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IN THE COURT OF THE HON'BLE DISTRICT JUDGE,
RANGAREDDY DISTRICT AT KUKATPALLY ‘

 0.8. NO. ' 0OF 2021

BETWEEN:

1. J.Lavanya Prasad Raju S/o J. Jaipal,
Aged about 33 years, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No. 6-8/2/1, Chanda Nagar,
Hyderabad - 500 050.

2. J. Ramchander Raju S/oJ. Jaipal,
Aged about 35 years, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No. 6-8/2/1, Chanda Nagar,
Hyderabad - 500 050 : )
....PLAINTIFFS
AND e

1. . J. Jaipal S/o Late. J. Narsimha,
Aged about 68 years, Occ: Business,
R/o H.No. 6-8/2/1, Chanda Nagar,
Hyderabad - 500 050

2. J. Sharadha W/o J. Jaipal,
Aged ahout 58, Occ: Housewife,
R/o H.No. 6-8/2/1, Chanda Nagar,
Hyderabad - 500 050

3. J. Sridevi W/o K. Madhu,
D/o6 J. Jaipal, Aged about 41 years,
Oce: Housewife, % ‘
R/6 Flat No. 1109, Arfiethist Block,
My Home Jewel, Madinaguda,
Hyderabad - ~

4. J. Srilatha W/o P. Kishore Kumar
Aged about 39 years, Occ: Housewife,
R/o Villa No. 36, Vajram Aster Homes,
Gopanpally Tanda, Tellapur Village,
Serilingampally Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

5. J.RamuluLate. S/6 J. Narsimha,
Aged about 68 years, Occ: Business,
R/o Villa No. 41, Esmaralda Fortune,
Konddapur, Srilingampally Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District.

6. J. Satyanarayana Raju $/o J. Rarulu,
Aged abdut 45 years, Occ: Business,
R/o Flat No, 305, B- Wing, Pegasus Block,
Meenakshi Sky Lounge,
Serilingampally Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.
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J. Chandrakaja W/o O. Srinivas Raju
Aged about 48 years, Occ: Housewife,
R/0 Villa No. 41, Esmaralda Fortune,
Kondapur, Srilingampally Mandal,
Ranga Reddy District. =

J. Ravindher Raju $/6 J. Ramuly,

Aged about 45 yedrs, Occ: Business,

R/o Flat No. 205, B-Wing, Pegasus Block, |

- Meenakshi Sky Lounge, =

10.

11

-

12,

13.

14'

15.

Serilingampally Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

J. Lalitha W/ J. Ramuly,

Aged about 58 years, Occ: Housewife,
R/o Villa No. 41, Esmaralda Fortune;
Kondapur, Srilingampally Mandal, .
Ranga Reddy District.

J. Laxmikala W/o Nagaraju

Aged about 42 years, Qcg¢: Housewife,
R/o Flat No. 1909, N-Block, Tanzanite,
Rainbow Vistas @ Rock Garden,

Green Hills Road, Moosapet,
Hyderabad - 500 018.

J. Shashikala D/¢ J. Ramuly, 1
Aged about 40 years, Occ: Housewife,

R/o Flat No. 103 & 203, TrensetSumanjali,
Green Valley, Banjara Hills Road No. 5,
Hyderabad.

J. Governdhan Raju S/o0 J. Ramulu,

Aged about 39 years, Occ: Business, .
R/o Flat No. 1808, A-Wing, Polaris, .
Meenakshi Sky Lounge, ‘ e
Serilingampally Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

J. Laxmi W/o Late. J. Krishna,
Aged about years, Occ: Housewife,
R/o H.No. 22-98/2, Kanukunta,
Opp. Gandimaisamma Temple,
RC Puram, RC Puram Mandal,
Sangareddy District

J. Rama Raju S/o Late, J. Krishna, .
Aged about 35 years, Occ: Business;
R/o H.No. 22-98/2, Kanukunta,
Opp. Gandimaisamma Temple,

RC Puram, RC Puram Mandal,
Sangareddy District ;

J. Uday Raju §/ 0 Late. J. Krishna,
Aged about 32 years, Oce: Business,
R/0 H.No. 22-98/2, Kanukunta, -
Opp. Gandimaisamma Temple,
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RC Puram, RC Puram Hkndal g e 2
Sangareddy District i < MRS " 5% . .

J. Vinay Raju S/o Late. J. Krishna,

.Aged about 31 years, Occ: Business, ;

R/o0.H.No. 22-98/2, Kanukunta,
Opp. Gandimaisamma Temple,
RC Puram, RC Puram Mandal
Sangareddy District .

J. Yadagiri Late. J. Narsunha, o
Aged about S5 years, Occ: ‘Busiress,
R/o Villa No. 1009, Krinss Villas,

. 'Krinss Avenue, Opp Lane to My Home Avatar.
- Sy. No. 282 & 283, Pupppalguda Vﬂlage,

18.

19.

20.

2.

Manikonda Mandal, Hyderabad,
Telangana — 500 075 ‘

J. Neelima W/o J. Yadagiri,

Aged about 48 years, Occ: Housewife,.

R/o Villa No. 1009, Krinss Villas,

Krinss Avehue, Opp Lane to My Home Avatar.
Sy. No. 282 & 283 Pupppalguda Village, :
Manikonda Mandal, Hyderabad,

- Telangana - 500 075

J. Tarun Raju S/o J. Yadagiri,

Aged about 26 years, Occ: Student.

R/o Villa No. 1009,Krinss Villas,

Krinss Avenue, Opp Lane to My Home Avatar.

Sy. No. 282 & 283, Pupppalguda Village,

Manikonda Mandal, Hyderabad, ' ki R ;
Telangana - 500 07S5. e :

J. Varun Raju S/o J. Yadagiri,

Aged about 21 years, Oc¢¢: Student,

R/o Villa No. 1009, Krinss Villas, :
Krinss Avenue, Opp Lane to My Home Avatar.
Sy. No. 282 & 283, Pupppalguda Village,
Manikonda Mandal, Hyderabad

Telangana - 500 075 ity aipmene

ASIAN MULTIPLEXES PRIVATE LIMITED
Represented by its du‘eCtor
Having its office at -

#502 B, Amara Jyothi Buﬂdmg.
Ground Floor, Road No. 31,
Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad - 500033
Telangana.

E-mail - mfo@asxancmemas in
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PLAINT FI :

DE OF CIVI

A DESCRIPTION OF PLAINTIFFS

1. The description of the Plaintiff is the same as stated above in
the cause title and the address for service of all notice, symmons
etc., that of the plaintiff is of his counsel Sri S. Nagesh Reddy,
Advocate, Flat No. 101 & 102, Saai Priya Apartments, H. No, 6-3-
663/7/6, Jaffar Ali Bagh, Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

B.  DECRIPTION OF THE DEFENDANT:

2. The description of the defendant and its address for the

service of all notices, summons etc., is the same as stated above in
the cause title,

C.  BRIEF FACTS

3. Description of the entire family members i.e;i, the family tree is as
follows : i,

--- J. Jaipal(D1)----- J. Sharada (Wife) (D2)

' L - - . Lavanya Prasad (Son) (P1)
- - J./Ramchander (Son) (P2)
- U Sridevi (D3)

= T’Sn’latha (D4)

- {I. Ramulu(D5)----J. Laxr-m (DIED)(First Wife)
-- J. Satyanarayana Raju (D6)
--J. Chandrakala (D7)
J.Narsimhaww.| - | -+ J. Ravinder (Dg) | )
(Lateg) | ~ 9. Lalitha (D9)(Second Wite) |
s - J. Laxmikala(D10)
-~ JI. Sashikala(D11)
== J. Goverdhan Raju (D12)

"'_J- KI'iShna '; ! it F
(Dicd} --J. Laxmi (D13)
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--J. Rama Raju (D14)
- J. Uday Raju (D15)
; -~ J. Vinay Raju (D16)

--- J. Yadagiri(D17)-- -- J. Ngelitna(D18)
' -- J. Tarun Raju (D 19)
--J. Varun Raju (D2Q)

4. Itis submitted that Late. J. Narsimha & Late J. Venkatamma were
blessed with 4 sons i.e., Defendant No. 1, 5, Late. J. Krishna & 17. That
Defendant No. 1 with his wife i.e., Defendant No. 2 was blessed with two
sons and two daughters i.e., Plaintiff No. 1 & 2 and Defendant No. 3 & 4.
That Defendant No. 5 with his first wife i.e., Late. J. Laxmi was blessed
with two sons and one daughter i.e., Defendant No. 6, 7&8. That
Defendant No. 5 with his second wife i.e., Defendant No. 9 was blessed
with two daughters and one son i.e., Defendant No. 10, 11& 12. That
Late. J. Krishna with h1s wife i.e., Dcfendant No. 13 was blessed with
three sons i.e., Defendant -No. 14, 15& 16. That Defcndant No. 17 with
his wife Defendant No. 18 was blessed with two sons i.e., Defendant No.
19 & 20. It is submitted that Late. J. Narsimha & Late J. Venkatamma,
apart from the sons, were also blessed-with five daughters who are not
made party to the present suit as their claims over the joint family
properties have been settled at the time of their marriage.

Property No.1 — Sy. No 10

5. It i submitted that the Defendant No. 5 along witri Late. J.
Krishna approached Subordinate Judge, Ranga Reddy District at
Bcgumpet statmg that the Schedule A property is purchued by &s&fr !
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- monies, As SUCh basing on the smd cause of action, the suit was filed for

declaration of title and mutation of their names in the revenue records.

T It is submitted that it was expressly agreed in the plaint that the

property was purchased by the father of the Plaintiffs thereto i.e., J
Narasimha and that the family is ln possgssion of the said property for
‘more than 25 years. It is therefore eonﬁrmed by way of pleadings that the
property covered under the suit ie., Suit Schedulc A Property is joint
family property, and nobody holds independent interest in the said
property. '

8. Basing on the abovefr'nentioned avermenfs, the suit is numbered
as OS No. 497 of 1983. The defendants in the said suit offered no
cxpress denial and the Plamuff Nol i.e., the father of the Plaintiffs
hereto presented himself as PWl As there was no real contest in the said
suit, the suit was decreed stating that the plaintiffs thereto are the
owners and possessors of Suit Schedule A Property.

9. Itis further submitted that it is not the case of the plaintiffs that
the plaintiffs purchased the SChedule property in OS No. 497 of 1983.
However, it was specifically agreed that the father of the plaintiffs thereto
purchased the said property. There was no partition that took place
between the parties and the same remains to be in joint possession of the
parties even as on date,. entitling the ‘. plaintiffs to seek the relief of
partition and to grant an equal share to the plaintiffs.

10. It is submitted that the Defendant No.5 ie said to have made an
application stating that of the 2 people who purchased the property Late.
J. Krishna died issueless and as such, the Defendant No. 5 is the
exclusive owner, Basing on such fraudulent representation, a mutation
is said to have been ordered solely on the name of the Defendant No. 5
vide Proceeding No. B/ 1754/2013 Dated '. 21.10.2013. The said
proceedings of Tahasildar, Balanagaf is vitiated by fraud. The plaintiffs
sought for copies of the said proCeedings conducted and copies of
affidavits submitted by the Defendant No. S. The office of the Tahasildar
gave a reply stating that the said file i is not traceable. For the said actions
of the Defendant Nog. S, the said defendant is liable to be prosecuted for
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~ Schedule B Property is thc joint famﬂy prbpcrty and that the joint family
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 various penal offences committed by him'and the plaintiffs are initiatifig

appropriate steps against all concerned.

Property No 2 - Sy. No. 24 22 Guntas

11. It is submitted that the said suit. relaUng to this property is filed by
Defendant No. 1, the father of the Plaintiffs, along with J Ravinder, who
being the brother of the plaintiffs,Defendant No. 8, J Yadagiri and J
Krishna, Late. J. Krishna and Defendant No,19, against V Malamma,
Srisailam, V Lingamma and V Venkatesham. '

12. It is submitted that the premise of the said suit was that the
plaintiffs thereto were the occupants and possessors of the suit land
bearing Sy. No. 24, admeasuring Ac. 00-22 Gts situated at
MoosapetVollage, RajendranagarTaluq, Ranga Reddy District. That, the
plaintiffs thereto are the members of joint farnily and they are in
possession of the' suit land jointly having equal shares. That the said
land was acquired by the plaintiffs long back and they have also acquired
occupancy rights. That the Defendants undertook té get patta in the
name of the plaintiffs thereto and lateron avoided the same to éreate
complication in the title of the plaintiff.

13.  Basing on the said;averments, the suit is numbered as OS NO. 247
of 1982 on the file of the Munsiff Magistrate, West Talug at Hyderabad,
Subsequent upon appearance being made by the Defendants, the suxt
ended up in a compromise, whereunderall the rights vested in the
defendants were given up in favour of the plaintiffs thereto.

14. It i submitted that the' fact remains and admitted that the Suit

is in possession of the sarne. The said property remains unpartméned !
even as on date and the property is not divided by metes and bounds.

Property No. 3

15. It is further submitted that out of the joint family funds, varlmn
other purchases were als6 made on the names of the family mem '
which properties are also in Jomt possession. It is s

s
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Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 3, Mooszpet Village, fo Sri Vellanki Verkata
Narasimha Rao vide Sale Deed bearing Document No. 777 of 1968, The
said VellankiVenkata Narasimha Rao inturn sold the property in favour
Smt J Venkatamma W/o J Narasimha vide Sale Deed No. 3652/1979.
This property is being dcsc'riLed as_r; Scﬁcdulc c i?ropcrty.

16. It is submitteéd .tha_t Smt'J Venkatamma was a housewife and she
had-no independent income.’ The said’ property is purchased from and
out of the joint fa-rhily funds “and registered in the name of J
Venkatamma. The said J Venkatamma is none other than grand-mother
of the plaintiffs, who died intestate. '

Property No. 4

17. VSimilarly, it is submitted that ThumuNaras,iéh and another sold an

‘extent of 284.50 Sq Yds of land m Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 4, Moosapet
Village, to SmtDasariTulasamma vide Sale Deed bearing Document No.
776 of 1968. The said SmtDasariTulasammainturn sold the property in
favour Master J Saty,a.naran‘yané Raj'u, S/oJ Ramulu,D'efendant No. 6,
Aged about 6 years, représent;ed by his father a;md natural guardian Sri J
Ramulu vide Documcnt-'No. 3651/1979. The said J Satyanarayana Raju
is none other than the brother of the plaintiffs and his natural guardian
i.e., J Ramulu, Defendant No.5. This propcrtjr shall be referred to as
Schedule D Property.

18. It is needless to mention hereto that the said purchase in the name
of Master J Satyanarayana Raju is out of Joint family funds and as on the
date of purchase, J Satyanarayana Raju is only 6'years old. The said
Property continues to be in joint possession oif all the family members

and the same was demanded _to' be partitioned,

Property No. 5

19. It is submitted that simildx‘lj, 'anc_ither land admeasuring 610 Sq
¥ds in Sy. No. 25 with Panchayat No. 4-125/2, Moosapet Village was
purchased on the names of J Ramuly, f)é_fendant Nbf 5 and J Krishna,
who being the brother of J Ramulu vide registered Sale Deed bearing
Document No. 556/1984 from ‘and out of the joint family funds. For ease
of reference, the property covered under Sale Deed No. 3652/1979 s
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be referred to as “Schedule C Property” i.e., property adrhcasuring
284.50 Sq Yds of land in Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 3, Moosapet Village;
property covered under Sale Deed No. 3651/1979 shall be referred to as
“Schedule D Property” i.e., land admeasunng an extent of 284.50 Sq Yds
of land in Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 4, Moosapet Vﬂlagc prOpcrty covered
under Sale ‘Deed No. 556/ 1984 shall be referred to as “Schedule E -
Property" ie., land admeasuring 610 Sq Yds in Sy. No 25 with
panchayat No. 4- 125/2 Moosa.pet Vlllagc

20. It is submitted t.hat all the properties above stated are contiguous
and form one compact block. Subsequent upon acquisition 6f the above-
mentioned properties by the joint f@y,'chsﬁucﬁon was undcrtakcny
and 4 theatres came to be constructed by names Laxmikala 70MM,
Shashikala 70MM, Chandrakala 70MM and Lalitha 7 OMM. The plaintiffs
are als6 informed that the entirety of the 'property, consolidated into a
single piece of parcel of land along with the structures raised thereto was
let out on rent in favour of Defendant No. 21and that the said defendant
is paying a rent of Rs. 45 Laks per month: The plaintiffs are not in
possession of the lease deed executed in favour of Defendant No. 21and

the plaintiffs claims a share in the rents received so far from the
Defendant No.21. Further, the plaintiffs .are also filing an application
seeking deposit of rents by the Defendant No. 21in the court to the
account of this suit. Further, the Defendant No. 21is also hereby called
‘upon to produce the ledger of the monies disbursed so far and the details .
of the accounts to whieh mohies are transferted and the amount of
money paid in cash so as to seek share in the total amounts received by
any of the defendants. '

21.  Itis submitted that the plaintiffs being the rightful shareholders of |
the of the Schedule properties, on 12.02.2021 and on again o6h
18.02.2021, had demanded for partmon of all the properties above stated.
le., Schedule A to E properties and no mterest is evinced by any of ﬁ{“ i
defendants. Infact, some of the defendants started pmchmg Mﬂ

said propertiesare their self-acquired properties and that no pa
shall be permitted. The plaintiffs were shocked by the vﬁy 3
made theretd.

S .I|

Scanned with CamScanner



220 It is subrmtted that upon repeated requests of the plaintiffs, some
"of the defendants went ahead and 'stated that the part of the land
covered under Schedule Propertxes were acquired by the Government for
expansmn of the enustmg road and: that they have availed compensation
exclusively for themselves and that they would not pay even a single
penny to any of the part:es to th1s smt Upon: enqumes, it was revealed
that Defendant No. 9 is -said to’ have made an apphcanon claiming that
.she was the excluswe otwner of the land already acqulred and that she
was entitled for the compensauon of Rs. 2,98,87,596/- (Two Crores
Nmety-Exght Lakhs Eighty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred and Ninety-Six
Only). The said payment was deferred by the acquisition officer stating
that there is no proof of ntle in the name of Defendant No. 9, Wife of
Defendant No. 5. In ¢ollusion with the concerned authorities, the said
Defendant No. .9 obtained an ownership. certiﬁce.te who is not even a
competent authonty to issue the same. Basmg on the said ownership
cernﬁcate, the entire-amount of Rs. 2,98,87 596/ came to be disbursed
in the name of Defendant No. 9. The said seeking of amounts by the
Defendant No. 9 is illegal and against the interest of the entire family
members and as such, it is just and necessary that the entire amount
along with a'nominal interest @ 18% per-annum needs to be deposited to
. the account of this suit by the'-Defend'ant N_d 9. The details of the
amount disbursed, interest accrued and the total payment to be made is

as under;

Disbursed on 28.09.2013 . : 2,98,87,596/-

Interest from
28.09.2013 to 28.01.2021 A
(88 Months) ' : 3,94,51,626/-

Total Iy : 6,93,39,222/-

Thus, the total amount liable to be deposited by the Defendant No. 10 to
the account of this suit zs Rs 6,93,39,222/-. The plaintiffs are also
initiating crunmal action for the ﬂlegalitles committed, ineluding
cheating, for wrongful loss caused to the plamtlﬁ’ and thereby gained
wrongfully. The said mtentlon to cheat the plaintiffs is from the

bcglnmng and’ the same is also estabhshed by the actlons of the
defendants concerned

R
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23. The plaintiffs made further cnqumes and came to understand that
the property is still in the joint name. However, the plamnffs were
shocked to know that J Ramulu and J Lalitha i.e., Defendants 5 and 9
executed a gift settlement deed bearing Document No. 3512/2016 dated
16.05.2016 in favour of J Govardhan Raju i.e,, Defendant No. 12. As per
the contents of the said gift deed, the Defendant No. 5 claimed to be the
exclusive owner of the entire, extent of land in Sy No. 10 of MOOSapet '
Vlllage admeasuring Ac. 00-35 Gts, more specifically delineated in
Schedule A. The said statement c¢ontained in the gift deed is wrong as .
per the record and wrong as per the decree basing upon which such title
is being claimed by the Defendant No. 5.It is submitted that the said gift
deed is a creation of Dc:fendants 5 and 9in collusion with their son i.e.,
Defendant No. 12and the said gift deed is a nullity and the sarn.c is not
binding on the plaintiffs and as ‘such, the plaintiffs are seeking
declaration of the said Gift Deed as null and void and not binding on the
plaintiffs.

24, The falsity of the Defendants 5 and 9 and their actions is cléar
from the recitals in the gift deed whefcv'the Defendant N6, 5 ¢laims td be
the exclusive owner of Schedule A Property for the purposé of execution
of gift settlement deed and similarly, the Défgndant No. 9 claims to be
the owner of very same ﬁropcrty for the purpose of receiving monies from
land acquisition authorities. As suCh," the iilegalities committed by the |

Defendants 5 and 9 are borne out of record.

25. It is further submitted that the Defendant No. 1 executed a
registered gift settlement deed for an undivided share of 665.6 Sq Yds in
Sy. No. 24 in favour of the plaintiffs hér&o vide reg’istcred gift settlement
deed bearing Document No, 551/ 2021 out of the total extent of 2662 Sq
Yds in Sy. No. 24 of Moosapet. Vlllage, havmg acquired the same from a
court decree vide OS NO.. 247 of 1982 on the file of the Munsiff
Magistrate, West Taluq at Hyderabad. The prémise of the said document
was that the entire extent covered under the said suit was 2662 S¢ Yds
in Sy. No. 24 and as there were 4 plaintiffs in the suit, the property was
divided into 4 shares and one such undmdcd share is gxftcd in favour of .
the plmntxffs hereto. It is subtmtted ‘that the said glﬁ deed énd th@
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gxft deed and aé' suéﬁ, the entire "11/4»‘h .'share falling to the account of J

Jaipal Le., Defendant No.1 and l;_lis'- fa;nily members, including his wife

“and 2 daughters were gifted to the plaintiffs; The gift'was confirmed by
‘the daughters orally and the schedule in the said gift deed specifically
states that an tindivided shate is being gifted, which establishes fhe fact
that the property is not partitioned even as on date,

26. It is submitted that the plamt.lﬁ's her_'cto are advised to state that
each of the son of J Nargsimha i‘e.., J Jaipal, J ‘Ramulu, J Krishna (Died)
and J Yadagiri and their resbecﬁve families are entitled to 1 /4% share
each and out of the said 1/4t share, the plaintiffs being the sons and
the Daughters J Srilatha and J Sridevi i.e., Defendants 3 and 4 are
entitled to 1/4%® Share in the share falling to the account of the father of
the plaintiffs. To clarify the same, the Plaintiffs are entitled tp 1/16t
share in the entire schedule of properties each ie., 1/16% Share to the
Plaintiff No. 1 and 1/16% share to the Plaintiff No.2, totalling to 1/8th
share to the account of the plaintiffs. ‘

27. The plaintiffs, in view of eic_cution of gift settlement deed vide
Document No. 3551/2021, pertain:irig to Schedule B Property are
constrained to limit the relief being sought to Schedule A, C,Dand E
Properties only and to seek a deéree confirming the extent conferred
under Gift Deed No. 551/2021 for Schedule B Property or alternatively to

grant 1/8% share in all of Schedul: A to E properties to the plaintiffs.

28. It is submitted that the facts above mentioned establish the prima
facie case of the plaintiffs and the’ pi;iintiﬁs are entitled for a share in the
joint family properties by birth. It is submitted that it is also learnt by
the plaintiffs that all the dcféhdants are i‘naking fervent efforts to dispose
the schedule of properties to third parties and in case the defendants
succeed in their efforts, the plaintiffs woyld be burdened to litigate with
third parties also and the same shall leap_l to multiplicity of litigation.

29.° 1 submit that the fact above mentioned also establish the balance
of convenience and in case the interim orders as are being sought along
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D. CAUSE OF ACTION

The cause of action of for filing the present suit arose on 12.02.2021 and .
on 18.02.2021 when the Plaintiffs requested the Defendants to partmon ,

the joint farmly properties and on all other subsequent dates

E.  DECLARATION

The Plaintiffs hereby -declare that they have not filed any suit against the
said Defendants herein on a similar cause of action before any other
¢ourt. s ‘

F. JURISDICTION

That the joint family properties subjected to partition are lo¢ated in
Moosapet, Ranga Redcly!i District, which is within the jurisdi¢tion of this
Hén’ble Court. '

G. LIMITATION

That the suit is ﬁIed well within the limitation as prcanbed under the
Litnitation Ac¢t, a$ the cause of action for ﬁlmg the present suit arose énly
on 12.02.2021 and on 18 02.2021.

H.  SUIT VALUATION AND COURT FEES

The Plaintiffs value the present suit for thc' purpose of court fee and
jurisdic¢tion as follows:

i.  The relief of partition and separate possession is values-as follows — .

a. The value of 'Suit Schedule A property comes upto Rs,
8,50,00,000/- and the value of 1/8t share of the Plaintiffs
comes upto to Rs. 1,06,25 000/ and since the Plaintiffs and the
Defendants are in JOlnt possessmn and enjoyment of the Snﬁ‘ﬂ
Schedule A property 4 fixed court fee of Rs. 200 /- is paid ur :
Section 34(2) of A.P. Court F.ees and Suit Valuahog Act

b. The value of Smt Schcdule B prOperty Méa

¢omes upto td Rs. 63,75 000 / and*smce thé ‘
Defendants are in joint possession and enjo
. f L Phads R »
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ii.

iii.

iv.

. |
— “ - |

Schedule B property a fixed court fee of Rs, 200 /- is paid undler
Section 34(2) of A.P. Court Fees and Suit Valuation Act

¢. The value of .'Sﬁit Schédulc .C property comes upto Rs.
2,55,00,000/- and ‘the value of 1/8% share of the Plaintiffs
comes upto to Rs. 31,87,500/- and since the Plaintiffs and the
Defendants are in joint possession &I‘:ld enjoyment of the Suit
Sch‘cdule-C_.prépert& ia fx:'céd;;cbﬁr.t fee.of Rs. 200/- is paid under
Section 34(2) of A.P. Court Fees and Suit Valuation Act

d. The value of Smt Schedule C _pr?Opcrty comes uptp Rs.
2,55,00,000/- and the value of 1/8t ghare of the Plaintiffs
comes upto to Rs. 31,87.,500/— and.since the Plaintiffs and the
Defendants are in joint possession and enjoyment of the Suit
Schedule C property a fixed court fee of Rs. 200/- is paid under
Section 34(2) of A.P. Court Fees and Suit Valuation Act

e. The value of Suit Schedule B property comes upto Rs.
2,46,00,000/- and the value of 1/8% share of the Plaintiffs
comes upto to 1\23.30,75,000/- and since the Plaintiffs and the
Defendants are in joint. possession .and enjoyment of the Suit
Schedule E prc'jpcfty 'a fixed court fee of Rs. 200/~ is paid under
Section 34(2) of A.P. Court Fees and Suit Valuation Act

The relief of declaration of Gift Deed bearing Doc. No, 3512/2016 as
null and void is nétionallly valued at Rs. 10,000 /- as the Plaintiffs
are not parties to the said document and Rs. 786 /-is paid under
Section 24(d) of the A.P. Court Fees and Suit Valuation Act.

The relief of Injunction is rioti‘onally valued at Rs. 10,000/- on which

a court fee of Rs. 786/- is paid under Section 26(c) of the A.P. Court
Fees and Suit Valuation Act, '

The relief of Injunction is not'ior;ally valued at Rs. 10,000/~ on which

a court fec4 of RP. 786/- is paid under Secti,on 26(c) of the A.P. Court

Fees and $uit Valuation Act. _

The relief of Injunction is notionally valued at Rs. 10,000/- on wk

a court fee of Rs. 786/- is paid under Section 26(c) of the A.P. Co
Fees and Suit Valuation Act. et
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vi. The relicf of lnjunctio}l is notioﬁaliy valued at Rs. 10 ,000/- 6n whi¢h |
a court fee of Rs; 786/ is paid under Sectton 26(c) of thc A. P Court
Fees and Suit Valuation Act.

In all a total court fee of Rs. 4930/ - is paid.
1. PRAYER
The Plaintiffs hereby pray this Hon’ble Court -

&

i To grant a Dec;'ee of Parﬁﬂon by passing a preliminary decree
declaring that the Plaintiffs herain are efititled for 1/16% share

each or 1/8t share Jomtly

ii. To grant a Fina:l Decree for division of the Suit Schedule A to E
properties by metes and bounds in terms of the preliminary
decree and separate possession thereof be delivered to the
Plaintiffs. ;

iii. To grant a Decree declaring the Gift Deed bearing Déc. No. 3512
of 2016 dated 16.05. 2016 as null and void and not bmdmg on
the Plaintiffs.

iv. To grant a Decree directing the Defendant No. 21 to deposit the
monthly rental monies with this Hon’ble Court, into the accdunt
of this suit and furthér appoértion the sarhe amoéng the Plamuffs -
and the Défendants, pendmg d1ép0sal of t.he suit.

v. To"grant a Decree of mandatory injunction directing the
Defendants not to restrain access of the Plaintiﬂ‘s to the Suit
Schedule A to E prOpertles, pendmg dxsposal of the suit. A

vi. To grant a Decree d1rect1ng the Defendant Nb 5 & [
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'ii- Tg) _grant a Decree resummng he Defendants their agents or
' any third parties clanmng through or under from alienating or
'creatmg any manner of mterest or nght over the Schedule Ato

E properties, pending dxspoul of thc suit. -

viii. To pass an award as torc_ost -

~

F

To pass any other order b‘xfl'drdcrs as this Hon’ble Court deems

fit, - : el '
VERIFICATION

We, the plaintiffs, do hercbyjslolemnly affirm on oath and state that

the contents from para (1) to (27) are true to the best of our knowledge.
Hence verified on this the _ day of March, 2021

PLAINTIFF NO.1

PLAINTIFF NO. 2

CHEDULE A
All that land admeasuring Ac. 00-35 Gts in Sy.No. 10 situated in
‘Mogsapet Village, Taluk Rajendernagar (Now Balanagar Mandal), Ranga

Reddy District and bounded as follows:-

North  :  20"WideRoad ~ ==

South . Sy. No. 25 & Kalpana Sales Depot & H.No. 12-5-87/3
East > Sasikala&Laxmikala Theatres

West : H.NO. 12-5-69/1 to 12-5-72/1 ‘ T

‘ §CHE’DULE'B PROPERTY |
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North o Sy.No. 10 & Néw D:lhiwala Sweet House )
South  :  ChandrakalaTheatre @
East : Road : '

West : Lalitha Theatre

' SCHEDULE C PROPERTY
All that Plot No. 3 in Sy.No. 25, admeasuring 284.50 Sq. Yds., situated at
Moosapet Village, Taluk West (Now Balanagar Mandal), Ranga Reddy -
Distri¢t is under GrampanchayathMoosapet is bounded as:- '

North . Land of T. Yenkanna
South : Inam Land of Shankeralah
East : Plot No 4 ;

West : Plot No. 2

-

SCHEDULE D PROPERTY

All that Plot No.4, in Sy.No. 25 admcasuriﬁg' 284.50 Sq. Yds. situated at
Moosapet Village, Taluk West (now Ba]a.nagar ‘Mandal), Ranga Reddy
District, is under Grampanchayatthsapct is bounded as follows-

North . Landof T. Yenkanna

South . Inam Land of Shaiikeraiah
East : Plot No. 5 of K. Savxthn Dev1
West : Plot No. 3

SCHEDULE E PROPERTY

All that land bearing panchayath no. 4-125/2 in Sy.No. 25, admeasuring
610 Sq. Yds., Situated at Moosapet Village, Taluk Rajendernagar (Now
Balanagar Mandal), Ranga Rcddy sttrict and bdundcd as follows :- '

North : Road .

South . Landof Nexghbcm;s

East : Property of Venkateshwar Rao and szmah
West : Plot No. 4
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VERIFICATION _ e -
We, the plamttﬁ's, do hereby soltmnly aﬂirm on oath and state that

the contents of the schcdule above are true to the best of our knowledge.
Hence verified on this the _ day of March, 2021 . 3

- r P.IA_\

PLAINTIFF NO.1

PLAINTIFF NO. 2
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Parties to

S.No. Date Description of Document
Document L )
1. 24.09.1983 | Defendant No5 | C.C. Copy of Judgement and
: & Defendant No. | Decree ini O.S. No. 497 of 1983
14 .
2, 14.07.1983 | Defendant No 5 | C.C. Copy of Plaint in in O.S. No.
& Defendant No. | 497 of 1983
' 14 o E
3. 17.09.1983 | Defendant No.1, | C.C. Copy of Decree in O.S. No.
A 9,14 & 19 247 of 1982
4. 16.07.1983 | Defendant Ne.l, | C.C. Copy of Compromise Memo in
19,14 & 19 0.S. No. 247 of 1982
5 22.11.1982 | Defendant No.1, [ C.C. Copy of Plaint in O.8. No. 247
X 9,14 & 19 [0f1982
6. 21.10.2013 | Defendant No. 5 | Copy of Proceedings of Tahsﬂdar
Balanagar Mandal vide No.
B/1754/2013
7. 13.12.1978 - C.C. Copy of Sale Deed bearing
Doc. Né. 3652/1979& Photo Copy
5 : of Translation.
8. 13.12.1978 Defendant No. 5 | Copy of Sale Deed bearing Doc
& Defendant No. | 3651/1979
E T
9. 31.01.1984 | Defendant No. 5 Copy of Sale Deed bearing Doc. Né.
& Defendant No. 556 /1984
14 -
10. 16.05.2016 Dgfcndént Na.'s, ||'C. C COpy Of Gift Deed 'bcanhg Dbc.
10 & 13 No. 3512/2016 ,
5 30.01.2021 | Plaintiff No. 1 & | C.C. Copy of Gift Deed bearing Doc.
2; Defendant No. | No. 551/2021 "
1 L o
12. 08.02.2021 B C.C..Copy of Enéumbrance
A 3 Certificate for property in Sy.No. 25
13, 08.02.2021 - C.C. Copy of Market Value .
; Certificate for property in Sy.No. 25
14, 08.02.2021 - C.C. Copy of Encumbrance
Certifi¢ate for property in Sy.No. 10
15, 08.02.2021 - C.C. Copy of Market Value
Certificate for property in Sy.No. 10
16. 17.09.2020 - C.C. Copies of Encumbrance
" ad Certificates | :
17. 21.09.2020 - C.C. Copy of Eﬁcumbrénéé
. . J ) _ | Certificate
18. | OL.012001 | Plantfi No.2 | Original Copy of Representation
: | from Plamuff Né. 2 to Tahs;ldar.
15, | 01.03.2021 | 3By of Market Value
: ‘ i Cﬂ_au for property in Sy.No. 24 | -
20. E - ‘ Copy of Death Certificate of Ll.tc J. ,
' Krishna ‘
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~ T. SRIDEEP RAO

IN THE COURT OF THE
HON'BLE ADDITIONAL
DISTRICT JUDGE, RANGA
REDDY DISTRICT AT
KURATPALLY

0.8, NO. 2021

BETWEEN:
J. Lavanya Prasad Raju &
another

" \PMM]F FS

AND
J. Jaipal Others
...DEFENDANTS

Riled on:

Filed by:

S.NAGESH REDDY :
G. VAMSHI KRISHNA o

K. SUYODH REDDY
ADVOCATES
COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS
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IN THE COURT OF THE HON'BLE ADDITIONAL DISTRICT
JUDGE, RANGA REDDY DISTRICT AT KUKATPALLY

LA, NO, OF 2021
1 AT
0.8, NO, ‘OF 2021
BETWEEN:
J. LavanyaPras.adRaju&'another : : '_ W L
AT R ...PETITIONERS /PLAINTIFFS
AND
J. Jaipal& Others
...RESPONDENTS/DEFENDANTS

I, J. Lavanya Prasad Raju S/0 J. Jaipal, Aged about 35 years, Oce:
Business, R/o H.No. 6-8-/2/1, Chanda Nagar, Hyderabad - 500050, do
hereby solemnly affirm on oath and state as follows.,

1. [ submit that I am Plaintiff No. 1 in the above suit and as such I
am well acquainted with the facts of the case to depose as under. I
submit that the contents of the Plaint May be read as part and parcel of
this Petition. ' :

2, I submit that Late. J. Narsimha & Late J. Venkatamma were
blessed with 4 sons i.e., Respondent No. 1, 5, Late J. Krishna & 17. That
Respondent No. 1 with his wife i.c., Respondent No. 2 was blessed with
two sons and two daughters i.e., Petitioner No. 1 & 2 and Respondent -
No. 3 & 4. That Respondent No. 5§ with his first wife i.e., Late. J. Laxthi
was blessed with twé sons and one daughter ie. Reapondent No.6,7&
8. That Respondent No. 5 with his second wife i.c., Respondent No. 9 was \
blessed with two daughtérs and one son i.e.; Respondent No. 10, 11 &
12. That Late. J. Krishna with his wife i.e., Respondént No. 13 ﬂ.. -
blessed with threée sons ie., Respondent No. 14, 15 & 16. -
Respondent No. 17 with his wife Respondent No. 18 was blessed with .
sons i.e., Respondent N6. 19 & 20. 1 submit that Late, J\ Narsim
Late J. Venkatamma, apart from the sons, were also m4 fith §
dnughters who are not made party to the Mm reir cle

marriage.
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Property No.1 - Sy. No 10

3. I submit that the Respondent No. 5 along with Late. J. Krishna
approached Subordinate Judge, Ranga Reddy District at Begumpet
stating that the Schedule A property is purchased by their father J

Narasimha out of joint family funds and that the Respondents thereto

i.e., T Sriramulu, T Venkat Rao and T Raj Kumar sold the property to the
father of the petitioners.

4. In the said suit, it was also averred that the Petitioners thereto i.e.,
Respondent No. S and Late. J. Krishna sought for transfer of patta from
the names of the Respondents thereto to the names of the petitioners
thereto, for which the Respondents objected and demanded for additional
monies. As such, basing on the said cause of action, the suit was filed for

declaration of title and mutation of their names in the revenue records.

S. 1 submit that it was expressly agreed in the plaint that the property
was purchased by the father of the Petitioners thereto i.e., J Narasimha
and that the family is in possession of the said property for more than 25
years. It is therefore confirmed by way of pléadings that the property
covered under-the suit i.e., suit Schedule A Property is joint family
property, and nobody holds independent interest in the said property.

6. Basing on the above-mentioned averments, the suit is numbered

as OS No. 497 of 1983. The Respondents in the said suit offered no

express denial and the Petitioner No.1 i.e., the father of the Petitioners
hereto presented himself as PW1, As there was no real contest in the said

bsuit, the suit was decreed stating that the pétitiohers thereto are the

owners and possessors of Suit Schedule A Property.

7. I further submit that it is not the case of the pe_titione.rs that the

petitioners purchased the schedule property in OS No. 497 of 1983. . }
However, it was specifically agreed that the father of the ‘petitioners : '

thereto purchased Lhe said property. There was no partition that took
place between the parties and the same remains to be in Jomt posmslon

of the parties even as on date, ennthng the petitioners to seek the relief of il
partition and to grant an equal share to the petitioners.

B ¢ -
N
"

e
28
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8. I submit that the Respondcnt No S is sald to- have made an ‘
apphcatwn stating that of the 2 people who purchased the prOperty Late.
J. Krishna died issueless and as such, the Respénident No. 5 is the
exclusive owner. Basing on such fraudulent representation, a mutation
is said to have been ordered solely on the name of the Respondent No. 5 ;
vide Proceeding No. B/1754/2013 Dated 21.10.2013. The said
proceedings of Tahasildar, Balanagar is vitiated by fraud, The petitioners -
sought for copies of the said proceedings coriéh:actcd and copies 6f
affidavits submitted by the Respondent No. 5. The office of the Tahasildar
gave a reply stating that the said file is not traceable. For the'said actions
of the Respondent No. 5, the said Respondent is liable to be prosecuted
for various penal offences committed by hirmn and the petitioners a.re
initiating appropriate steps against all concerned.

Property Nd. 2 - Sy. No. 24 — 22 Guntas.

9. 1 submit that the said suit relating to this property is filed by
Respondent No. 1, the father of the Petitioners, along with J Ravinder,
who being the brother of the petitioners, Rpipondmt No. 8, Late. J.
Krishna and J. Yadagiri, Respondent No.17, against V Malarhma,
Srisailam, V Lingamma and V Vcnkatcsham.

10. 1 submit that the premise of the said suit was that the petitioners
thereté were the occupants and possessors of the suit land bearing Sy.
No. 24, admeasuring Ac. 00-22 Gts sxtua.ted at. MoosapetVollage,
RajendranagarTalug, Ranga Reddy District and heremaftcr referred té as
suit Schedule B Property. That, the petitioners theteto are the members
of joint family and they are in possession .of the suit land jéidtly having
equal shares. That the said land was acquired by the petitioners long
back and they have also acquired otcupandy rights. That
Respondents undertook to get patta in the nare of the mﬁﬁdﬁ ]
theréto and later on avsided the same tb create édmphaltiblliﬂ Wg §
of the petitioner. : g v i

- o 8

Hyderabad. Subsequent upbh appearanoe
Respondents, the suit ended up m‘ a cbm
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rights vested in the Respondents were -given up in favour of the
petitioners thereto.

12.  Isubmit that the fact remains and admitted that the Suit Schedule . -
‘B Property is the joint family property and that the joint family is in o
possession of the same. The 'saiq property remains unpartitioned even as _'

on date and the property is not divided by metes and bounds. s

Property No. 3

‘13. I further submit that out of the joint family funds, various other e
purchases were also made on the naﬁes of the family members, which '
properties are also in joint posseséion. I submit that ThumuNarasiah
and another sold an extent of 284.50 Sq Yds of land in Sy. No. 25, Plot
No. 3, Moosapet Village, to Sri Vellanki Venkata Narasimha Rao vide Sale
Deed bearing Document No. 777 of 1968, "l‘he' said Vellanki Venkata
Narasimha Rao inturn sold the property in faQour Smt J Venkatamma 3
W/o J Narasimha vide Sale Deed No. 3652/1979. This property is being = .
described as Schedule C Propérty. ; '

sty
S

14. I submit that Smt J Venkatamma was a housewife and she had no
independent income. The said property is ﬁurcl_iased from and out of the
joint family funds and registered in the name of J Venkatamma. The said
J Venkatamma is none other thaﬁgrand-mother of the petitioners, who
died intestate.

Property No. 4

'15.  Similarly, I submit that ThumuNarasiah and another sold an e '__ '
extent of 284.50 Sq Yds of land in Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 4, Moosapet A |
Village, to Smt. DasariTulasamma vide Sale Deed bcarihg Document No.

776 of 1968. The said SmtDasariTulasammainturn sold the property ml 1
favour Master J Satyanaranyana Raju, S/o J Ramulu, Respondcnt No. 6
Aged about 6 years, represented by his father and natural guardian Sri J
' Ramulu vide. Document No. 3651/1979. The said J Satyanarayana Raju
is none other than the brother ‘of the pctmoners and his natural )
guard1an ie, J Ramulu Rcspondent No 5. Th:s property shall be e
referred to as Schcdule D Property. T

Sca_nned with CamScanner



J e i) ;‘AIRCOPY//

16. Itis needless to mention hereto ‘that the saud purchase in the name
of Master J Satyanarayana Raju is out of joint farnily funds and as on the
date of purchase J Satyanarayana Raju is only 6 years old. The said s
property contifiues to be in joint possession of all the family rnembcrs
and the same was demanded to be partitioned.

Property No. 5

17. 1 submlt that 31m1]ar1y, another land admeasunng 610 Sq Yds in |
Sy. No. 25 with Panchayat No. 4-125/2, Moaosapet Village was purchascd
" on the names of J Ramulu, Respondent Né. 5 and J Krishna, who being
the brother of J Ramulu vide registered Sale Deed bearing Document No.
556/1984 from and out of the joint family funds. For ease of reference,
the property covered under Sale Deed No. 3652/ 1979 shall be referred to
as “Schedule C Property” i.e., property adrneasuring 284.50 Sq Yds of
land in Sy. No. 25, Plot No. 3, Moosapet Village; property covered undér
Sale Deed No. 3651/1979 shall be taferred to as “Schedule D Propetty”
lLe., land admeasuring an extent of 284.50 Sq Yds of land in Sy. No. 25,
Plot No. 4, Moosapet Village; property édévered under Sale Deed N&.
556/1984 shall be referred to as “Schedule E Property” ie., land
admeasuring 610 Sq Yds in Sy. No. 25 with panchayat Né. 4-125/2,
Moosapet Village.

18. I submit that all the properties abéve stated are contiguéu's and
form one ¢ompact block. Subsequcnt upon acquisition or the above-
mentioned properties by the joinit family, ¢onstruction was undertaken
and 4 theatres came to be constructed by names Laxtnikala 70MM,
Shashikala 70MM, Chandrakala 70MM and Lalitha' 70MM. The
petitioners are also informed that the entirety of the prOpcrty,
consolidated into a single pleCe of partel of land aléng with the
structures raised thereto was let out oh rent in favour of Respondent No.
21 and that the said Respondent is paymg a rent of Rs. 45 Laks per
month. The petitioners are not in possession of the lease deed executed
in favour of Respondent No. 21 and the petitioners claims -a share in the
rents received so far from -the Respondent No. 2L Further, the
petitioners are also filing an application seeking deposit of rents by the .
Respondent No. 21 in the court to the account of this suit. Further, the
Respondent No. 21 is also hereby called upon to préduceftheAledger of

IR
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the monies disbursed so far and the details of the accounts to which
monies are transferred and the amount of money paid in cash so as to

- seek share in the total amounts received by any of the Respondents,

19. I submit that the petitioners being the rightful shareholders of the
of the Schedule properties, on 12.02.2021 and on again on 18.02.2021,
had demanded for partition of all the properties above stated i.e.,
Schedule A to E properties and no interest is evipced by any of the
Respondents. In fact, some of the Respondents started proclaiming that
the said properties are their self-acquired properties and that no
partition shall be permitted. The petitioners were shocked by the very

statement made thereto.

20. 1 submit that upon repeated requests of the petitioners, some of
the Respondents went ahead and stated that the part of the land covered
under Schedule Properties were acquired by the Government for
cxpans'ion of the existing road and that they have availed compensation
exclusively for themselves and that they would not pay even a single
penny to any of the parties to this suit. Upon enquiries, it was revealed
that Respondent No. 9 is said to have made an application claiming that
she was the exclusive owner of the land already acquired and that she
was entitled for the compensation of Rs. 2,98,87,596/- (Two Crores
Ninety-Eight Lakhs Eighty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred and Ninety-Six-

Only). The said payment was deferred by the acquisition officer stating .

that there is no proof of title in the name of Respondent No. 9, Wife of
Respondent No. 5. In collusion with the concerned authorities, the said
Respondent No. 9 obtained an ownership certificate, who is not even a
competent authority to issue the same, Basing on the said ownership
certificate, the entire amount of Rs. 2,98,87,596/- came to be disbursed

in the name of Respondent No. 9. The said seeking of amounts by f,he _
Respondent No. 9 is xllcga] and aga.mst the interest of the entire fumly

amount dlsbursed interest accrued and the total paymcnt tﬂ "
as under

Disbursed on 28.09.2013  : 2,98,87,596/-

0(_’ ”
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Interest from
28.09.2013 to 28.01.2021: :
(88 Months) i i 13,94,51,626/-

Total - . 16,93,39,222/-
Thus, the total amount liable to be deposited by the Respondent Nb. 9 t6
the account of this suit is Rs. 6,93,39,222/-. The petitioners are alsd

initiating criminal ‘action for the ‘illegalities | c'o.rnmitted,‘ including .

cheating, for wrorigful loss caused to the peﬁﬁonér and thereby gained
wrongfully. The said intention to cheat the petitioners is frém the
beginning and the same is also established by the actions of the

" Respondents concerned.

21. The petitioners made further énquiries and came to understand

that the property is still in the joint name. However, the petitioners weré
. shocked té know that J Ramulu and J Lalitha i.e., Respondents 5 and 9
executed a gift settlement deed bearing Docurent No. 3512/2016 dated
16.05.2016 in favour of J Govardhan Raju iie., Respondent No. 12. As
per the contents of the said gift deed, the léespondent No. S claimed to be
the exclusive owher of the entire exterit of land in Sy. No. 10 of Moosapet
Village admeasuring Ac. 00-35 Gts, more specifically -delineated in
Schedule A. The said statement contained in the gift desd is Wrong as
per the record and wrong as per the decréc basing upon which such title
1s being ¢laimed by the Respondent No. S. | submit that the said gift deed
is a creation of Respondents 5 and 9 in collusion with their son i.e.,
Respondent No. 12 and the said gift deed is é nullity and the same i$ not
binding on the petitioners and as such, the petitioners are seeking
declaration of the said Gift Deed as null and void and not binding on the

petitioners.

22. The falsity of the Respondents 5 and 9 and their actions i§ clear
from the recitals in the gift deed where the Respondent No. 5 claims to be
the exclusive owner of Schedule A Property fér the purpose of execution
of gift settlement deed and similarly, the Respondent No. 9 claims to be
the owner of very sattie propetty for the purpose of receiving monies from
land acquisition authorities. As such, the illegalities commiitted by tﬂe
Respondents 5 and 9 are borne out of record. -
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23. I further submit that the Respondent No. 1 executed a registered
gift settlement deed for an undmdcd share of 665.6 Sq Yds in Sy. No. 24
in favour of the petitioners hereto vxdc registered gift settlement deed
bearing Document No. 551/2021 out of the total extent of 2662 Sq Yds
in Sy. No. 24 of Moosapet Village, having acquired the same from a court _ -,,j'
decree vide OS NO. 247 of 1982 on the file of the Munsiff Magistrate, P i
"West Talug at Hyderabad. The premise of the said document was that .
the entire extent covered under the said suit was 2662 Sq Yds in Sy. No.
24 and as there 'we.re 4 petitioners in the suit, the property was divided
into 4 shares and one such undis_rided share is gifted in favour of the
petitioners hereto. I submit that the said gift deed and the transfer of title
is also subject to the result of this suit. Further, the mother and sisters
of the petitioners consented for execution of the said gift deed and as
such, the entire 1/4% share. falliig to the account of J Jaipal i.e.,
Respondent No.l and his fal,’nily'm’embers, including his wife and 2 .+
daughters were gifted to the petitioners. The gift wés confirmed by the |
daughters orally and the schedule in the said gift deed specifically states

that an undivided share is being gifted, which establishes the fact that

the property is not partitioned even as on date. '

24. 1 submit that the petitioners hereto are advised to state that each
of the son of J Narasimha i.e.., J ngpal J Ramulu, J Krishna (Died) a.nd
J Yadagiri and their respective families are entitled to 1/4th s;harc each
and out of the said 1/4t share, the -petitioners being the sons and the
Daughters J Srilatha and J Sridevi i.e., Respondi:nts 3 and 4 are entitled |
to 1/4% Share in the share falling to the account of the father of the

‘petitioners. To clarify the same, the petitioners are cntitled to 1/16th
share in the entire schedule of properties each i.e., 1/16% Share to the
petitioner No. 1 and 1/16t% share to the Petitioner No.2, totalling to 1/8t
share to the account of the petitioners,

25." The pctmoncrs in view of execution -of gift sctt.lement deed vide i
Document No. 551/2021, pertaining to Schedule B Property are - .
constrained to limit the relief being sought to Schedule A, C, D and E o4 8
Properties only and to seek a decree confirming the extent -conferred - ' g %
under Gift Deed No. 551/2021 for Schedule B Property or alternatively to i s F;
grant 1/8% share in all of Schedule A to E properties to the petéitioners. %
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26. I submit that the facts above mentioned establish. the prifa ‘Tabie .
case of the petitioners and the petiﬁoneré are entitled for a share in th‘e _'
joint family properties by birth. I'submit?ghathit is also learnt by the
petitioners that all the Responden’ts are making fervent efforts fo dispose .
the schedule of properties to third -parties and in case the Respondents
succeed in their efforts, the petitioners would be burdened to litigate thh '
third pafties aiso and the same shall Jead to multiplicity of iiﬁgaﬁon.

0

27. 1 subtmt that the fact above mentibned also establisy me balance
of convemence and in case the interim ordcrs as are bemg sought along
with the relief being sought in the suit are not granted; the petmoncrs

shall be put to irreparable loss and i mJury which cannot be compcnsated o
in any other manner. ‘

In view of the foregoing facts, it is prayed that this Hon’b}é Court
may be pleased pass an order restraining he Defendants, their agerits or
any third parties claiming through or under from ahenatmg or creatmg
any manner of interest or right over the Schedule AtoE prbpemes and
pass such other order or orders as this Hon’blc Court deems fit and |
proper in the circumstances of the case.
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