused N: 1504 pending disposal ol
CRL P M2 2002 of 2017 on the file af ihs High Sourl,

The Court while girecling issug of nolice W the Respondent Mo 2 hergin to show cause as 12
why this application should not be complied with, mads fhe {ollowng orderd T he raceipgl of Lhis
orcier will be desmed 10 ba the receipt of notice in tl'-e CAamel,

CORDER

Heard the learned counsel for the petitioners/A.1 to Ad learned Assistant
Public Prosecutor and perused the record.

The learned counsel for the petitioners/a.1 to A4 would submit that the de-
facto complainant has no locus standi to lodge a report against the petitioners/ A1
to A4, Further, the wife of the de-facto complainant filed a sult in 0.5 Ne.650 of
2002 on the file of Principal Junicr Civil Judge, Srikalahasthi. Chittoor District, and
lost the same, vide judgment, dated 21.03.2011, passed in the said suit. An appeal
proferred against the dismissal of the suit, she did not get any relicf and the said
appeal was dismissed. In order to harass the petitioners/A.1 to Ad, false
allegations are made against them stating that they have committed forgery and
fabricated the agreement of sale, dated 25.08.2001. The suit was for specific
perfarmance of agreement of sale, dated 25.08.2001. The submissions made on
behalf of the petitioners/A.1 to A4 cannot be discarded at this juncture, reguire
examination,



Under these circumstances, all further proceedings in C.C.No.521 of 2016 on
the file of Additional Junior Civil Judge, Srikalahasti, Chittoor District, are stayed
for a period of two [02] months,

Notice. SD/- K. TATA RAG

ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
HTRUE COPYN S
for ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
Fo

The Scdcditianal Jurior Sivik Judge, Srikalanasthe, Crttoor District
VoWenkatoiah, 3o V. Venkala Krishnaiah, Riz DoMe 15734, B.P. Agraharam,
Erikalahasint, Chilloar District, (BY RREAD)

Twe CCa o Public Prosecutsr (AR, Hign Gourt of Hyeerabad (GUT)

Cne CC Lo Zri. 2. Masthan Naicu, Advocate (OFLIC)
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