IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT MADRAS

Dated: 06..02..2020
CORAM

THE HON'BLE MR.JUSTICE V.BHARATHIDASAN

Civil Revision Petition No.4091 of 2019
and
C.M.P.No.26787 of 2019 & C.M.P.No.758 of 2020

R.Magesh
Prop. GPR Agency,
No.9, Gandhi Road,
Jyothi Nagar,
Arakkonam,
Vellore District.
Petitioner
SVIE F'SisE
1.M/s.Vel and Co.,
Rep. by its Partners,
C.K.Velu and J.Gajendran
No.91/1, East 2nd Cross Street,
Ganesh Nagar, Arakkonam,
Vellore District.

2.C.K.Velu
3.Gajendran

4.Jai Krishna
5.Mrs.V.Mageswari

6.Mrs.Chegamma

7.The State of Tamil Nadu,
Rep. by its Secretary,
Highways Department,
Fort St. George,
Chennai.
Respondents

Petition filed under Article 227 of the Constitution of
India, praying to set aside the docket order dated 25.10.2019
made in I.A.No.Unnumbered of 2019 in 0.S.No.82 of 2019 by the
learned II Additional District Judge, Ranipet, Vellore District.

https://hcservices.ecourts.gov.in/hcservices/



For Petitioner : Mr.Jeremiah for
M/s Jeremiah Gregory John

For Respondent (s) : Mr.Om Prakash, Senior
Counsel for Mr.M.Venkata
Krishnan for R2

Mrs.R.Poornima for RR 3 and
4

Mr.Y.T.Aravind Gosh, GA for
RR7 & 8

ORDER

This civil revision petition has 'been filed against the
order passed Dby the Jlearned II Additional District Judge,
Ranipet, returning the application filed by the petitioner under
Section 151 ©0f+CPC seeking to direct the garnishees, who are
respondents 7 and 8 herein to remit all payments payable to the
respondents; 1".to 3. in respect of the contract mentioned in the
application to the credit of the suit pending disposal of the
application.

2. The petitioner is the plaintiff in the suit in 0.S.NO.82
of 2019 which has=been filed for recovery. of money. Pending
suit, the | application under revision has been filed on the
ground that the 2nd respondent is having a.  subsisting contract
with the respondents 7 and 8 and therefore, the petitioner
sought to direct respondents 7 and 8 to remit the amounts
payable to the respondents 1 to 3 to the credit of the suit.

3. The above said application was returned by the court
below dquestioning the maintainability. The grievance of the
petitioner is that though the petitioner had re-presented the
same with endorsement explaining as to how the application is
maintainable, the court below had —once again returned the
application without passing any order thereon. Therefore, the
learned counsel for the petitioner submitted that the court
below may be directed to number the application and proceed with
the same in accordance with law.

4. The learned counsel appearing for the contesting
respondents herein seriously objected for giving a direction to
the court below to decide the gquestion of maintainability of the
application filed under Section 151 of CPC which has been filed
seeking to issue a pro-order as against the garnishees.

5. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case and
on considering the submissions made on either side, without
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going into the merits of the case, this court is inclined to
dispose of the revision petition with a direction to the court
below. The learned II Additional District Judge, Ranipet, 1is
directed to number the application and consider the same on
merits, including the question of maintainability, in accordance
with law after hearing both parties and pass appropriate orders
thereon within a period of two weeks from the date of receipt of
a copy of this order. This civil revision petition is disposed
of accordingly with the above directions and consequently the
interim direction given by this Court in C.M.P.No.26787 of 2019
shall stand wvacated. No costs. Consequently, both the CMPs are

closed.
Sd/-
Assistant Registrar (CS)
//True Copy//
Sub Assistant Registrar
kmk
To

1.The II Additional District Judge,
Ranipet, Vellore District.

+lcc to Mr.G.denniah , Advocate SR.No. 9714
+lcc to Mr.M.Venkata krishnan , Advocate SR.No. 9760
C.R.P.No0.4091 of 2019

A.SK(10/02/2020)
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