THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE CHALLA KODANDA RAM

C.R.P. No, 1074 OF 2015

AND
C.R.F.No. 6418 OF 2017
COMMON ORDER :

The 1% reapondent in both these Revisione le the plainull,
who filed 0.8, Koo &1 of 2012 in the Courl of the T Additionsl
DHstrict Judes (Fast Track Cowrd) at Ananlapuramn for relund of
gale consideration of Ke, T7,44,000/-  paid with respect to the
registered  sale deod, dered 0E.07.2011, with costs, totalling
Rs. 05,14, 132/- and the said sl s posted o cross-cxaminilion
of TLW.1. AL thar stage, the defendants hod taken cut LA Hos
BTS, 576 and 877 of 2014 to recall POW.E for further croas-
pxamination with respect to Voppudole agreement’ signed by him,
o reopen the matierop fardheT rrassegamination ol P& with
coapoet o Voppudala, Agreemnerd] ande to o receve  Tappodas
Agreemant - Juted O40F 20T Tyenteted, mitn bELACLD the plalntiff
and the delerdanta.

The leEred hudse hatlgdg'towith el mpatten, i detall, and
apinal et the contenis of the”dscument, agribed vaa R 100, -
starnp papery whigh was sought n be macked, reyeal thal 1l iz 3
sale ranssction, Rense requires awamp oty and regislration
Even if it were li-be ssstimed that it is atrelinguisiment deed or
gift deed, whergin the delendants relingiisbiod their right and Lills
over the plaint schednle propecty oo davour of the plaintif, 1hon
glse, il reguires registration, sinee e iz transfor of swnership of
property. The lsamed Judge, solying on the judpment of the
Hupremes Court e Thayyil Mamme ©. Eottigth Ramunni AR
1966 SC 337), wherein it was held that when then: ta change of
conership of omcvable propermy, either L wmy ol zale deed, gift

dead ar relineuishment doed, it requires registmation, hi=ld chial,



the instant case, since the petitioner — defendant wanted to mark
the said document o prove transfer of ownership, as it was
unregistered  and  insufficlently-stamped. the same cannol b
peceived. - In that view of the matter, there 18 no necessity to reopen
the matter and recall PW.3 to confront him with respect to the
said document. Hence, by & comman arder dated 17.09.2014, the
tearned Judge dismizaed all the Applicatinns.

Now, Civil Revision Petition No. 1074 of 2015 is against the
order in LA, No. BT6 of 2014, whersas Civil Revision Petition No,
f415 of 2017 is agsinst the one in LA, No. 875 of 2014.

The case of the petitioner - defendants No2 s that
“Voppudnln  Agreement’, under which certain arrangement was
mide with respect o the suit l'mns.a-:'lmtts was mis-placed at the
time of filing the wru.bm 5t.pmmi_-n£4mq p;« B!: same in axpential to
support their -:lhe; ﬂ*emt:gngtqw ﬁgpﬁu{nm be aliowed,
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The sum and substance of the sald document is that
2 Kummati Pedda Hanumants Reddy and Sri Kummati Kesava
Reddy had sold the suit schedule land to Sn Nalabala Gbulappa,
whe ia the plaintiff and in the event of any disputes that may arise
from the family members of the defendants, defendants 2 and 3
would solve the sane g;_l.hmw Likewise, with respect to
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any of the r.myﬂ;‘:[u-:rﬂn I'.'h.E.E ma:, hl'.-

'léh]l'mdh-m{u by the plaimntifT,
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document 5lc-npr w-u.h lh-:: v.'rn Itm-:n’;.m nn llly convincing,
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petiticner in suppoert 1t SP Mietacey and‘nh-c:- considering e fact thal

thee suit proceedings were stayed in Civil Revision Petition No. 1074
of 15, oo 17.03.2015, this Court is of the opinon that the
Interlocutery Applications Ne. 876 and 875 of 2014 deserve to be
allowed. Hence, the crder dated [7.00. 2014, so far as it relales 0

LA Mos. B76 and BTS of 2014 is set aside,



Both the Revisions are therefore, allowed, subject to the following

conditions:

1) the petitioner shall pay a sum of Rs.10,000/- (Rupees ten
thousand only) to the plaintiff within a week from the
date of receipt of a copy of this order;

2) defendants shall present themselves for the purpose of

cross-examination on the date fixed by the Court, without
fail and they shall not seek any adjournments for the said
purpose.

It is made clear that this Court has not expressed any opinion as
to the admissibility or otherwise of ‘Voppudala Agreement’ and it will be
open for the plaintiff to raise objections, if any with respect to the said
agreement, even at the time of marking the .same. No costs.

Consequently, the miscellaneous Applications, if any shall stand

disposed of.

CHALLA KODANDA RAM, J
05th January 2018

Issue CC in three days.
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