IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVA ,1,.*
-1

VWEDNESDAY, THE TWELFTH DAY OF MARCH

=]
o
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE -i-q' ‘-ﬁ_
LS. 2
PRESENT
THE HONOLRABLE SRI JUSTICE RAVI NATH TILHAR|
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE MAHESWARA RAQ KUNCHEAM

APPEAL SUIT NO: 663 OF 2018

Appeal filed under Section 96 of Civil Procedure Code, against the
Judgment and Decree in 0.5 No.G1 of 2014 dated 26.10.2017 on the file of
the XV Additional District Judge Court, Muzvid, Krishna District.

Between:

Pajjuru Anjaneyulu, S/o. Venkateswraao, aged 62 yrs, Rio. G.Konduru
village and Mandal.

. Appellant/Defendant

AND

1. Dasari Dhanalaxmi, Wo Hanumantha Rao, aged 45 yrs, School
assistant, G. Kondury Village and Mandal.

2. Mallela Nagalaxmi, Wo Shnivasa Rag, aged 32 vears, Assistant
Manager, Cooperative Bank, G Konduru, Krishna.

..Respondent/Plaintiffs

1A NO: 1 OF 2018

Petition under Saction 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances

stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be
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3
' pleasa{ to order stay of all further proceedings pursuant to the judgment

' -{W dehree ir O5.No.B1/2014 dt.26-10-2014 on the file of the XV

ﬁ‘ﬂtﬁ@@mﬁm District Judge, Nuzvid, Krishna District,
b /
A C-::-_unsel for the Appellant: SRi P. NAGENDRA REDDY

Tl

Counsel for the Respondents: SRI K. SAl MOHAN RAD

The Court made the following:
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IN THE HIGH CQURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH

1L
@ELQ AT AMARAVATI [3524]
OE {Special Original Jurisdiction)

WEDNLSDAY THE TWELE 1H DAY OF MARLCH
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT
THE HONDURABLE SRI JUSTICE RAVENATH TILHARI
THE HONOURABLE SR| JUSTICE MAHESWARA RAO KUNCHEAM

AFPPEAL SUIT NO: 663/2018

Between:

FPajjuru Anjaneyulu L APPELLANT
AND

Diasar Dhanalaxmi And Another and Others ..RESPONDENT(S}

Counsel for the Appellant:
1.P NAGENDREA REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent(3):
1 K SA MOHAN BAC

The Court made the following:



THE HONCOURABLE SRI JUSTICE RAYI NATH TILHARI
THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE MAHESWARA RAD KUNCHEAM
APPEAL SUIT NO: 662/2013

JUDGMENT: rper Rawi tivih Tinarn |

Fequest has heen made for adjournment by S M.Kranthi Gireaesh
learned counsel appearing for Sri P Nagendra Reddy, leamead counsel for the

appellant.

2, Sri K.8ai Mohan Rao, learned counsel for the respondents appearing

through virtual mode opposes the adjournment.

5 The docket order shows on 23082022, leamed counszel far tho
appellant was not present. QOn 27.02.2023, thore was no representation for the
appelfant. On 15.04.2023, there was no represantation for the appellant. The
matier was directed to be listed under the caption for dismissal, On
10.05.2023 at the request of learned counsel for the appeliant, the matter was
adjourned. On 11.07.2024, there was ho representation for the appeflant when
the matter was taken up far hearing. On that date also, leamed counsel for the
respondant submitled wurgency in the malter. On 02.08.2024 while the
respondent was present and reported that he was ready, thore was no
representation for the appellant. The matter was adjourned for bwo weeks,
finally. On 19.08.2024 at request made on behaif of learned counsel for the
appellant, the matter was adjourned, providing that on the next date of listing
learned counsel for both parties shall be ready for arguing the appeal. Again

on D2.09.2024 at the request made on behalf of learmed counsel for the



appellant appearing through virtual mode. the matter was adjourned on his
request. On 23,08 2024, the request was made far adjournmeant on bebalf of
learned counsel for the appellant, the matler was adjournad, O 21.10.2024
again it was reported that the paper book was ready and the matter had to be

heard finally. The matter was directad to he listed under the caption for

hearing.

3 Today also the request s made for adjournment,

4 We are not inclined to grant adjeurnment.

= Inspite of granting oppartunity to learned counge? appearing for the

appellant o argue the matter, he did nol advance the arguments saying that

he has no instructions.
6. The appeal is dismissed for ‘want of prosecution’.

MNa arder as to costs.

As a sequel thereto, miscollaneays pelitians, if any panding, shall alsa

stand closed.

Sdi- K TATA RAD

DEPUTY 1FEEGIE-'.TR«'%.H
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JTRUE Copyi SEGTION OFFICER
The XV Additional District Judge, Muzvid, Krishna District, (with records)
COne CC to Sri P. Nagendra Reddy, Advocate [OPUC]
One CC to 5ri K, Sai Mohan Rao, Advocate [OPUC]
The Section Officer, V.R. Section, High Court of Andhra Pradesh,
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HIGH COURT
DATED:12/03/2025

JUDGMENT
AS.No.663 of 2018
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DISMISSING THE APPEAL SUIT FOR
NON-PROSECUTION WITHOUT COSTS



