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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY, THE TWENTY FOURTH DAY OF JUNE

TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE LAXMI NARAYANA ALISHETTY

CIVIL REVISION PETITION NO:280 't oF 2023

AND
1

Petition under Article 227 of lhe Constitution of lndia' aggrieved by the

orderdated201612023passedbytheCourtofthellAddlDistrictJudge,Ranga
n"oav oirtrl"t-at L. B. i.lagar in i.a. No. 180 of 2o2o in os No 545 of 2014 and

consequently allow the l.A.

BETWEEN:
1. Manchi Reddy Madhava Reddy' S/o Papi Reddy' Aged 64 years', Occ'" n,iii"ritrr". ftio. H]'jlo.--ej6-z+zte, sagar'Encl5ve, Bairamalguda,

SSrootnaga, Mandal, Ranga Reddy District'

2. Manchi Reddy Karunakar Re-d^dy, ^S/o- 
Papi Reddy' Aged 54 years' Occu

- loii"riture. nyo. H.'-1o. 133,' 
' 
Srinivasdpuram colony, Hasthinapuram,

ftiyathnagir Mandal, Ranga Reddy District

...PETITIONERS/PROPOSED DEFENDANTS

Smt. Manchi Reddy Swetha, Wo Late M Achuth Reddy' Aged. about 25

;;;r,'i5;;J'ii-,,iiiH"til'-nvb, Jillelasuda (v), saroornasar Mandal' Ranga

Reddy District

Baby Jyoshika, D/o Late. M.Achuth Reddy, Aged about 4 1/2-years' Occu

Str,i=ni n"p by her naturai'gu;rdianl mother Smt M swetha Both are R/o'

il.--nr".-'o-zdoir', Plot No. ;i;, Rrgh,u"ndranagar Colony' Jillelaguda (v)'

Sarootnagat Mandal, Ranga Reddy District'

...RESPONDENTS/PLAINTIFFS

:gl,*8::l"ff ssJ#ft:H,l1'F#"to'1'E;pY"1ffi [[i'.$X;S''isf :S:;g:
bolony, LB Nagar, R.R. District

Smt. Manchi Reddy Aravind Reddy, S/o Late M Blaram Reddy' aged 
^abo.ut

55'r"r*,-o""u tt6usetrotd] Ploi ftb. 52lA, venture-lll, Road' No 4' S B'H'

Colony, LB Nagar, R.R. District

Smt. Darpallv Sabltha, W/o Venkat Krishna Reddy, Aged about 38 years, occ
il;lHfi;id, 

"Ai 
H.'N;. i 6-e7i;)6b,'Ai;.ih''oi'jnv, h"c" co u rse'Road' ord

Malakpet, Hyderabad.

2

3

4

5

6. Bank of lndia, ReP bY its,
(Respondents No. 3 to 6 are n

Manaqer, Dilshuknagar Branch, Hyderabad
ot necelsary parties to this Petition)

2025:TSHC:23168



",$ffiery7

...RESPONDENTS/DEFENDANTS Nos. 1 to 4

IA NO:1 OF 2023

Petition under section 151 cpc praying that in the ciroumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to
stay all further pror::eedings of oS. No. 54s of 2014 on the, file of 

-the 
court of the

llAdditional Districl Judge, Ranga Reddy District pending rlispcsal of main cRp.

Counsel for the Petitioners: SRl. M RAMA KRISHNA

Counsel for the Respondent Nos. 1 & 2: K SREENIVAS

Counsel for the Respondent Nos. 3 to 6: NONE APPEARE:D

The Court made the following: ORDER
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HON'BLE SRIIUSTICE LAXMI NARAYANA ALISHETTY

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.2801 oF 2023

ORDER:

TheCivilRevisionPetitionisfiledassailingtheorder,dated

2l.O6.2L23,passed by the II Additional District Judge Ranga Reddy

District at L.B.Nagar in I'A'No'180 of 2020 in O'S'No'545 of 2014'

whereby and where under application filed' by the petitioners under

Order I Rule 10 of CPC to implead them as defendants in the suit

was dismissed.

2. Heard M.Rama Krishna' learned counsel for the revision

petitioners and K.Sreenivas, learned counsel for respondents Nos'1

and2

3. Brief facts relevant for adjudication of the present Civil

Revision Petition are that respondent Nos'1 and 2/plaintiffs filed a

suit in O.S.No.545 ol 2014 against the respondent Nos'3 to 6 herein

for partition and separate possession in respect of the suit schedule

" A" to "F" properties' Respondent Nos'3 and 5 entered appearance

and filed their respective written statements in the suit'

4. During the pendency of the suit' petitioners filed an application

aide I.A.No.18 0 of 2020 seeking to implead' them as defendant Nos'5
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& 6 in the suit to contest for protecting their rights over the ,8,

schedule propertv i.e., agricultural land admeasuring to an extent of

Ac.1.39 lluntas in Sy.No.180/ A; Acs.L.23 guntas in Sy.No.1g1/AA,

4cs.4.24 gurltas in Sy.No.184 /EE, totally adrreasuring Acs.g.06

guntas situatcd in Yeliminedu Village, Ibrahimpatanr Mandal, Ranga

Reddy Distrir:! being acquired by Balaram Reddy under a family

arrangements.

5. ln thr. rl)plicatiorL pctitioners averred thal originally, in and

around 1945, Manchi Reddy Hanuma Reddy arrd l\4anchi Reddy

Ram Reddy j.i^t1y purchased the agricultural dry la.d to an extent

of Acs.28.15 rluntas in Sy.Nos.180 and 181 situated at yeliminedu

viliage along r,r.ith other lancls in various surver/ ntrmbers, which

were partitione:tl into equal shares; that Hanuma n Reddy got

4cs.14.07 guni.as in Sy.No.180 ancl Ram Reddy got A<:s.14.0g guntas

in sy.Nos.180 a^d 181 and they are in possession of trreir respective

shares. 'l'he land in sy.No.183 and 184 is the ancerstral property fell

to the share of Ilarn Reddy.

6. It is averred that late Manchi Reddy Ram Rr:dd.y has four sons

namely late Achi Iteddy, late papi Reddy, late Cherrna Reddy and late

Bhupal Reddy and they orally divided the lands along with the lands

2025:TSHC:23168



3

in Sy.No.180, 181, 1,82,183 and 184 through a family agreement and

subsequently, the family arrangement was reduces into writing in the

presence of elders on Telugu date of jesta Sudha Chathurdasi'

Manmadhanama Samvatsaram, which is equivalent to the year 1955'

As per the family arrangement, Chenna Reddy acquired Acs'7'04

guntas of land in Sy.Nos.180 and 181 and remaining acs'7 '04 guntas

in Sy.No.181 is acquired by Papi Reddy and the father of Balram

Reddy did not have any share in Sy'No'180; that the petitioners being

the sons of Papi Reddy, they succeeded the land in Sy No'181 and in

the year 2013, petitioners entered into an oral arrangement for

exchanging their lands and according to oral arrangement' petitioner

no.2 exchanged his share of land in Sy'No'181 with the petitioner

No.1's share in Sy.No.184' Thus, petitioner no'1 became the owner

and possessor of Ac'7'04 gts', in Sy'No'181 and petitioner No'2

became the owner and possessor of Acs'6'20 gts'' in Sy'No'184'

7. During the years 1970 to 1975 another family arrangements was

made with regard to the house proPerty i'e'' the Schedule "E" house

property i.e., Door.No.3-32 in 400 Sy'Yards' situated in Yeliminedu

Village, Ibrahimpatam Mandal, Ranga Reddy District and only the

construed Portion of the house is allotted to Balram Reddy' who is the

\ --.4
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son of Achi lr.eddy and the open land abutting to the house is allotted

to other th'ee sons. Therefore, only the constructive portion is

available for possessive portion among the legal heirs of Achi Reddy.

Thus, the lar,d in schedule "B" property is not arzailable for partition

since Balaran r Rr:ddy do not possess any land in Sy.Nos.1g0, 1g1 and

184 and that the petitioners have direct interest over the land shown

in schedule "8" property and therefore, they filed the application to

implead thern as clefcndants in the suit to protect tneir right in the

property.

8 In the said application, respondent Nos.1 and ll/plaintiffs filed

counter resisting the application. The trial Court oirle order dated

20.06.2023 dirimissed rhe application. Aggrieved by the impugned

order dated Zt:.t.06.2022, the preser.rt revision is fi1ed.

9. Learnecl r'.unsel for petitioners contended that petitioners are

only concerne,l r,vith the Schedule "8" and ,E, prctperty, which fell to

the share of their father long back in 1955; that i. th. said partitiory

Balaram Redd y rvas not allotted any land in Sy.Nc,s.160 , 1g1, and 1g4;

that the trial (.l.,rt without giving an opportunity tc, establish their

case by atlding them as defendant in the suit, hastil1. dismissed the

application h.lcling that the entries in revenue records display the

/
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name of late Balaram Reddy was pattadar of land in Sy'Nos 180' 181

and 184 and literally declared the ownership on Balaram Reddy in

respect of the said survey numbers without any trial'

10. The learned counsel for the petitioner further contended that

the petitioners filed the application seeking their impleadment as an

interested party and would be aggrieved party in resPect of suit

schedule "8" and "E" properties and ought to have granted an

opportunity to petitioners to substantiate the same by participating in

the suit proceedings and finally' prayed to allow the revision by

setting aside the imPugned order'

11,. Per contra,learned counsel for the respondent Nos'1 and 2 had

contended that the trial Court' on due consideration of the material

placed on record, has rightly dismissed the application filed by the

petitioners and the petitioners failed to make out a case warranting

interference of this Court with the impugned order and prayed to

dismiss the revision.

12. The trial Co'ttrt, oide impugned order' observed that the

petitioners are not the legal heirs of late Manchi Reddy Balram Reddy

and they are the children of the junior paternal uncle of late Balram
..-**'.

\\ \\
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Reddy; that the documents hled by respondent Nos. I and 2,

right from the year 2OOO, consistently dernonstrate that

Manchi Recldy Balram Reddy is the owner of Ac. 1.23 guntas in

Sy.No.1B1 and Acs.4.24 guntas in Sy.No.1g.l, v,hich lorm part

of the suit schcdule 'B' property. The tr.ial Court further

observed that although, the petitioners craimerr that the suit

schedule 'B' property was allotted to their fzrth<:r, papi Reddy,

pursuant to a written family settlement, the,y failed to flle any

documentar,z r:vidence in support of such clairn and further,

no material has been placed on record to establish their

connection 1.c the said property. The trial cc,urt also observed

that the alleg.ti.n of the petitioners,, in respect .f the suit schedule

"E" propertv, that constructed portion of the house rr,.as only allotted

to Balaram Rerdd1,, and remaining open land was allotted to his three

brothers, hon.ever, neither family agreement basing on which they

are relying nor any material was placed on recorrl in support of their

contention

13. Perusal ,tf the record would show that the respondent Nos.1

and 2 filed thc suit for partition and separate possession against the

respondent Nos.,3 to 6 claiming that late Manchi [:eddy Balaram
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Reddy was the owner of the properties in respect of the suit schedule

properties and in suPPort of their claim' they filed the documents

from the years 2000 in respect of the subject properties' It is also case

of respondent Nos.1 and 2 that since they are th3 legal heirs of late

Balram Reddy, they are claiming Partition and separate possession in

the suit schedule " A" to "F" properties' The petitioners are claiming

ownership in the suit schedule "8" and "E" properties contending

tl-rat their father has been allotted a share in it' as per the family

settlement, however, the Petitioners have failed to place any material

in support of their contention except orally asserting that they have

share in the property. On the other hand' the respondent Nos'1 and 2

filed as many as 69 documents in support of their claim along with

the plaint.

14. It is pertinent to note that the trial Court dismissed the

application hled by the petitioners with a specihc observation

that they failed to produce the family settlement agreement

under which their father, namely Papi Reddy' was allegedly

allotted lands in Survey Nos'180' 181' and 184 and any other

material. Furthermore, though the petitioners are claiming

rights over the suit schedule 'B' property and a portion of the

\
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'E' schedult: property, they have neither filed any d.ocument

before the trial Court nor produced any meLterial even before

this Court tc, substantiate their claim.

15. In thc Iight o[ facts and circumstance of the case and above

discussion, this (lourt is of the considered view tha: the trial Court

has riglrtly clismissed the application and no grounds are made out to

interfere wrth the impugnecl order passed b y thc trial Court

Therefore, the, I{.r,ision fails and is accorclingly dismissed. There shall

be no order asr to costs.

Pendinp; miscellaneous applications, if any, shall stand closed.

Sd/. P.CH. NAGABHUSHAMBA
peeurv REGTSTRAR

//TRUE COPY//
SECTION OFFICER

To, \
1. The ll Addl Distrrct Judge, Ranga Reddy District at [-. B. Nagar

2. One CC to SRl. M RAMA KRISHNA Advocate [OPUC]

3. One CC to SRl. K SREENIVAS Advocate [OPUC]

4. Two CD Cop es

MKN/PSL

hv

_l_
I
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HIGH COURT

DATED:2410612025

"iHE SI.qTc(
ORDER

CRP.No.2801 of 2023

o(J
2 q J'l 2025 z

*
.lio4;

CIVIL REVISION PETITION IS DISMISSED
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