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THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT IIYDERABAI)
FRIDAY, THE TI]IIITEENTI_I DAY OF MARCI_I //-

TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX /"
:PRESENT:

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE N.TUKARAMJI ,"-

IA No. I OF 2026
IN

CRP NO: 813 OF 2026

Between:
Lakkireddy Narsimha Reddy, S/o. late Ramlinga Reddy

...Petitioner/Petitioner
(Petitioner in CRP 813 OF 2026 -.-

on the file of High Court)

AND

l. Lakkireddi SatyanarayanaReddy (died),
2. Lakkireddy Surekha,,Dlo.late Satyanarayana Reddy, Aged about years, Occ-

Private Employee, R/o. Gambiraopet Village and Mandal, Rajanna Sircilla
District.

3. Lakkireddy Krishnaveni, Wo. Bal Reddy, Aged about years, Occ-Household.
Vo.Gambiraopet Village and Mandal, Rajanna Sircilla District.

4. Lakkireddy Pratap Reddy (died),
5. Mutyala Bal Reddy (died),
6. Lakkireddy Raghunandan Reddy,, S/o. Pratap Reddy, Aged about 36 years,

Occ- Business, R"/o.FI.No.8-2-7041B,117, Sai Enclave, Road No.l2, Baniara
Hills, Flyderabad

7. Mutyala Jithender Reddy,, S/o. Bal Reddy, Aged about 62 years., Occ-
Business, H.No.8-2-70418117, lst Floor, Sai Enclave, Road No.l2, Banjara
Hills, Hyderabad.

8. Muthyala Jaipal Reddy, S/o. Bal Reddy, Aged about 58 years., Occ- Ernployee.
H.No.8-2-704lBl17,2nd Floor, Sai Enclave, Road No.l2, Banjara Hills,
Hyderabad

..Respondents/Respondents
(Respondents in-do-) r'''

Counsel for the Petitioner : Sri BOTLA VENKATESWARA RAO

Counsel for the Respondents :---

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to grant stay
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of all further proceedings pursuant to the order dated 23.01.2026 in E,.P.No.l4 of 2019
in O.S.No.890 of 1987 passed by the Principal Junior Civil Judge, at Rajanna Sircilla,
pending disposal of CRP ltlo. B13 of 2026, on the file of the High (lourt.

The Court made the following
ORDER

Heard Mr. B.\/errLkateshwara Rao, Iearned counsel for thr' petitioner.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the Execrrting Court failed

to consider the fact,that respondents Nos.2 and 3 are not Decree Holders, as the

interest of the plaintil'l'was confined only to a part and the preliminary decree

was passed to that extent, wherein the rights of the plaintiff alo,ne was concluded.

Notwithstanding this, the fhther of respondents Nos.2 and ;:i liled an Execution

Petition in the year 2009, which came to be dismissed 1,or default in 2012.

Subsequently, the legal representatives of respondent P{o.1/Decree Holder,

namely respondents l'ios.2 and 3, filed the present Execution Petition in the year

2019.

It is furtherr contended that the period of limttrltion for filing an

Execution Petition f,:,r enforcement of a decree is twelve years under the relevant

provisions of thc l/-imitation Act. However, the Execlrting Court, without

properly considerinrg these aspects and beyond the settled legal principles

governing limitatiorr in execution proceedings, though havirng framed the issues

correctly for cons;ideration, proceeded to render its conclusions without

adequately apprecinting the facts and the legal position pf,aced by the petitioner.

Hence, the learned 'cours€l prays for interference by this (lourt.

Per contr:1, learned counsel for respondents Nos.2 and 3 submits that

the Executing Corrrt has duly considered the issues in their proper perspective.

Having regard to 1;he settled legal position, the Court calegorically held that the

Execution Petitiorrr filed by the predecessor-in-interest o1' the respondents was

dismissed for default on the ground that the decree had treen satisfied, and that

the Bxecution I'etttion filed by respondents Nos.2 and 3 is merely a continuation

of the earlier prroc,eedings and amounts to a revival of thr: Execution Petition filed

by their father,, vrhich was within the prescribed period ,rrf limitation.
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It is further contended that the rights claimed by the predecessor of

respondents Nos.2 and 3 had crystallized earlier in the final decree and, as it is

not executed, cannot be treated as having attained finality. Further the

conclusions in the final decree dated 14.10.1997 remained unchallenged until the

filing of the Execution Petition in 2009 by their predecessor-in-interest.

Consequently, it is submitted that the impugned order was passed upon proper

appreciation of the law and the facts of the case, and that no interference by this

Court is warranted.

Having considered the submissions made by the learned counsel for the

parties, and in view of the issues raised by the petitioner which disclose a prima

facie case warranting consideration, this Court finds it appropriate to admit the

present Revision Petition. As an interim measure, the order dated 23,01,2026

passed in E.P. No.14 of 2019 in O.S. No.890 of 1987 by the learned Principal

Junior Civil Judge, Rajanna Sircilla, shall remain suspended pending disposal of

the Civil Revision Petition.
Sd/- P.C.SULEI{IIA DEVI oztASSISTANT REGISi;;R

//TRUE COPYII
SECTIO OFFICER

To,
1. The Principal Junior Civil Judge, at Rajanna Sircilla.
2. Lakkireddy Surekha,,Dlo.late SatyanarayanaReddy, Aged about years, Occ-

Private Employee, R/o. Gambiraopet Village and Mandal, Rajanna Sircilla
District.( By SPAD)

3. Lakkireddy Krishnaveni, Wo. Bal Reddy, Aged about years, Occ-Household.
Vo.Gambiraopet Village and Mandal, Rajanna Sircilla District.( By SPAD)

4. Lakkireddy Raghunandan Reddy,, S/o. Pratap Reddy, Aged about 36 years,

Occ- Business, R./o.H.No.8-2-7041F,117, Sai Enclave, Road No.l2, Banjara
Hills, Hyderabad.( By SPAD)

5. Mutyala Jithender Reddy,, S/o. Bal Reddy, Aged about 62 years., Occ-
Business, H.No.8-2-7041B.117, lst Floor, Sai Enclave, Road No.12, Banjara
Hills, Hyderabad.( By SPAD)

6. Muthyala Jaipal Reddy, S/o. Bal Reddy, Aged about 58 years., Occ- Ernployee,
H.No.8-2-704lBl17 ,2nd Floor, Sai Enclave, Road No.l2, Banjara Hills,
Hyderabad( By SPAD)

7. One CC to SRI. BOTLA VENKATESWARA RAO Advocate [OPUC]
8. One spare copy
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HIGH COURT

NTR, J

DATED: 1310312026

ORDER
I.A.No.1 of 2026
IN
CRP.No.813 of 207,,6

SUSPENSION
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