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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THURSDAY, THE FIFTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE SUJOY PAUL

CIVIL REVISION PETITION NOQ: 1621 OF 2024

FPeliton under Adicle 227 of the Constitution of India aggreved by the Order

dated 01-04-2024 made in LA, No, 127 of 2024 in Q.5, No, 10 of 2024 on tha file of
the Court of the X Additional District and Sessions Judge, Ranga Reddy District at
LB Magar.

Betweern:

1y

[

Masanagar Bhagya Laxmi, Wio. M Bal Reddy, Aged about 48 years, Oce.
Housewife, Rin. HMNo. 17-1-386/SN/S, Flat Mo. 505 Block-B, Sai Thirumala
and Bhaskar Towers, Reliance Trades, Champapet, Sarcor Magar, Vashaili
Magar, K.V, Ranga Reddy District - 5000759

Saritha Reddy Ramaswary, W/o. Raghavender Reddy Bio. Masanagari Bal
Reddy, Aged about 33 years, Occ. Housewifa, Rfo. Plat Na, 753, Prashanth
Magar, Mear Saibaba Temple, Vanasthatipuram, Hayathnagar, Ranga Reddy
District - G00070

Masanagarl Swapna, Dio. M Bal Reddy, Aged about 31 wyears, Occ.
Housewife, Rfo. HNo. 17-1-386/5N9 Flat No. 505 Block-B, 3ai Thirumala
and Bhaskar Towers, Reliance Trades, Champapet, Sarcor Nagar, Vashaili
MNagar, K.V, Ranga Reddy District - 500078

.Petitioners / Petitioners [ Defendants 2to 4
AND

Masanagar Pramodh Reddy, Sfo. M Bal Reddy, Aged about 32 years, Occ,
Doctor, Ffn, H.No, 17-1-386/SN/9 Flat No, 505 Block-B, Sai Thirumala and
Bhaskar Towers, Reliance Trades, Champapet, Sarooar Magar, Vashaili
Magar, K.V, Ranga Reddy District - 500079, presently Rfo. USA at 8801
Pathslone, Apariment 5407, Pensacola, Florida — 325226

Represented by his G.P.A. Holder Boojaii Shayam Sunder Reddy, Slo.
Parvath Reddy, Aged about 43 years, Occ. Employmant, Rfo. C-136
Kalvakurthy Mandal, Gundur, Mahabubnagar, Tolangana - 508324

...Respondent / Respondent / Plaintiff



/J 2. Masanagari Bal Reddy. Sio. M Papi Reddy, Aged about 53 years, Cuc.
Business, Rio. H No. 17-1-385/SN/9 Flat No. 505 Block-B, Sal Thirumala and
Bhaskar Towers, Reliance Trades, Champapet, Saroor Nagar, Yashaili
Magar, K.V. Ranga Reddy District - 500079

3. The District Registrar, Ranaga Reddy District

..Respondent Nos. 2 and 3/ Defendant Nos 1 & 5

1A NO: 1 OF 2024

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the clreumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleasad to stay
all further proceedings in OS MNo. 10/2024, pending on the file of the X Additional
District and Session Judge, Ranga Reddy District at L.B. Nagar, pending disposal
of the main CRP in the inferest of justice

Counsel for the Patitionars 5 M's Unnam Law Firm
Counsel for the Respondent No., 1 : Sri K Mahit Reddy

The Court made the following Order ;

I



THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE SUJOY PAUL

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.1621 OF 2024

ORDER:

Sei Unnam Sravan Kumar, learmed counsel appears tor the

peritioners and 2 K Mahit Heddy, learned counsel [or respondent

Mo, 1.
2. With the consent finally heard.
3, This petilion Oled under Arncle 227 of the Congiialion of

Incia assalls the order dated 01.04.2024 1in LANo 127 of 2024 m
(1.5 No. 10 of 20249 on the file of X Additional District and Zcssions
Judpe, Rangs Reddy Districl 2l LBNagar, By impugned order, the
teial Court rejected the application preferred by the petitioners under
Order VI Rule 11 of the Code of Cwil Procedure, 1908
(for short “C.P.C.7), whershy, 1l is conlended that the suit s barred by
law and clause (d) of Rule 11 of Order V1 of the CA.C. was attracted.
To haalster his submission, learned counsel for the petitioners raiscd
Cwor Boldd subamissions. It is submicted that the GPA filed along with
the plaint was nol inconlormitly with Secliom 85 of the Indian Evidence
Act, 1872 and Scction 33 (1)(c) of the lndian Registration Acl, [908.
The trial Court rejected The said contention by bolding that the alleged
defects poinled  oul by the  pelilioness  are  curable and

at this stage, no casc s made out for rejection of the plaint. Learned



counsel for the petitioners contended that the defects pointed out by
the petitioners were indeed of nature, which attracts clause (d) of Rule

11 of Order VI of the ¢ . The other side opposed the same,

4. I have hewrd the parties at lengrh,

a, section 85 and 33 (¢} (1) aforesaid do not constitute “bar hy
law®, The tnal Court has lsken a plausible view and i the opinion of
this Couirt, it was not & stage, when plaint could have been dismissed.
S0 far ohjcctions of the petitivners. are concerned, the petitinners may
tako sich nbjections T thie wrilten SLATEMCHT.
Aller perusing the pleadings, it will be apen for the tnal Court to rame
4 preliminary  1ssue in this regard  and  decide i,
ut accordance with law, @t s appropriate stage. No case is made out
[or exercising the jurisdiction under Article 227 af the Constitution of

Leachia,

fa. Accordingly, tho Civil Revision Petition is disposed of. No

CoslE,

Interlecutory applications, if any pending, shall also stand

cloged. o ORI b 2 .

Sdi- K. AMMAJ|
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR

A
ITRUE COPYI/ 3 b R
ECTION OFFICER

To,

1. The X Additional District and Sessions Judge. Ranga Reddy District at LB |
Magar

2. One CC to Mfs Unnam Law Firm. Advocate [OPLUC]
3. One CC o Sii K Mahit Reddy Advocate [QPUC]



4. Two CD Copies

WVAMgh




DISPOSING OF THE CRP

@

DATED:05/09/2024

ORDER

CRP.No.1621 of 2024
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