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THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN
AND
THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE T. AMARNATH GOUD

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.5258 OF 2017

ORDER: (per V. Ramasubramanian, J)

The Judgment Debtor No.2 under an award has come up with the
above revision, questioning the very maintainability of an Execution
Petition filed on the file of the Principal District Court, Khammam.

2. Heard Mr.Mummaneni Sinivasa Rao, learned counsel appearing
for the petitioner and Mr.V. Mohan Sinivas, learned counsel for the
1% respondent .

3. The 1% respondent secured an-arbitration Award on 12.08.2013
against the petitioner ‘as ‘well as the 2" respondent. The seat of
Arbitration was Chennai. Award was passed in Chennai.

4. 9nce the petitioner is'employed in Telangana Sate GENCO at
Paloncha of Warangal District, the 1% respondent/ Award holder filed
EP. No.63 of 2017 on the file of the Principal District Court, Khammam.
Upon receipt of notice from the Executing Court, the Judgment Debtor
No.2, who is the petitioner herein, has come up with the above revision.

5. The contention of the petitioner is that the Principal District
Court, Khammam, could not have entertained the Execution Petition, for
two reasons, namely, (a) that the Award passed in Chennai was not
transmitted to the Principal District Court, Khammam and (b) that the
area where the award is sought to be executed, is covered by the
Scheduled Areas (Part-B Sates) Order, 1950, issued by the President of
India in exercise of the powers conferred by Para-6 of the 5™ Schedule
of the Constitution.

6. The first objection of the petitioner with regard to

transmission, should be overruled in view of the decision of this Court in



Si Ram Transport Finance Company Limited vs. S Salauddin’, which
was also reiterated today in CRP No.595 of 2018 by order dated
06.02.2018. Hence, the first objection stands overruled.

7. Insofar as the second objection is concerned, it istrue that all
the villages of Paloncha Talug of Warangal District are included in the
Presidential Order, 1950, at Serial No.13. But Serial No.13 of the

Presidential Order reads as follows:

“(13) All the villages of Paloncha taluq of
Warangal district (excluding Paloncha, Borgampad,
Ashwaraopet, Dammapet, Kuknur and Nellapak villages
and (I) Samsthan of Paloncha.”

8. Therefore, it is clear that all the villages of Paloncha except
Paloncha and a few other villages are excluded. Hence, Rule 35 of the
Agency Rules, 1924, do not apply to the case on hand. Hence, the
second objection is also overruled. ‘As a consequence, the Civil Revision
Petition is dismissed.

9. Miscellaneous petitions, if any, pending shall stand dismissed.

No order as to costs.

V. RAMASUBRAMANIAN, J

T. AMARNATH GOUD, J
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