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Appeal under Saction 38 Riw. Qrder 41 rule 1 of CPD against the judgment and
decres dated 311122013 in 05 No 2832010 on the file of the Court of the Il Senior
Civil Judge, City Civil Courd, Secunderabad.

Between:
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2. Zmt Hemalata Malhotra, WWo Late M.Om Prakash. Rfo House Mo G0 Old Mudfort
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APPELLANTS (DEFENDANTS 1 & 2)
AND
Mohd Mayeem, Sfo Late Shri Mohd Ismail, Rio House No 1 -8-520/2 Pattigacda,
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..RESPONDENT (PLAINTIFF)

For the Appellants : SRI M. N.NARASIMHA REDDY, Advocate

For the Respondent : SRl G.GURU MURTHY, SRI V.HARI HARAN, Advocates

The Court deliverad the following: JUDGMENT



THE HON'BLE Dr. JUSTICE SHAMEEM AKTHER

CITY CIVIL COURT APPEAL Nop.52 of 2014

JUDGMENT:

This appeal, under section 96 read with Order XLI Rule 1 of
tne Code -of Civil Procedure, 1908, |Is filed by the
appellants/defandant Nos.1l and 2, challenging the judgment anc
decreg, dated 31,12.2013, passed in 0.5.N0.283 of 2010 by the 111
Senior Civil Judge, City Civil Court, Secunderabad, whereby, the
subject suit In 0.5.Na.283 of 2010 filed by the respondent/plaintiff
seekimg declaration that he iz the sole, absclute and exciusive
owner of the suit schedule property and recovery of vacant
possassion of the suit schedule property and for damages, was

decreed.

2. Heard the learmed counsz| for both the sides and parused the

raccra,

3. The appellants herein are the defendants and the respandent
herein is the plaintiff before the Court below: The parties are

hereinatter referred ta, as per their array before the Court balpw.

4.  The plaintiff filed the subject suit in Q.5.No.283 of 2010
seeking declaration that he is the sole, absoiute and exclusive
pwner of the suit schedule property, l.e., House No.71 (old) (MNew
Mg,2-7-104% admeasuring &4.44 sguare yards or 53,87 metres
gituated at Bearers Lines, Secunderabad, bounded by NORTH:
House MNo. 70, SOUTH: House Mo, 72, EAST: Lans, and WEST:
House of Abdu! Khader, and recovary of vacant possession of the

same and for gamages, contending as follows:



"The plaintiff purchased House Ne. 71 {old) (New Mo, 2-7-104)
admeasuring &4.44 square yards, situated at Beoarers lines,
Sacunderabad Cantonment, Trom ong Anitha Dhull anc Sva Kumar
Chell, through a sa'e dead, categ 08.10.2008, ragistered as
document Mo,1459/2008 before the Sub-Registrar, Bowenpally,
Sasunderabad. The said property has beern undar ofcupation of
defendant MNo.1 as tenant of the previous owners. Subseguent to
the purchase of property, the plaintiff approached defendant No.l
ctating that he purchased Lhe property and that he is entitled ta
receive the rents. Howewer, defendant MNo.2 raised a dispute
contending that she alons s entltled to receive the rents from
defendant No.1l. Under those circurnstances, defendani No.l filed
a case in RUCN0. 202 of 2008 before the Additional Rent Controller,
Secunderabhad, seeking a direction for deposit of rents into the
Court under Secticn 9(3) of the Andhra Pradesh Buildings (Laase,
Fent & Eviction) Contral Act, L1980, In the said Renl Control cass,
the plaintiff gave evidence as R.W.1 ang the defendant MNo.2 gave
evidence as R.W. 2. The Acditiona! Rent Controdler, Secunderabag,
oy order, dated 74.02.2010, allowed the Rent Cantrol Case and
directed the tenant/defendant No.1 to deposit the rent into the
Caurt till the dispute between the respondant Mos.1 ano 2 thercin
i5 settled, The suit schedule property ariginally belonged to Sri
S.MN.Mukundlzal, who is the father-in-law of the defendant No.Z.
The said Mukundial purchased property from Sri Hasnuddin, by
virtue of a sale deed, dated 24.12.1953, duly registered betore the
Registrar, Secunderabad. Mukundlal died on 17.10.19567 leaving

Bbehind kiz wife Shanta Kumari and son Om Prakash., - Shanta



[

Kumari and Om Prakash jointly sold the property to Gulshan
Kurmar, through a sals deed, dated 05.11.1969. Gulshan Kumar
and defendant MNo.2 are related to each other as brother and sister,
The plaintiff came to know that Gulshan Kumar allowed his sister,
.2., defencant Mo.Z2 to receive rents from defendant Na.1 after the
death of her hushand, as a gooo gesture, Howewver, the awnership
af the suit schedule property remained with Guishan Kumar. The
widow of Gulshan Kumar, i.e., Anitha Dhull and his son Shiv Kumar
Dhull, being In nesd of money, sold the suit schedule property to
the plaintiff through & registerec sale deed, dated 08.10.2008.
Alter purchase of the sait schedule property by the plaintiff, he was
hancad aver hink documeants. It was mentioneg n the sale deed,
dated 08, 10.2008, that the vendars delivered possascion of the
property along with the tenant, i.e., by way of attornment of
tenancy. The defendant No.Z, who gave evidence as RW.2 in
R.C.Mo.207 of 2008 on the file of Additicnal Rent Cantroiler,
Ssccunderaoad, had chearly admitted that her mother-in-law and
hushand executed a sale deed in favour of Gulshan Kumar and that
che 5 aware of the title of Guishan Kumar In respect of suit
schedule property. After dispesal of R.C.No.202 of 2008, the
plaintiff cailed upon the defendant No.1 to hand over vacant and
peaceful possessian of sut sekeduls properly @ him. The
defendant Mco.l got issued a reply notice stating that he has
complied with the -directicns n the order, dated 24.02.2010,
pasced by the Additicnal Rent Centroller, Secunderabad, and that
heo s not liable to vacate the - suit schedule premises. It is the

defendant Nec.Z who has put forth all rival ‘ciaims, though reply



notice is purported to have been issued by defendant No.1. As a
cloud of doubt is cast upon the title of the plaintiff aver the suit
schedule property, the plaintiff is constrained to file the present
syit-sesking dectaration that he Is the sole, absalute and exclusive
owner of the suit schedule property and for recovery of possessicr
anc damages, As the jural relationssip of landlord ard kzpast s
disouted by the defendant Mo, 1, the provisions of AP, Buildings

[Lease, Rent & Eviction) Cansrol Act, 1980, are not applicabie.”

5. The defendant Mo.1 fled written statement contending as
Follows:

"As there was a ttle dispute with regard ta the suit schedule
property, he filed a Rent Control case [n R.C.No. 202 of 2008 before
the Additional Rent Controfer, Secunderabad, seeking a direchiaon
to depasit of rents before the Court and the same was allowed
directing the defendant No.l to depoasit rents into the Coust. It
was clearly stated in the order in R.CNe. 202 of 2008 that rents
must be continued to be deposited into the Court till the disputa of
gwnership of the suit schedule property is resolved.  Accocrcingly,
the defendant No.1 depasited the rents into the Caurt, Tne subject
suit is filed by cne Mohd. Nayeem without mentioning that it wa
filed as a General Paower of Attarney holder of Anitha Dhull, The
plaintit™ was not a party to R.C.No.202 of 2008 and Anitha Ohull is
nok a party te the subject sdit in D.5.No.283 of 2010, The title
dispute 15 nat betweean Anitha Dhull and Hemalatha Malhotra as in
R.C.Np. 202 of 2008, but the plaintiff raised a dispute with
Hemalatha Malhotra/defendnat MNo. 2. The plaintiff has not

impleaded Anitha Dhull (respancent No.l In B.C.Ne. 202/2008) as a



L]

party to the subiect suit. The defendant Ma.l is not concernec
with the dispute between the plaintiff ard defendant No.2 and is
onlv interested in the dispute, it any, betwsen Anitha Dhull and the
defendant Mo.2 and he continues to deposit the rents into the
Court, The suit, as framed, is not maintzinable against the

cefendant No.1."

G, The defandant ho.2 filed written statement contending 2s
Foliows:

“Tha suit is barred under section 903) of the AP, Buildings
fLease, Rent & Eviction) Control Act, 1960. The suft is also bad for
mis-joinder of cause of action and suffers from omissions with
ecard to bong fide dispute batween Anitha Dhull and defendant
MNoZ, wnile saic Anitha Dhuil 1s-net made a party to the subject
sult,  The plaintiff does not call himself as a General Power of
Attorney of Anitha Dhull, but as a vendee of Anitha Dhull and Siva
Kaumar Dhull, who are npot parties to the subject suit,  The
defendant No.l oceupied the suit schedule property as a tenant of
Snantha Kumari for 25 years. In R.C.No.20Z2 of 2008, the
Acditionzl Rent Controller directed the defendant No.l1 to deposit
rents into the Court, till the dispute between the respondents
therein iz gecided.. Attornment of temancy is.-an act of tepant
admitting the new owner. The defendant No.l/tenant had naver
agmitted the olamtff as the owner of the suit schecule proparty.
In fact, the attarnment was done by Anitha Bhull (one of the
vendor of the plaintiff}, who stated on oath that shae was collecting
rents from the tenant, In fact, she never collectad rents of the suit

schadulz property prior o the registered sale deed, dafed



08.10,2008, as Anitha Dhull was never the owner. The defendant
Ma2 is aware of the fact that Gulshan Kumar never necame an
awner of the suit schedule property and he relinguished it arally i=
favour of Shanta Kumari on 05.21.1%6%, Encumbrance certificate,
datsd 01.04.2004, establishas that Shantha Kumari orally settled
tne new House MNo.Z2-7-104 in favour of his son Om Prakash
(husband of defendanl Na.2), after demolishing the old building.
The defendant No.2 had receivec natice, dated 30.03.2010, and
she gave her reply aon 10.04.2019. The plaintiff never became
cwner of the new premises. It is for the first time that the sale
deed, dated 24.12.1853, executed by Hasnudding S/o.Nizamuddin
n favour of Mukundlal for a sum of Rs.500/- nas been filed witn
the plaint in the subsect sut., The said sale deed nao not been
referred In R.C.No.202 of 2008, Lake Girish Kumar tried to forcibiy
evict the defendant Mo,1 and a complaint was registerad inn the
Police Statian, Karkhana, on 09.05.2008. The suit is barrad by the
order, dated 24.02.2010, of Additionai Rent Contraller,
Secunderabad, te deposit the admitted rents, till the dispute
between respondent Mos, 1 and 2 is settied. The plantiff was never
a party to the said R.C.Ne.202 of 2008 on the file of Additional

Rant Controller, Secundarabad. The suit is liable to be dismissad.”

£ Basing on the above pleadings, the trial Court framed the
fol owing issLas;

1) Whether this Court has no jurisdiction to entertain
the suit as alleged by the defendants?

2] Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of proper
and necessary party?

2) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to declaration of
title to the plaint schedule property as prayed for?



4) Whether the plaintiff is entitled for possession of
plaint schedule property from the first defendant?

5) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to damages from

first defendant?

6} To what relief?

8. During the course of trial, the plaintiff himself got examined

gs B0 1 and Exs 4L Lo AR weara marksd an his hehaif.

On Behalf

of the cefendants, the first ang second defencants got themseslves

examined as O.W.1 and D.W.Z2 respectively and no docu

were marked on their benalf,

ments

q, O orraniks, tne Court Beiaw decreed the sait as fallows:

T

in the result, suwit is decreed with costs geclaring

L
Lie

plaintiff as sole, absoiule and exclusive ewner of the plaint

schaduwle property bearing HNg 2-7-104 a3t Bearers Line
Secunderabad, and diso directing the first defendant (o
deliver vacant possession of suit schedule property (o the
plaintiff within two months frem the date of this Judgment
failing which, plaintiff can recover the same through Court
of law, The plaintiff is also entified o Fecover damages in
rhe foerm of mesnae profifs  n respecr of the suit schadule
pinparty front the date of this swit il the date of delivery
of puszession of progerty. Determination of mesne profifs
s postponed on an application filed wnder Order XX Rule
12 0P However, while datermining masne groflts, cregit

ghall be giwen to the rents deposited by first defendant

RC. N0 20272008 on the fife of Additiona! Rent Cantralior,

Secunveratiad

10. Aggrieved by the said Judgment and Decree

Court, the defendant Nos. 1 and 2 preferred this appeal.

of

the trizl

11. Tne learnec caunsel for the appellants/defendant Mos.1 and

.

2 would contend that the subject suit, as framed,

is nolt



maintainable under law. The defendant No.l is the tenant of the
griginal owners., He even filegd R.C.No. 202 of 2008 an the file af
the Adoitiona!l Rent Controller, Secunderabad, seeking 3 directian
to deposit of rents inta the Court and the same was allowed, vide
arder, dated 24.02.2010, The relief sought in the subject suit, i.e.,
for delivery of vacant possession of the suit schecule property and
gamages is reguired to be sought befare the Additional Rent
Caontraller, Secunderabad, ana nct before the civil Court. The suit
s not maintatnable’ against the defencant Nao.l. Thea plantiff,
naving purchased the disputed property from the respondent MNo.l
n R.C.Ng. 202 of 2008 ang her sgn, filed the subject suit for
declaratian of title, without impleading his vendars, whose title is in
dispute. Therefare, the suit is bad for non-joinder of proper-and
necessary parties, The defendant No.2 has perfected ner right and
title ovar the suit schedule property by adverse passession, The
Court below had not framed proper issues, which resulted in
miscarriage of justice. The Court below committec error gn
rejecting the evidence of D.Ws.1 and 2 holding that ng
documentary evidence has bean adduced on their behalf and
ultimately prayed to set aside the judgment and decree under

challerge and aliow the apoeal as prayed for.

12. On the other hand, the |earmed counsel for the
respondent/plaindff suppertad the impugred judgment and decree
and contenced that the Court balow has jurisdiction to entertain
the sult,  The suit 15 not bad for non-joinder of oroper and
necessary partigs.  The Court below, having framed necessary

issues for detarmination and after slaborately discussing the merits



and demerits of tha subject matter of the suit, rightly decreed the
suit. There is nothing to interfere with the impugned fuggrment anc
decree and ultimately prayed to sustain the ‘mpugned judgment

and decree and dismiss the appeal.

13. In view of the above submissions of the learnred counse! for
both the sides, the peoints that arise for determination in this
appeal are a5 follows:

1. Whether the Court below has jurisdiction to
entertain the subject suwit?

2. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder or
proper and necessary parties?

3. Whether the respondent/plaintiff has right,
title and interest over the suit schedule
property?

4. Whether the respondent/plaintiff is entitled
for recovery of possession of the suit schedule
property and damages?

5. To what relief?

14. The factual matrix of the case is that originally, the suit
schedule property belongad to ane Mukundlal (fathar-n-law of the
cefandant Mo, 2), who purchasec Lhe same from one Hasnuddin, by
virtue of Ex.A.Z - Registered sale deed, dated 24,12,1953,
Mukurndlat digd on 17,106.1967, leaving bekind his wife Shantha
Kumari and son Om Prarash (huosoand of defendant NoZ).
Subseguently, Shantha kKumar! and Cm Prakash jaintly sold the
suit schedule property to one Guishan Kumar, under Ex.A2 -
Registereq sale deed, dated 05.11,1969, Guishan Kumatr and

defandant No.? are rclated to each other as brother and sister,



Gulshan Kumar kRad allowes the defendant MNo.? o receive the
rants of the suit schedyle oroperty from the tenant/defendant
Mo.1, after cemise of haer husband, as a good gesture. Howsever,
the ownership of the suit schedule property remaineg with Gulshan
wumar only.  After the damise of Gulshan Kumar, his wife Anitas
Dhutl and san SHiv Kumar Dhull;, being In need of money, jointly
sold the suit scheduls property to the plaintiff under Ex.&.1 -
Registerad sale deed, dated 08.10.2008, and hanced over the link
documents ta him. In Ex.A.1 sale deed, it is clearly mentionad that
the vendors deliversec possession of the suit schedule property to
the plaintiff slong with the tenant, Le,, by way of attornment of
Lanancy. When the paintiff approached the defendant No.l/tenanl
Lo deliver the vacant pcocssession of the sult schecoule proparty
nasing on Ex.A.l - Registered sale deed, dated 08.10.2008, the
dafendant MNo.2 had set up title to the suit schedule property
contending that Gulshan Kumar had allowed her Lo receive the
rents from the defendart Mo, l/tenant after demise of her husband,
as a good gesture and that since the last 25 years, the detendant
Mo, l/tenant has  been paving rent to her, Urnder those
circumstances, the defendant Mo.1l/tenant filed R, C.No, 202 of 2008
an the file of the Additional Rent Controller, Secunderabad, under
Section 2(3) of the A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent & Eviction) Contro
Act, 1980, seeking a direction to deposit the rent to the credit of
the said R.C. Till the ownership dispuie between the defendant No.2

and Anitna Dhull (one of the vendar of the plaintiftf], is settled.

15. In wview of the above factual matrix of the case, 1 now

ventara o answer the noints.



P A& 2:-

16. Admittedly, the pla:ntiff Is claiming title to the suit schedule
property on the basis aof Ex. AL Registerad sale deed, dated
08.10,2008, Admittedly, defendant Mo.2 is not a terant af the suit
schedule property and she had seb up title o the sull scheduls
agroperty. I view of the nature of the disgute, Le,, geclaration of
title and recovery of possessian af tha plaint schadule proparty and
damages and in view of the pleadings and the material placed on
recard, the Ccurt below had certainly ot jurisdiction to ernterfain
the subject sult and competent to adjudicate the subject matter of

the suit,

17, It is also contended tnat the suzject suit is bad for non-
ioinder of praper angd necessary parties. Admittedly, the plaintiff is
ceeking deciaration of Litle and recovery of possession of the suilt
schadule property basing on Ex.A.1 — Registered Sale Deed, dated
08.10.2008. Once Ex.A.l - registered sale deed, dated
O8.10. 2008, s executed in favour of the plaintiff, his vendors stand
parted with the suil schadule properly and their rights gets vesteo
in favour of plaintiff. Hence, it is not necessary ta implead the
vendors of the plaintff as parties to the suit. The defendant Na.?
anly 15 disputing the title of the plaintiff over the suit schedule
property and the defendant Mo, l/tenant refused to daliver vacant
passession of the suit schedule property to the plaintiff under tha
guisa of directions in the grder, cated 24.02.2010, passed in
R.CMNo.Z0Z of 2008 by the Additional Reant  Contrcliar,

Secunderanad., Both of them are DrOpEr and necessary parties o



T

ne suit and admittedly, the plzintiff had made 2aoth of them as
parties to tne suit. Under these circumstances, the suit is net bad
for non-joinder of proper and necessary parties, as contended oy
the cefendant No.2. These paints are accordingly answered in

favaur of the plaintiff and against the deferdants.

POINT MNos.3 to 5:-

18. Tha plaintiff is seeking declaration that he is the absolute
owner of the suit schedule property and recovery of possessian
from the defendant Nao.Z2, In support of his cantentions, he filed
Ex.A.1-Registered sale deed, dated 08.10.2008, Ex. A.2-Registered
sale deed, dated 05.11.1969, Ex.A.3-Registered Sale Deed, dated
24.12.1953, Ex.A 4-Certified copy of order in R, C.MNc.202 of 2008
an the file of the Additional Rent Controller, Sscunderabzad,
Ex.A.5-0ffice copy of notice, dated 30.03.2020, Ex.A6-Reply
rotice {originai), <¢atea 10.,04.2010, Ex A 7-Markel salue
assistance cerfificate, dated 24.04,2010, and Ex.A.B-Certified copy
of cross-gxamination of R.W.Z by the first respondent in
R.C.No.202 of 2008, It is an undisputed fact that Aritha Dhull is
tha wife and Shiva Kumar Dhull 15 e son of Late Gulishan Kumar,
It i5 the case of the paintiff that said Gulshan Kumar purchased
the preperty from the legal Heirs of cne Mukundlal, i.e., Shanta
“umari and Om Prakasn. Tne said fact was established by Fow. 1 by
marking Ex.A.2. Admittedly, the defencant No.l is the tenant o
the syt schedule property.  She was inducted into the =it
schedule praperty by Shanta Kumarl, who was ane of the vendors

of Gulshan Kumar, The gefendant Na.Z is disputing the title af the



placntiff by claiming adverse possessicn cves the suit schedule
property. 1t is evident from Exs.A.1 to A8 and the evidence of
el thal the title of the suit schedule property had flown in
favour of the plaintiff and the tenancy was attorned in favour of the
plaintiff under Ex.A.1. Further, as per Exs.A.1 and A8 and the
avidence of D.W.1 and D.W. 2, the defendant No.2 was permitted
to receive rents only from the defendant Mo.i/tenant during the
lite time of Gulshkan Kumar, her oorother. However, after the
damise of Guishan Kumar, the vendors of the olaintiff, .e., wifc
and son of Gulshan Kumar, permitied the defendant MNo.Z to
recaive the rants from the defendant Mo.l/tenant. The ciaim of
adverse possession by the defendant No.l g3 fiction as well as
story  createg  to  defeat the subject suit of the  plaintf.
DWW 1/tenant supportad the plea raised by defendant No.1. The
witnesses axamined no behalf of the defendants are untrustwarthy,
As per the svicence on record, no case of adverse possession has
bean made cut in favour of defendant No.Z2.  The Court below
elaborately dealt with thesec aspocts and answered against the
defendant No 2. There |s no single document to estaklish denial of
bitle af the true wendors of the plaintiff fram timea to tme anc
claiming adwverse possession over the suit schadule property by

defendant No. 2.

19. In the eye of the faw, an awner would be deemed to be in
possession of a property so leng as there Is no intrusion, Non-use
of the property by the owner even for a long time waon't affect his
title. But the position will be zltersd when arother persan fakes

possession of the property and asserts a right over L, Agverss



possession is a hostile possession by clearly asserting hostile title
ndenal of tha title of the troe owner, It is 8 well settled princple
that @ perty cigiming agverse possession must prove that Ris
noszession is necow, Tned olam’, Tnec precarin’, that s, peaseful
open and continucus. The possessicnh must De adeguate In
continuily, in pubdicity and in extent [o show that their possession
5 adverse to Lthe true ownar. IE must start with a wrongfol
disposition of the rightful owner and be actual, visible, exclusive,
hostile and continued over the slalutory periad. Phyeicz| facl of
exclusive passessicn and the animus possidendi to ho!d as-owner in
excluzion to the actual owner arg the most important factors that
are to be accounted in cases of this nature. Therefore, a person
who claims adverse possession should show: (a) on what datae he
came into possession, (B} what was the nature of his possessian,
fe) whether the factum of possession was known to the other
party, (d) how long nis possessicn has continued, and (e} his
possession was open and undisturbed. A person pleading adwverse
possession has no equlties In kis favaour, Since he iz trying o
defeat the rights of the trug swner, it |5 for him to clearly plead
and establish  all facls necessary Lo establishn hs  adverss
possession.  In the instant case, the defendant No.2 was/is nol in
possession of the suit schedule property at any pairt af tme. Even
ne has no permissive posséssion gver the suit schedule property.
Tharefore, his contention that he has perfected Lhe prescribed
oeriod of adverse possession over the suit schedule property is
unsustainable. The evidence of defendant Mo.1 is feckie and weak

as far as the olea of adverse possession is concerned.  As there (s



To

L

vald titie in favour of the plainti* as indicated above, the plaintiff,
after purchasa of the suit schedile property under Ex A1 from tne
ariginal owners and as the tenancy was attorned in his favaour, the
plaintiff is entitled for declaration of ttle as well as recovery of
possession and also damages from defendant Neo.l/tenant for
pccupation of the suit schedule property, after the tenancy was
lawfully terminated. All the contentions raised on behalf of the
defendants do not merit consideration. These points are
accardingly answeared against the defendants and in favour cf the

plainbiff

20. In waw of the faregoing discussion, the Court below 5
justified in decresing the suit as indicated above. There is no
perversity or rmaterial irregularity in the judgment and decree
under challenge. There is nothing to take a cifferent view. The

appeal is cavaid of merit and [s liable ta be dismissod.

21. In the result, the appeal is dismissed: There shall be no
crider as ko costs,
Miscellaneous petitions, If any, pending in this appeal, shall

s1anc closad.
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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGAMNA
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1. Susay Raj, S/o A Joseph, R'o House no 2-7-10, Boarars line Sacunderabad,
2 3ml Hemalala Maiholra, Wio Late M.Om Prakash. Ffo House Mo 68 Old Mudfort
aecunderabad,
it APPELLANTS (DEFENDANTS 1 & 2)

fMohd Nayeerm. Sfo Late Shri Mohd [smail, Rfo House No 1-8-520/2 Pattinadda,
Secunderabad
.RESPONDENT (PLAINTIFF)

Appeal under Section 26 Rw, Orcer 471 rule 1 of CPG against the judgmeant and
decree dated 314212013 in QF No. 2832010 on the file of he Cour of the |ll Semior

Covit ducge. Cily Crll Courl, Secunderabad

OECREE: This Court doth Order and decree that the decree of the Lowsr Cour be ard
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decras that there be no Crderas to costs inthis apepeal.
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