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W.P. NO. OF 2025

Between:

...Petitioner

AND

...Respondents

Mandamus, or other appropriate writ, order or direction, declaring the

action of the respondents more particularly Respondent No.3 in issuing

the order vide bearing SVLNSD-LEGLOJ1/94/2024 dated 19/01/2025

directing the petitioner to vacate the land measuring to an extent of

534 Sq.yards in Sy.No. 47 and 48 situated at Madhvadhara Village,

For the reasons stated in the accompanying affidavit, it is hereby 
. !

prayed that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased to issue a Writ of
•V

3.Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimhaswamivari Devasathanam, 
Rep.by its Executive Officer, Simhachalam, 
Visakahaptnam District.

Seetharaman Badri Narayan,
S/o. Radhrakrishnan Seetharaman,
Aged about 52 years,Resident of D.No. 13-28-7/102, 
Pudigedda Towers,Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet, 
Visakhapatnam,Visakhapatnam District.

2.The Commissioner of Endowments, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada, N.T.R. District.

l.The State of Andhra Pradesh, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, 
Revenue (Endowments) Department, Secretariat Building, 
Velagapudi, Guntur District.

5
MEMORANDUM OF WRIT PETITION 
(SPECIAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION) 

(UNDER ART. 226 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF INDIA) 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT 

AMARAVATI

The address for service on the above named Petitioners is that of 
their counsel M/s.M.DEVI PRASAD(18696)V.DUSHYANTH 
REDDY(22744) SURYA THA ANUMOLU(24858)Advocates F.No. D.7, 
Asrita Appartment,Back side N,R,I,Hospital,CHINNAKAKANI,GUNTUR 
DISTRICT,522503. 9581205354
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Act 30 of 2013') (Hereinafter referred to as 'Property', as illegal,

arbitrary, unreasonable, dehors jurisdiction and contrar/ to the Articles

14, 21 arKl 300-A and besides being contrary to the A.P. Charitable &

set aside the order vide bearing SVLNSD-Gonsequently

I^EGLOJ1/94/2024 dated 19/01/2025 issued by the Respondent No.3

and to pass such other order or orders as this Hon'bie Court may

deems fit just anc proper in the circumstances of the case

?

DATE: 03-02-2025
AMARAVATI

7
Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District (Hereinafter referred to as the

Hindu Religious Institutions and Endowments Act, 1987 and

Counsel for the Petitioner



IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT AMARAVATI

W.P.NO. of 2024

... Petitioner

....Respondents

S.No Date Description of the Events

1 19.01.2025 15 2

Para 
No. in

Between:
Seetharaman Badri Narayan

AND
l.The State of Andhra Pradesh, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, 

Revenue (Endowments) Department, Secretariat Building, 
Velagapudi.Guntur District. And others

LIST OF EVENTS
__________ ANNEXURE -1

Page 
Nos in

Affidavit Affidavit
2. It It is humbly 
submitted that the present 
writ petition seeks the 
leave of this Hon’ble 
Court to declare the 
action of the respondents 
more particularly
Respondent No.3 in 
issuing the order vide 
bearing SVLNSD- 
LEGLOJ1/94/2024 dated 
19/01/2025 directing the 
petitioner to vacate the 
land measuring to an 
extent of 534 Sq.yards in 
Sy. No. 47 and 48 situated 
at Madhvadhara Village, 
Visakhapatnam, 
Visakhapatnam 
(Hereinafter referred to as 
‘the Act 30 of 2013’) 
{Hereinafter referred to as 
"Property”, as illegal, 
arbitrary, unreasonable, 
dehors jurisdiction and



06.03.2009 32 15 & 16

I

6
contrary to the Articles 14, 
21 and 300-A and 
besides being contrary to 
the A.P. Charitable & 
Hindu Religious
Institutions and
Endowments Act, 1987.

3. It is pertinent to submit, 
I and my wife are the 
absolute owners of the 
land measuring to an 
extent of 534 Sq.yards in 
Plot Nos. 19 and 20 
bearing Door No. 39-8- 
40/5/1 in the approved 
layout bearing No. L.P.No. 
32/1994 In Sy.Nos. 47 
and 48 situated at 
Madhvadhara Village, 
Visakhapatnam District. 
The subject property was 
purchased by us from our 
vendor namely M/s. 
Navarathna Estates, rep 
.by its Managing Director 
Suresh Kumar Jain under 
registered sale deed 
dated bearing Doc. No. 
3139/2015. It is further 
submitted that, the subject 
property situated in the 
layout, which was 
approved by the Urban 
Development Authority, 
Visakhapatnam in the 
year 1994 and obtained 
necessary approvals and



21.12.2024 4

the
the

property, 
we 

not to 
desist 

from

■. 7___________
permissions. It is relevant 
to state, my vendor had 
constructed G+4 floor 
building io the subject 
property after obtaining 
necessary permissions 
vide proceedings dated 
06.03.2009 on payment of 
Rs. 2,54,879/-. While 
things stood thus, the 3"* 
Respondent bearing 
aware of the fact the 
subject property is a 
private property tried to 
interfere with my peaceful 
possession by taking 
coercive steps to vacate 
us from the subject 
property, the 3"* 
Respondent without 
having any right or title 
over the subject property 
claiming right over the 
subject 
Subsequently, 
requested them 
interfere and 
themselves 
interfering in the subject 
property, nevertheless 
they have disregarded our 
requests and threatened 
us with dire 
consequences.
4. It is further submitted 
that, having no other 16,17 
alternative I was



I

©
constrained to file a 
W.P.No.34346 of 2015 
before this Hon’ble Court 
seeking direction to the 
Respondents from 
interfering with the 
peaceful possession of 
the subject property. This 
Hon’ble Court after 
considering the
submissions and material 
on record granted interim 
order dated 25.11.2015 
directing the respondents 
not to disposes us from 
the subject property 
pending further orders 
without following due 
procedure, and the same 
is pending for adjudication 
before this Hon’ble Court. 
It is further submitted that, 
in compliance of the 
above said orders the 
Respondent issued a 
show cause notice dated 
13.12.2024 directing me 
to submit explanation as 
to why they should not be 
evicted from the subject 
property within 7 days 
form the receipt of the 
notice. In furtherance to 
the said notice I submitted 
my detailed explanation 
dated 21.12.2024 
narrating the true facts
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19.01.2025 17-18 5

the

issued 
considering 
explanation, 
Respondent 
issuing the 
proceedings ought to 
provided opportunity of

along with the relevant 
documents and further 
under my reply I 
requested them to furnish 
the alleged documents 
under which the 
respondents are claiming 
right, enabling me to 
submit detailed
explanation.
5. It is submitted that, the 
3"* Respondent had 
issued the impugned 
proceedings dated 
19.01.2025 directing me 
to vacate the subject 
property within 15 days 
failing which the 
encroachment shall be 
removed by securing the 
police protection. The 
action of the 3^*^ 
Respondent in issuing the 
impugned proceedings is 
bereft of proper 
application of the mind 
and not in consonance of 
the material available on 
record. The Impugned 
proceedings has been 

without 
my 
3rd 

before 
impugned 

ought
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18-19 6NIL

I

I

10_______
being heard, but however 
issued the proceedings. 
On perusal of the 
impugned proceedings, it 
is observed that as the 
subject property was 
registered under Section 
43 of Act 30/87 it Is 
considered as
Endowment property. The 
3^'’ Respondent ought to 
have observed that, the 
subject property is a 
private property and in 
fact permissions and 
layout approvals were 
granted after verifying and 
considering the relevant 
documents. Further, the 
3"* Respondent stated 
that, any transactions with 
regard to the property of 
the religious and 
charitable institutions 
without prior sanction of 
the Government or 
Commissioner, it ought to 
have observed that, the 
subject property instead it 
came to conclusion is a 
endowment property. It 
ought to have observed 
that, we and our 
predecessor in title are in 
possession of the subject 
property for 60 years.
6. It is submitted that, as
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X. ■

■I

■I

I
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I
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u_____
per section 87 of A.P. 
Charitable & Hindu 
Religious Institutions and 
Endowments Act, 1987 it 
explicitly envisaged that, 
the presumption in 
respect of matters 
covered by Clauses (a), 
(b), (c), (d) and (e) in sub­
section (1) Is that the 
institution or the 
endowment is a public 
one and that the burden of 
proof in all such cases 
shall lie on the person 
claiming the institution or 
the endowment to be 
private or the property or 
money to be other than 
that of a religious 
endowment or specific 
endowment, as the case 
may be. Therefore, in 
view of the above the 3"^ 
Respondent is disentitled 
to claim ownership rights 
over the subject property, 
without filing any 
application or appeal 
before the Endowments 
Tribunal to substantiate 
their rights over the 
subject property, which is 
a competent authority to 
decide the claim of the 
parties by passing an 
order. Without there being
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the 
tribunal to 

their

f
(

any order form the 
competent authority the 
3"* Respodet cannot claim 
rights by issuing the 
impugned proceedings. It 
is relevant to state, the 
tribunal has the power 
under Section 87(1 )C of 
the Act to decide whether 
any property is an 
endowment, if so whether 
it is a charitable 
endowment or a religious 
endowment;, the 3"* 
Respondent ought to have 
approached 
Endowments 
substantiate 
ownership rights over the 
subject property.________
7. it is pertinent to 
state, the Respondents 
being aware of the fact 
that I am in possession of 
the subject property, 
trying to interfere and 
disposes me at the 
behest of local politicians 
is dehors jurisdiction and 
ultravires the powers 
vested in them. The said 
action of the Respondent 
authorities is high­
handed, per se illegal, 
wholly arbitrary and 
violative of principles of 
natural justice.
Furthermore, the said 
action of the Respondent 
authorities is manifestly



ANNEXURE-n

Under Article 226 of Constitution of India. 3 - 20

1

I

DATE: 03-02-2025 
Amaravati

the 
this 
for 
of 

and

contrary to Art. 14, 21 and 
300-A of the Indian 
Constitution besides 
being contrary to the 
resolution. Therefore,
under the circumstances 
stated supra, the subject 
matter warrants 
interference of 
Hon’ble Court 
enforcement 
Constitutional 
Statutory rights of the 
Petitioner over the said 
property.

Counsel r^the Petition*^



W.P.No. of 2025

Between:

And

,3

AFFIDAVIT

Seetharaman, Aged about 52 years, Resident of D.No. 13-28-

7/102, Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet, Visakhapatnam,

Visakhapatnam District, having temporarily come down to

oath as hereunder:

3. Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimhaswamivari
Devasathanam,
Rep.by its Executive Officer, Simhachalam,
Visakahaptnam District. ... Respondents

2. The Commissioner of Endowments, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada, N.T.R. District.

Seetharaman Badri Narayan,
S/o. Radhrakrishnan Seetharaman,
Aged about 52 years. Resident of
D.No. 13-28-7/102, Pudigedda Towers,
Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet,Visakhapatnam,
Visakhapatnam District. ....Respondents

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH 
AT AMARAVATHI

Amaravathi, do hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state on

1. The State of Andhra Pradesh, Rep. by its 
Principal Secretary, Revenue (Endowments) 
Department, Secretariat Building, 
Velagapudi, Guntur District.

I, Seetharaman Badri Narayan, S/o. Radhrakrishnan
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1.

It It is humbly submitted that the present writ petition .2.

seeks the leave of this HonTale Court to declare the action of the

respondents more particularly Respondent No.3 in issuing the

bearing SVLNSD-LEGI.O.Il /94/2024 dated .order vide

19/01/2025 directing the petitioner to vacate the land

measuring to an extent of 534 Sq.yards in Sy.No. 47 and 48

Madhvadharasituated at

Visakhapatnam (Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act 30 of 2013’)

{Hereinafter referred to as “Property”, as illegal, arbitrary,

Charitable 85 Hindu Religious Institutions and Endowments Act,

1987

3.

Plot Nos. 19 and 20 bearing Door No. 39-8-40/5/1 in the

JI

I

unreasonable, dehors jurisdiction and contrary to the Articles

14, 21 and 300-A and besides being contrary to the A.P.

The subject property was purchased by us from our vendor 

namely M/s. Navarathna Estates, rep .by its Managing Director 

Suresh Kumar Jain under registered sale deed dated bearing

approved layout bearing No. L.P.No. 32/1994 in Sy.Nos. 47 and

48 situated at Madhvadhara Village, Visakhapatnam District.

It is submitted I am the pt petitioner herein and as such I

arn well acquainted with the facts of the case.

It is pertinent to submit, I and my wife are the absolute 

owners of the land measuring to an extent of 534 Sq.yards in

Village, Visakhapatnam,

LEGI.O.Il


properly situated in the layout, which was approved by the

Urban Development Authority, Visakhapatnam in the year 1994

relevant to state, my vendor had constructed G+4 floor building

in the subject property after obtaining necessary permissions

2,54,879/-. While things stood thus, the 3”* Respondent bearing

aware of the fact the subject property is a private property tried

to interfere with my peaceful possession by taking coercive steps

to vacate us from the subject properly, the Respondent

claiming right over the subject property. Subsequently,

requested them not to interfere and desist themselves from

interfering in the subject property, nevertheless they have

dire

consequences.

It is further submitted that, having no other alternative I4.

This Hon’ble Court after considering the submissions and

material on record granted interim order dated 25.11.201^

directing the respondents not to disposes us from the subject

was constrained to file a W.P.No.34346 of 2015 before this 

Hon’ble Court seeking direction to the Respondents from 

interfering with the peaceful possession of the subject property.

Doc. No. 3139/2015. It is further submitted, that, the subject

without having any right or title over the subject property

we

and obtained , necessary approvals and permissions. It is

disregarded our requests and threatened us with

vide proceedings dated 06.03.2009 on payment of Rs.
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procedure, and the same is pending for adjudication before this

Hon’ble Court. It is further submitted that, in compliance of the ,

above said orders the 3"^^ Respondent issued a show cause

notice dated 13.12.2024 directing me to submit explanation as

to why they should not be evicted from the subject property

within 1 days form the receipt of the notice. In furtherance to

the said notice I submitted my detailed explanation dated

2 li. 12.2024 narrating the true facts along with the relevant

claiming right, enabling me to submit detailed explanation.

It is submitted that, the 3*^*^ Respondent had issued the5.

irhpugned proceedings dated 19.01.2025 directing me to vacate

impugned proceedings is bereft of proper application of the

impugned proceedings ought to provided opportunity of being

heard, but however issued the proceedings. On perusal of the

impugned proceedings, it is observed that as the subject

eiicroachment shall be removed by securing the police 

protection. The action of llie Respondent in issuing the

documents and further under my reply I requested them to 

furnish the alleged documents under which the respondents arc

I

niind and not in consonance of the material available on record. 

The impugned proceedings has been issued without considering 

nay explanation, the 3«i Respondent before issuing the

without following due
• R- 

property pending further orders

the subject property within 15 days failing which the



considered as Endowment property. The 3*^'’ Respondent ougl t

to have observed that, the subject property is a private property

and in fact permissions and layout approvals were granted after

verifying and considering the relevant documents. Further, the

3”* Respondent stated that, any transactions with regard to tl c

property of the religious and charitable institutions without

prior sanction of the Government or Commissioner, it ought to

have observed that, the subject property instead it came to

conclusion is a endowment property. It ought to have observed

subject property for 60 years.

It is submitted that, as per section 87 of A.P. Charitable "56.

explicitly envisaged that, the presumption in respect of matteate

covered by Clauses (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) in sub-section (1) is

that the institution or the endowment is a public one and th; t

the burden of proof in all such cases shall lie on the person

claiming the institution or the endowment to be private or the

property or money to be other than that of a religious

filing any application or appeal before the Endowments Tribunal

ai

that, we and our predecessor in title are in possession of the 
ni

Therefore, in view of the above the 3*^ Respondent is disentitled 
& 

to claim ownership rights over the subject property, without

property was registered under Section 43 of Act 30/87 it is

Hindu Religious Institutions and Endowments Act, 1987 it

endowment or specific endowment, as the case may b..



I

properly.

7. it is perLiiieiiL Lo state, the RcspondeiiLs being aware of Llic 

fact that 1 am in possession of the subject property, trying :o 

interfere and disposes me at the behest of local politicians is 

dehors jurisdiction and ultravires the powers vested in them. 

The said action of the Respondent authorities is high-handed, 

per se illegal, wholly arbitrary and violative of principles of 

natural justice. Furthermore, the said action of the Respondent 

authorities is manifestly contrary to Art. 14, 21 and 300-A of die 

Iridian Constitution besides being contrary to the resolution. 

Therefore, under the circumstances stated supra, the subject matter 

warrants the interference of this Honble Court for enforcement oi 

Constitutional and Statutory rights of the Petitioner over the said 

property.

to substantiate their rights over the subject property, which is a 

competent authority to decide the claim of the parties by 

passing an order. Without there being any order form the 

corripetent authority the Respodet cannot claim rights by 

issuing the impugned proceedings. It is relevant to state, the 

tribunal has the power under Section 87(1)C of the Act to decide 

wh6dier any properly is an endowment, if so whether it is a 

charitable endowment or a religious endowment;, the 3*^ 

Respondent ought to have approached the Endowments 

tribunal to substantiate their ownership rights over the subject 
t



8.

other effective and efficacious alternative remedy except tc

invoke the extraordinary jurisdiction of this Honljle Court

under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

In these circumstances, I humbly submit that I have n. t9.

preferred any Civil Suit or earlier Writ in lieu of the same cause

of action in the subject matter.

10. For the foregoing reasons, it is therefore prayed that this

HonTale Court may be pleased to issue a Writ of Mandamus, or

other appropriate writ, order or direction, declaring the action df

the order vide bearing SVLNSD-LEGLOJ1/94/2024 dated

19/01/2025 directing the petitioner to vacate the land

measuring to an extent of 534 Sq.yards in Sy.No. 47 and 48o
situated Madhvadhara Village,at Visakhapatnam,

Visakhapatnam District (Hereinafter referred to as ‘the Act'30 c f

arbitrary, unreasonable, dehors jurisdiction and contrary to the

Articles 14, 21 and 300-A and besides being contrary to the A.P.

I 1987 and consequently set aside the order

meet the ends of justice.i
1

1
i
■I

■ I

:l

'1

i
1
I
.1

, "2^
In these circumstances, I humbly submit that I have no

■1

)

ili
1

Charitable 85 Hindu Religious Institutions and Endovhnents Ac

the respondents more particularly Respondent No. 3 in issuing

vide bearing

1 SVLNSD-LEGLOJ 1/94/2024 dated 19/01/2025 issued by the

Respondent No.3 and pass such other and further orders to

2013’) {Hereinafter referred to as “Property”, as illegal,
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1

Therefore, it is also prayed that this Hcn’ble Court may be11.

Machvadhara Village,47

the above writ petition and to pass such order or further orders

the

circumstances of the case.

DEPONENT

Deponent

ATTESTOR/ADVOCATE 
VERIFICATION STATEMENT

Sworn and signed in my presence on this
The 1st day of February, 2025

BEFORE ME .

Sy.No.

Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District, pending disposal oi

pleased to direct the respondents not to dispossess the

Petitioner from land measuring to an extent of 534 Sq.yards in

-3-
Counsel for the Petifioner

I, Seetharaman Badri Narayan, S/o. Radhrakrishnan 
Seetharaman, Aged about 52 years. Resident of D.No. 13-28- 
7/102, Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet, Visakhapatnam, 
Visakhapatnam District i, the Petitioner herein, do hereby 
declare that the contents and facts narrated in the above 
paragraphs of the affidavit are true to best of my knowledge, 
belief, basing on information and records. Hence, verified on 
this the 2ND day of February, 2025.

and ^8 situated at

as this Honhle Court may deem fit and proper in
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Sri Varaha Lakshmi Ni^astmha Swamy Vari Devasthan 
Siihhachalam:, Visakhapatnafti is a Public Charitable instin,^"’ 
published U/Sec. 6(a)(ii) of A.P, Endowments Act 30/87, -phe 1 
administration and management of the temple is being governed by the 
provisions of the A.P. Endowments Act and the rules framed 
thereunder.

File No.SVLNSD-LEGL0J1/94/2024-SA(J1).s,^j_Ns^

That Sri Varaha Lakshmi Nai'nsiniha Swamy Vari Devflstbuniftrnr. 
Simh^alam* Visakhapatnatn is the absolute owner of the property to an 
extent AgS.OOpIs of Madhavadhara village in Sy.No.47&4S(pld Sy.iyp4&2). 
The s^d property was donated to the Devasthanam through a re^stered gift 

delivered possession of the Ipnd to Devasthaham.
Subsequently when dispute aro^ with respective ACi3.b6cts put of 
Ac.8.pQcts of the gifted land, the same was finally went up to Hoftble High 

. -C^6f.4.p in Sft N«^^«S7O, ivKwete tte-title waa.
z.pheM over fte iMd. The ee« proBetty was already Tegietered 
U/Se.^ 43 of Act 30/ST and alao the said prop er, y ryss nBtiflW UZSec.2aAt 
(JJ(GJ of RegBtration Act dearly indtcatlrt< ttet It is an endowed property 
-n.e said proper^ was also rsgistere< U/§ac. 43 of Act 30/87 and it

notifled U/Soc, ,22«A)(i)(C) of KegfetaUon Act clearly indicating 
that it fis^ endowed property.

per section 4613) H shall toti, contrary is estabUshed be 
presumed that aU particulars entered in the Register maintained under

W®cleWheld by the fWl bench.of 
b-ebiift otAjs,, to Vtojamuri Rajagopalachari Vs We

tP.’ (^16 alt (Rev) 4i{F^i.
Cburt'^''I p®*” ‘h® Were of the Ilon-ble High,

“ ®h« M«s,t netfe in SVtNSD.LEGU0Jl/94/2Q24.

Gonstg^ent W««2„sm. the said notice was delivered on
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th© Honorable 
ete.» but

ir.i2.ao24,
Naiayaa issued a reoh, >i , Sri. Seeth»21 12 *®«tnarajnan Badri ’and possessor Of S34e„ , *'*^2024 staUng that 1-. • .u "layout bearing LP t '’‘’■-12&2O t^nn

■ and th • *MaZ1994 and is n ‘■‘PP™''='JU«, derifea that the DavXt 48®
. ® Madtavadhara vilt h"^ of

■''‘•’®se having .got it ,™d , “f-raSTiS that 8y rt under the gift deed
. W swy.^ uumberof the iapd is g„o the

. ^'=»ed a favorable order in svN Z Devasfhanam
High Court in resnsAt r » ^^'“'’•WwrO before
fafled to produoe any dL'u J'f A®-8-00ots

'• Hence tve t ® .™-xoonsideratibn aS his objectton^o” ”0.34346/2015 are talcen into 
oojechons to arrive at jW eonciusi^

No,34346/2ois arTtoM h «spondents in WP
extent Of 534Sq yds ' ’ , Purchased the land to an

ta the year aus.and that their plots in toWT™
HevdWt Authori^ in fte year iXn^T

purchase the land in the year 2015 a„d tt, * his Vendor
<0 ‘he property is dZoiSfh

huilding pemUssiba vias gihhted for “***‘‘^
1. «o«' , , 0*4 (.on ...a

■»ma iiat u , a«, „,a°‘ ’ ° XX"°“' “ '**’■”

»»..s3Sr 7 " Ji.
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|:H0No.SVLNSD-LEGLOJ1/94;2O24-SA(J1)-SVLNSDVSP
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Vhal the licvasthanam has no right over the property and the 
Devasthanam without issuing any noUee seeking to interfere with their 
possessiont over the said property and after they removed the weed and 
take stepsi to rise the construction on the said plots etc., Even in the 
reply 41,21.12.2024,-the Respondent reiterated the same.

TKe|iaain contention of the respondent is that he has purchased 
the property through a registered sale deed in the year 2015 and 

I'tracing the dtie in the registered deed dt,26.10.1983.

[
The Registered Sale Deeds: relied on by the respondent areand 

void and unenforceable, As per section 81 of the A.P. Endowments Act, 
any sale, exchange of any immovable property belonging to any 
Religious Institution or endowment is effected without the prior 
gancdoh nf the Cummissloner, or Government such tnmsactfon shall 
bcand jvoid and shall be deemed never to'have been, affected and 
accordingly no right or title M such property shall vest in any person 
acquiring the property by sUch transaction and any such property 
shall bk deemed to be the property of the institution or endowment 

^^ncmried and any person in possession of such property shall be 
deemed to be an enGroacher. Hence, the alleged dOcuhtents areand 
void anh the respondents Who are relying on such documents shall not 
acquire' any right or title over such property. The Division Bench of 
Hon'bli^ High Court of A.H. in Becretary to Boyemmetit, Revenue

■ (Endfs| Swan^ Ayydppa Co-op, Housing

Societies Ltd^j.Hyderabad, held, that uH alienations afbited 
pri^ Se Act 30/87 of pxbpiSrties belong to atty clidrh^ble or 
reli^t^ Endowing of institution Ufeand void ftOm the clear 
legislative dedaration by Section 81 of the Act 30/87. The Hon'ble 
Hijgh Gburt of A.P; in 8ri Swamy Hathiramjee MUtt, Tinipatht Vs.
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Veakafc^uni' an.tl. others (!201S ALT fRev*). 314) foUbwing 
p the rider laid down in Sri Swamy Ayyappa’s case held that any Sale, 

Exchange or mortgage of - imtnovafele properties belonging to any 
charitable or religious institution or endowment is eiTected without 
prior sanetibh of the Coranaissioner or Government, such transaction 
shall be deemed never to have been effected and accordingly no right 
-dr title m such proper^ shall vest in any person. Hence, the ^eged 

. „ sale deeds relieci on by the respondent will not confer any title
' whatsoever in their favoun The payrnent of pwperty tax or electricity 

charges or building periiiission and regularization by VUEA will not 
confer any title nor do they Carty any presumptive value.
SANCTITY OF ClViL COURT DECREE;

.Originaliy the land to an extent of Ac.8>00cts situated in old 
suxv^ no‘s.l &2(New survey no’s. 47&48) Of Mhdhavadhara Vihage was 
eiyoyed by f?amb^a Appanna and others. The said land was 
mortgaged in favour of one SanapaJa Seethanna vide mortgage deed 
dt.SB.G8.i935. Later, ^e/nwrtgagee acqulM title to the land by the 
virtue of sale deed dt.21.064937 executed by the mortgagers. The said 
Sanapaia Seethalina and his sons donated the land in favour of 
DSvaisdEhanam through a registered gift deed dt.t^ 1.02.1956 and 
d^lvered possession of |he land to the Devasthanam. Subsequently 
the successors of Namb^ Appariha unauthdrizedly entered into 
Ae,3;00cts out pf Acij^-OOcts covered the gift deed. Against the 
trespassers Nambala Foorhayya ^d others tn a civil suit

disputed Ighd of Ac,3,00cts dU the^file < Principal 
Dii^ct Munfcibi V^akhapatnairj fbr declaration of title, etc. . The said 
suit was decreed in fbyour of tjevasthanam on dfc06.()7.1965 and the 
appeal; in A^A4/69 med. by the on the file pf Sub-

' ordinate Judge, Visalchapatnam ws also disniissed on dt«OT. 10.1969 
againsl: which a second appeal in SA; Nd,436/70 was filed befoie the 

r- *

1 r
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File No.SVLNSD-LEGLdJl/94Z2024’SA{J1)-SVLNSOVSp

SATfCtn^yj OF ENTRY IW SEC,43 STATUTORY REGISTER:
Alreaky the saiid^ property is registered,under section 43 of the 

A.P. Enddvsrments Act, The full bench of the Hoii'bie High Court of A.P. 
' passed ap order dtj23.12*2015 in Vhqjaraurl Rajagdpalachari Vs 

State of A.P* reported in 2016 ALT (Rev)41|FB) that Section 43, 44 
and 45 of! the Endowinents Act make in manifest that all properties 
owned Ky the msfitutions/ endowments required to be entered in the 
prescribed register and orice any immovable property belonging to 
die endqwments is entered in the prescribed register; Such entry shaii 
be presuzned bs be genuine until the contrary is proved. Therefore,

■ once the property is enterM in the: register prescribed, it is prims facie 
■■..,jn3aved,th^ it .^ by religious and .charitable endowments- The 

aggrieved party in that eyent sh^l have to resort to a remedy that may 
be available; unddr the Endowments Act. Foliowing «:thc above full 
bench judgmernt of the Hon’ble High Gourt of A,P. the Goverament 
issued a Memo Nb,48229r/Endts- 2f^Q):7 wherein orders were Issued 
that 'The aboA« judgment once again reiterates that once the .property 
is entfflfed in SecHon 4a register (old Act Section 38/ 25: registersi of 
the Endotoents Institution. It is prima facie proved that it-is owned 
by Reliig^ous and Charitable Endowments, The aggrieved party in the 
ieveni: shall have to resort to a remedy that is available: under the 

^EhdbwmenB'Wrbhii^^ Also th Behch of Hdn'ble High Court 
of Aik H fet Appeal Np.50p of 2012 clearly held that oiSce fee claim, 
is made Reli^ous Instituiion^ the cmly *F6nhh; >yhich can 
Adjudicate upon the dispute is the Endowments Tribunal and 
according gave liberty to the petitioners to styfdl the^ said remedy 
under sectioh 87 of the A.P. Endowments Act.

^WhbiMfilB?iHigh Couri whic was also dismissed on dt.30.Q5,i97i/^ 
Hence, by virtue of above Civil proceedings the title of the 1 
Deyastiiainam was upheld.



•?

■a ■

Scanned with OKEN Scanner

a. Occupy sai< lands buildings property, witftout the
approval of th® competent adthcrhy aanetionins lease/ 
mortgage/ license or contmned occupation of Ian d buildings 
or property after tl^' expiry or cancellation of the lease,

‘ mortgd^ prtieehBe-Cr peripissipn in respect thereof
b. Enter into or cxeate Olegal tenancdc^ or lease and license

^g^ement or an^ iHeg^ documenfe of title in respect of such 
property. 

c Construct un-a^o^edst^ctufes thereon fbr sale or hire 
or for hiss own hse^nd includes ah attempt to encroach in 
the manner indicated above.

■ •'•“''W-sova.

thus is the diie process of Jhr e^tioh of lihauthbrUM
., from the Endowthents lands. As: the occupation of the

" dndfhe;ls '^mihg hyillfe^
Itoce, the fetbiraman ^adari Narayan 

peeupatihn; on the Devasthanam land is unauthorized. The actions?
;ahpi?e- respondent :ls detnWMtsl tp the i^ei^ts of 

©e^thtoiB. H^hce, ^,saM.'Wttaramah- Badbd^'l^atayan squarelyS 

come wiain the deiih1tiQn;of ^etterOaoher** mehtioiied above and |i

it 
’■^achera” .

of fte above fe^ual e«d ,
■ ,0 be the respondents are

contemplated «I/a.83 of Act 30/87 (as Ainended
PhflfflaBrt Af Enetoaeher under SeeHo., go.,

. ESialsaaBOffi (i) FOr the purpose o£ this chapter' the ex„„ •
~ evety activl^ by per^n

•perSions, without any lawfeii entitlement and with a vfew to illegally 
take possessimi of lands, buildings or property of an endowmeri 
institution*
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Hence, the orders of the Honorable High Court complied with.

SCHEDULE or PROPERTY

J

dbyVendia

2510:16:47
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is liable to [be evicted from the schedule properly.

Thercfcre, in view of the above facts arc! circumstance of the case 
of the'above respondent is ordered to vacate the schedule properiy 
within 15 days falling which the encroachmeht shall be removed by 
securing t^e pGliea*As^d3ta:ice.

An. e?dent of 534 Square yds in covered by Sy.:No.47paft and 48 of 
Madhavadhara rills^e, Visakhapatoanj District as: mentioned in WP 
Nb.34346/2015, which is bdiiRded by

Vendra trinadharao 
Executive Officer

[ East : Plot No.21 in. Devasthaham lahd 
West : Plat No. 18 in Devaathanam land

Devasthanaas .land.
South: Road in Devasthanam land



in WP

J.

. , That Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimha Swamy Vari Devasthanam, 
Simhachalam, Visakhapatnam District is a Public Religious Institution 
published U/Sec. 5{aHii) of A.P. Endowments Act 30/87. The administration 

and.management of the temple is being governed by the provisions of the 
A.P. Endowments /ict and the rules framed there under.

rue no.ovunol/.ucviuuj i J-ovuNouvar

Deva^ Narasimha Swamy Vari
Devasthanam Simhachalam, Visakhapatnam District- niLai 
Tv Nos 4? Devasthanam land to an extent of 534 Sq.yS

vUlage - orders Dt.25.11.M15 in ^ P Thow ' . ” NO.34346/201S of Honble High Court

(as Amended Act

@@@,

In view ofthe orders passed by the Honhle High Court of A.P., in the 
reference, cited, wherein it is ordered, "pending farther orders, the 

respondents shall not dispossess the petitioner from the extent of 534Sq.yds 
in Plot No.19 & 20, bearing D.No.39-8-40/5/1. Asst. No.69500/4644 in the 
layout bearing LP No;32/94 covered by Sy.No,47part and 48 of 
Madhavadhara village within the limits of Greater Visakhapatnam Municipal 
Corporation without following the due process of Law" the following show 
cause notice is issued to you.

To
Seetharaman Badri Narayanan,

•' - .Sifeetharam an
D;No. 13-28-7/102,
Puligedda Towers, 
Dandu Bazar, Maharanijietaj 
Visakhapatnam.

-ENDOWMENTS DEPARTMPN'tRI VARAHA LAKSHMI NARASIMHA SWAMY VARI DEVASTHANAM
SIMHACHALAM, VISAKHAPATNAM DISTRICT ’

SyLNSD-LEGLOJl /94/2024.Dt. 13/ 12/2nc>4.
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extent of 5?4Sq.yds m Plot No.l9 & 20, bearing D No 39-8-40/S/- ,
in fbe layout beaffi, bP No.32zX eove.!

d 48 of Madhavadhara village within the limits of Greater Visakhapatnam 
umcipal Corporation .without following the due process of Law-

Hence, following the above mentioned orders of the Hon’hle »■ a 
Court, of A.P following the due process of law as contemplated under 1 

youT”' 1 <=— notice is hereby issued to '

-2.1 - <
That Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimha Swamy Vari Dev,

■"=«•« ...xz: z

U/Sec 43 uf Act 30/87 d P^nPOfty was already registered
tniPi rn "PtiflPd U/Sec 22(A)(1)(C) ofRepstration Act clearly indicating that it is an endowed pmperty 

the ■ be. Nofoyan is in occupation of
ow, schedule mentioned property without having any approved

Uase License orders from the competent Authori^ as envisaged under the 
provtstons (of the A.P. Endowments Act and the rules frame! th" 

dZiZlZo^h“:T "tncroacher under the provisions of the A.P. Endowments Act.
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3lly Signed by Vendra 
dharao
13-12-2024 11:37:01

3n; Approved

and 48 of 
mentioned in WP

(Ws along «ath documentary evidence, if 

no explanation to offer in this 
Of are schedule mentioned property

If you .have any explanation 
sanre to this office within seven 
^7P-°fyourcon,enaon..,fyouhaw 

X’r the.premises 
«thm Seven ,7f days and shaU hand 0 
Execut^e Officer oflhe subject De

In case of failure r- 
. stipulated time, or tp vacate ti 

explanation to offer^

th7"h ‘d “ “P'anaaon within the • 

approprtate aXr?h'"”"'' ” ““ -
provisions of SecBon. §3 of Andhra Pra7 h 

/--andSndowmentsAct™~:^

property

MadhavadhaZ'Xi^ WsZa'‘V'’

~4,,sefs.whieh;sb™^ -

■ ‘''0-21.noevasthanam land
West ^PIotNclSinDevasthanamland

, ,^;^-^'-«“-^0.i.i„Oevas.hanamland.
S'^ttth .-Road in Devasthanam land

Vendra Trinadharao 
Executive Officer



21.12 2024

To

Sir.

c..

Ref:-; Your Show Cause Notice dt. 13.12.2024

A.

l arh the absolute owner and possessor of 534 Sq. Yards, being 

Plot Nos. 19 and 20 of VUDA Approved layout bearing L.P. No. 32/1994. 
The said Layout is situated in lands covered by Survey Nos. 47p and 

48/3. Copy of the Approved Layout plan is enclosed herewith for your 
ready reference.

From
Seetharaman Badri Narayanan, 
Door No. 13-28-7/102, Puligedda Towers, 
Dandu Bazaar, Maharanipeta, Visakhapatnam

The Executive Officer,
Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimha Swamy Vari Devasthanam, 
Simhachalam, Government of Andhra Pradesh

Sub:- Land of 534 Sq. Yds., in Sy.Nos. 47 and 48 of 
Mad^avadhara Village - Plot Nos. 19 and 20 of VUDA 
Approved layout L.P. No. 32/1994 - Interim Reply to 
ShowCause Notice dt. 13.12.2024 - Reg.

I

I

I have received your above referred Show Cause Notice on 
17.1Z2024.

As may be seen from the said Layout Plan, there are a total 59 

residential Plots,therein, and majority of such Plots are now covered by 

multistoried RCC Buildings which have been built by the respective Plot 
purchasers akin to me.
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The above statements are not sufficient to give a Reply. Moreover, 
the above statements by your kind self make it appear that you have 

already decided complicated questions of title in favor of the 
Devasthanam and against me, and issued me the show cause notice as 
an empty formality.

2. How did the VIsakhapatnam Urban .Development Authority grant 
layout approval vide L.P. No. 32/1994 for Ac. 4-40 Cents if it was 
Devasthanam land and what was the Devasthanam doing all these 
years while the land was being laid out and RCC structures have 
been coming up?

1. How did the Devasthanam decide that the old survey numbers 1 
and 2 correlate to the current survey numbers 47 and 48, and how 
did the Devasthanam decide that my land of 534 Sq. Yards is part 
of the land covered by the said alleged Gift Deed (copy of which is 
not furnished to me)? Whether there are any survey sketches, 
correlation records supporting the Devasthanam claimm, and if 
they are there, why have they not been furnished to me?

I submit that in your Show Cause Notice under reply, you have 

merely stated - - that the Devasthanam is the absolute owner of Ac. 8-00 
Cents in Madhavadhara having got it under the Gift Deed dt. 21.02.1956 

- - that the old survey numbers of such land is 1 and 2 and the current 

survey numbers are 47 and 48 - - that the Devasthanam secured a 
■ favorable Order In S.A.No.435/1970 before Hon'ble High Court in respect 

of Ac. 3-00 Cents out of the said Ac. 8-00 Cents - - that the said property 

was registered under Sec. 43 of Act No. 30/1987. At the outset? I 
emphatically deny all these statements of your kind self.

With due respect, I am constrained to state that several glaring and 

unanswered questions are staring at the Devasthanam in this matter' 
including the following :
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Sincjerely,

*3 /I

' wXXX'S’ •""'” “•
Reasons forming the basis for a conclusion or an opinion in a show 

cause notice, are sine qua non, but your Show Cause Notice under reply 
IS clearly lacking any reasons. Further, the alleged Gift Deed and Court 
Orders referred by your kind self and the survey records etc., have not 
even been furnished to me. Hence, t am incapable of giving a proper 
reply.

Therefore, I am.giving this Interim Reply requesting your kind self to 
furnish documentary proof of title of the Devasihanam in respect of my 
Plot Nos. ,19 and 20 covered by L.P. No. 32/1994 and also requesting 
your kind I self to furnish me copies of the said alleged Gift Deed, 
correlation^ and suivey records. Court Orders, Sec. 43 registration etc., 
referred to' in your show cause notice, so as to enable me to give a full 
fledged reply and/or take appropriate steps.

?ncXcher?^^''^ ** Uevasthanam decide that I am an

’■ wht V Nos. 19 and 20
while the other Plot owners in the same layout are not being 
questioned by the Devasthanam?

(&L.A
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Rc,Np,261/2019/B/Dated.2Q-0S"2til^Q

Sir,

I

!

J

To
The District Collector, 
Visakhapatnam.

O/o the Tahsildar, 
Gopalapatnam.

From
B.V.Rani,
Tahsildar,
Gopalapatnam.

(Through the Revenue Divisional Officer^ Visakhapatnam)

case - Visakhapatnam District and Mandal -Madhavadhara
“ Contempt case filed by Sri Kovuri Subbaraju and 13

Others for non-compliance of High court orders in WP 13149/2C18 by the
Dof , ^^do'^ments & Registration Depts.- Report Submitted- Regarding.
Ref.r 1. Computer No. 184934/2019 Fl Dt. 13.7.2019 of the District Collector.

Visakhapatnam.
on iVoTloi'g^ submitted to the District Collector, Visakhapatnam :

3. This office Rc.No.261/2O19/b, dt. 18.7.2019 addressed to the RDO, VSP.
4. Co^mputer No. 183996/2019/A,Dt.23.7.2019 of the Revenue Divisional 

Officer, Visakhapatnam.
5. This office Rc.No.261/2019/b, dt.26.7.2019 addressed to the RDO, VSP.
6. Computer No. 184934/2019 Fl Dt.5.8.2019 of the District Collector,

Visakhapatnam. ' •
Inspectors of Survey, RDO's Office, Visakhapatnam &

ULC, Visakhapatnam

&&&
I invite kind attention to the references cited, the District Collector, Visakhapatnam 

has requested to submit detailed report about the particulars of Government /Private and 

Endowment land in Survey No.47 along with sketch for filing suitable counter affidavit on 

the contempt case filed by K.Subbaraju and Others in CC.No377/2019 in WP.No. 13149/ 
2018 vide .reference 6'” cited

In this connection, I submit that, in the reference 5“* cited, the Revenue Divisional 
Officer, Visakhapatnam has directed to prepare Sub-Division Record in S.No.47 of 
Madhuravada and submit SD records for taking further action. As per Instruction of the 

Revenue Divisional Officer, Visakhapatnam. the SD record submitted and scrutinized by 
the DIOS, R.O.O.S Office, Visakhapatnam. The Sub-Division details of land as noted below.
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To
The Executive Officer 
SVLN Devasthanam
Visakhapatnam
The Assishmt Director, 
Survey and Land Records 
Visakhapatnam 
The Tahsildar 
Gopalapatiiarn

Yours faithfiiJly 
SdAEtGuniraiab 

For Collector 
Visakhapataarr.

From
V. Vinay Chand, I.A,S., 
District C^Hector 
Visakhapatem

!

Ref:- Insttwtiojis of the Joint Collector, Visakhapatnam Dt. 13.7.2019 
, @@@

I to the reference cited, wherein the Joint Collector, VisPkhapatnam on
&e eontempt ease fjted by Sri K.SuW)afaju and 13 otters in CC.No.377/2019 in W..P. {3145 of 
2018 mstflieted to qomfcct joint inspection immediately on the directions issued by the Hcn’ble 
High Court in \y.P.No.l3149 rmd 15830 of 2018 pertaining to Madhavadhrna Village.

In this eonnection, 1 request you to conduct joint inspection and submit your detailed 
report imm.ediately,i

The Tahsildm; GopaJaf^itiwn is directed to inform the petitioners about the conduct of 
Survey.

\/ 
Gazetted’S

Copy to Revenue Divisfoniofecr, Visakltapalnam for information.

Sir ■
Sub-- Endowments r- Vtsald^apateam District - Orders of Hon’ble Higi Court in W.P No. 13; 49 

and 15830 of 2018 - Requsst necessary action -Reg

ComptterW.1 Dt. .7.2^ J 9
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KC.NO. A3/3S 1/20)0
Df iS.?.20l9

Ai^itanLt?^ecl.G r 

Dist, Survey and Land Records.
VisakliapatiiaiB

OA) ihc Assistan! DircchH, 
Dist. .Snrve\ and band Rec...id.s. 
Visakliapatnain

I o

inspecIkuK 'nM^tctor of Survey - I, Vrsakhapatnain with a direction to attend for the above

-

■ reqrissito mend ft^hrjoS^p'Sion^”'" De»»smia,.i. Simhaehafcun »»■« "

Copy submaed ,„e Colleep,;. Vieakbapamm, for f.,o„r of i„f„„n.do„.

MEMO
Sub:- Endowments - Visakhapatiiam Dist. -Orders of Hon’ble If iohr- • 

WPNo, .3.4,and >5mof20f«-Ke,oes.;“

«ef:-,,Rc.,«934Z20„P,D,. .7.20,, of U,.Co,lec,or, V.aak,.ap„„a,„. '

**♦

Sn K Sabbarara and ,3 „a,e„ CC No. 377/201, in wp No. ,3,4,/2„,k

fonn .napeenon ...p, e„d„..„e„„ and Revenue depa„n,e„u .™,„ed„..y bv ,b.. HooZh „

Therefore, ,h. Dy. I„ape«orofs„rvey. RDO'a Office. Vis.khap.„„„,, Man,,a, ,s„rcev„r 

GO alaparnan. and Viaakbapa.a. (Rn„,) „e ai«=cfec, anend for „„p„no„ 

Udoomenea and Revdnne Deparnnenn, aongryRb eonnccUd records on , 7,7,20„ b, ,0 AM
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Survey and Land R.
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Yours faithfully, 
manisha TRIPATHI 

assistant director

>
t!

t

>’gnature.WQjt^erified
■ r \

a

FlleNo.SLR.A3MS0CM/4/2019^A(A3).SSLR.VSP

info.™au"r .. n:00 AM a,c„«

To
The Addl.Commissioner 8l 

Executive Officer (FAC).
SVLN Swamy Devasthanam, 

Simhachalam.

Rc.No.3S 1/7019 A3 Dt.-27/ns/'^n7q

Sub:- ^e„, - Sri VLN Swam, Dev.sa.„m„ -
■ Simhachalam - Visakhapatnam District Legal Section Ord r u 
Hon-ble Court inW.P.No.l3149 and 15830

Ref:-1.RciNo.32/4020/201 Idt. 30.3.2019.

((0))

Visakhapatnam “ "" Collector.
flon’ble Hi^Con, dt 13.4.201S in W.P.No.13149 and ofTou.'"’' “

resolve the issue as per court directions. Chambers, Visakhapatnam to

From
Smt ManishaTiipathi, M.Tech, M.E.A., 
Assistant Director,
Dist.Survey anti Land Records, 

Visakhapatnam.!

■” “* to attend the meeting at'AD.

Copy to the Inspector of Survey-I at Head Office for information.

Government of Andhra Pradesh 

------ ‘Ccords Department
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:
... PeOclonar/D.Hr.

And

... RespondsnCs-J.Ors.

1)

■

?;• ’I.

BeCMaan :

This EA b filad u/s 151 of the CPC to Issua appropriate directions to the 

Amin for delivery of the property In, EP 252/74 under order 21 rule 35 of 

CPC since the property Is not dellvaied to the docrea holder toy the. Amin.

BP*
’■^J^^^Titotlon : a.4.20Uj

IH THE COURT OF.PRINCIPAL JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE Af VISAKHAPATNAI^’

Present : Sri K.Sroenlvasa Rao, M.A.U..B., 
Pnncipal Junior Qvll Judge, 
Wsakhapatnam.

Thursday, the 9“ day of June, 2005.

£A.75Z28O3 th EP efi/2003 IN OS aia/sv

1. Namballa Pumalah fOiad)
2. Nemballa Butchlbotlu (Died)

■ 3, Namballa Narasimhulu (Died)

5. NambaUa Kesavayya, S/o late Purnalah, aged 53 years. Rest do.

6. NambaBa Srearamulu, S/o lata Pumaiah, aged 50 years, Rast do.

7. Vavilapalll Kuchamma. W/o Varahalu, Aged SB years, Rast do.

B. N.Shantamma, W/o late Butchibollu. aged 56 years. Rest do.

9. N,R3mu, S/a late Butchlbotlu, aged about 52 years,

10. N.NagarajL, S/o late Butchibotlu, agad 50 yearsyRest do.

11. NJJdantharao. S/o lata ButchiboUu, agad 49 years. Rest do.

12. Faid! Annapurna, O/o late Butchfootlu, aged 46 years,'Rast do.

13. YAnuradha, O/o lata Butohibotiu. agad 44 years. Rest do.

14. UMjaya, O/o lata flutchltotlu, aged 42 years, Rost do.

15. S.Eswaramma, O/o late Butchibotlu, agad 40 years. Rest do.

PeOclonar/D.Hr
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2) A fixed court foo of Ite.i/- b paid o.. u... potitlcn.

3)

D.Ramash, Advocate (or the rospondonts

till this day, this court doth order and :

DECRETAL ORDER

EDR.

•I

'I

■fna Co, , .

-ri

c

I,
I

•'cillc-J

■s

FQn,RESPONDFMTjt.: .105

MkMllRANfJllMnF

gn-O.HR ■

NO com huMo 15 rii tu ON em-jER SIDE.

^RsrnicT CDUET jifjswmApjK^j,..

..-J 4 to 6 anc! cH Si A.Srlhlvat 
' U t^d’ IS ’"d «eod over for consIderaCcn

lAv^cuo 
principal JuiiJiciReayii. juogf 

v^sakhapatmam

. It«V*-7
SO-G-^

••■•■••’= II-7C
^o^tsndeo*'

1. That the application ba and the sama hereby Is allowed- 

seivices of Mandal SurveX t^thTamS for^lii^^^!^-"’

annexed to the delivery wsrmnt. ’ ^"^^("'sstono^s plsn shall be

4. That there be no costs.

Given under my hand and 0» seel of this court, dlls the S'" day c' 
June, 200s.



1 ;

... Defendant.

. ■'

!

1;
'i -

^ce Of SH P.a^ Rao. -»=

D.V.Subba Rao, **^tefetheaefca<totandthesaaiehartagstood-

.<o«fbr«„.aaoaadoa ffl, Ms dR, ttla oo« ddiaen, doa ortoo

' ""“““i’ ioiuootioa reswnfaj the defendant its

mianorwhai ' WoportZin.any

' ■ ■ ! ■ t ■•'■ ■ . .

Plaintffvaluedthe smtforthepui^ose of«,nwfi. . . ’
10.000/1 and a cour-fr r.> and jurisdiction is Rs.

-----^eeofRs.786,.ispaidu,sec26(c)A.P;c.E.^S.V.Act.

O'

'*'»«at:SrtLSSEE»n,As*^jU,^.^ -

Wednesday this a. y.,

ORiG/^fA r, SUIT WO.■3475/Q.‘^ 
Belwein;

SSS2SSSSK? S '^'^•’-sa^Hpn.s«rife, iesidi3ar^"“lV^^
VisakUpatoam-OT '^“'aliM



DECREE

In the result, the suit is decreed as prayed for. and the defendant, their

interfering with the peaceful possession and enjoyment of the plaintiff over

th^ plaint schedule property including with construction wor k. No costs.

7” January, 2009.

MEMORANDUM OF COSTS.

FOR DEFENDANTFORPIAINTIFF:

NO COST MEMO 15 FILED ON EITHER SIDE.

He

■I

(

V ADDLJUNlOitClVlL JUCiOE.

FAC VIADDLJUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE. 
VISAKHAPATNAM.

Given under my hand and seal of this court on

X___
VAJCJTT^^

FAC VIAJC3/VSP.

men, agents and workmen are hereby perpetually restrained from
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....Plaintiff.

delivers the

following:
judgment

i

the absolute

extent

I-.—

J

i

•i
}

Wednesday this the 7* day of January, 2C09.

ORIGINAL SUIT N0.347S/05

Present; Sri L.SREENIVASA NAIK.,M.B.A.,B.L.
V Additional Junior Civil Judge, 

FAC VI Addl. Junior Civil Judge, 
Visakhapatnam.

i

Sri's!-! Varaha Lakshmi Narasimha Sivarai Devasthanam, 
Represented by its Executive Officer Simhachalam, 
Visakhapantam.

Between: ,
Smt.Kothapalli Saraswathi. 'W/o Kothapalli Sa^a, 
Sri Rama Ravindra VArma, Hindu, aged 39 years. 
Housewife, residing at Dr.No.39-4-2, Muralinagar, 
Visakhapatnam-07.

IN THE COURT OF THE VI ADDITIONAL JUNIOR CIVIL JUDGE : 
VISAKHAPATNAM

...Defendant.

This suit is coming on 7.1.2009 for fin^ hearing before me in the 

presence of Sri P.Jagan Mohan Rao, Advocate for the Plaintiff and of ■ 

Sri D.V.Subba Rao, Advocate for the defendant and the same having 

stood over for consideration till this day this court

This is a suit for granting permanent injunction restraining the 

defendant, .its employees, men and agents from interfering, with the 

plaintiffs peaceful possession and enjoyment of the plaint schedule 

property in any manner whatsoever including with the construction 

work and for costs of the suit.

Brief averments of the plaint;

111(a). The plaintiff respectfully submits the plaintiff is

owner of the house site farming part of the plot No.25 admeasuring an 

of 133.5 Sq. Yards forming part of the duly WDA approved 

layout L.P No.32/1994, developed in Old Survey No.4-7 £nd 48 of
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that one person by name Rudraraju 

the owner of the p’ot No.25 measuring a total 

The said Rudraraju Satyanarayana Raju sold 

the said plot to Sri Bogadhi Chandrasekhar. S/o Rama Rao under a 

registered sale deed dated : 26-5-1999 ^.hich was du^y registered as 

documeta No.477/1993 in the office of Joint Sub Registrar. 

Dwarakanagar. Visakahpatnam after’ obtaining necessary permission 

from the local and State Govt. Authorities. Subsequently the said 

Chandrasekhar divided the said plot into 2 equal parts each measuing 

133.5 Sq. Yards. Subsequently the said Chandrnseldiar in .:urn sold the 

western part to Smt. Adigarla Rajeswari. W/o A.V.S.S. Prasad and the 

earern part tn Sri J.Seshaiah. S/o late Satyanandarii after- obtaining

Madhavadhara Village. Visakhaptnam Municipal Corporation. .The 

plaintiff paid the sale consideration of R3.4.00.500/- to the owner and 

obtained the sale deed dated : 18-2-20C5 which was duly registered as

• document No.425/2005 in the office of Joint Sub-Rt-gintror. 

Dwarakanagar. Visakhapatnam: The plaindff took the physical 

posse4ssk-n of the said plot fonn the vendor at the time of execution of 

sale deed. The said house site forming part of the plot bearing No.25 is ' 

more fully described in the schedule and hereinafter referred to as “ The 

Sched'Jle Property". The plaintiff craves that the .schedule may please 

be read as part of the plaint.
(b) ■ The plaintiff submits that a residential layout oonsistine of

61 plots heating Nos.1 to 61 was developed h. the Imtd coveted by Old 

S.Nos.oT and 48 of Madhavadham Village. Vlsakhaptnmni TODA vide its 

proceedings 669. damd 26-9-1994 duly regdlarlsed the layout under 

.P.N.o.82/94 encept the plot Nos.l, 2. 3, 10.11, 12 mtd 21 as the said 

plots alleged to bo forming part of the S.No.275 of Adnvivamm Villt«e. .

Visakhapatnam.

T'he plaintiff submits

Satyanarayana Raju was

extent of 267 Sq. yards.
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necessanr pennission from ULC Authorities vide its proceedings 

S.R.NO.26/692/1/201/B2, dated: 16-5-2001.

(d) The plaintiff submits that the said Smt. A.Rajeswari 

purchased the western part of the plot No.25 under a registered sale 

deed dated.13-6-2001 for a valuable consideration of Rs.2,27.000/.. The 

said sale,deed was duly registered as document No. 1033/2001 in the 

office of Joint Sub Registrar. Dwarakanagar. Visakhaaptnam and she 

took physical possession of the property from its vendor.

(e) The plaintiff submits that the said Rajeswari inturn sold the 

schedule property, to the plaintiff under the registered 

dated. 13.2.2005 for a valuable consideration of Rs,4.00.500/-. The sale 

deed was dWy registered as document No.425/2005 in the office of Joint 

sub Registrar.. Dwarakanagar. Visakhapantam.’ The said Rajeswari 

obtained necessaiy permission from the ULC Authorities vide 

proceedings S.R.No.26/479/05/B. dated 16.2.2005 .to seU the property 

to the plaintiff. The suit scheduie property was assessed to vacant land 

tax w.e.f 01-04-2004 by the Visakhapantam Municipal Corporation in 

the name of the plaintiff vide its proceedings dated 4.3.2005 which was 

wrongly noted as-4.3.2004. The plaintiff paid the vacant land tax.

W The plaintiff submits that ever since .the date.of purchase the

plairltiff has been in peaceful possession and enjoyment of the plaint 

schedule property. The plaintiff applied for the necessary permission for 

construction of a residential house in the plaint schedule property. The 

Municipal Corporation after making necessary enquires by its 

proceedings B.A.No.1 J 127/05/ACP-in/Gl. dated 28.6.2005 sanctioned 

the plain.. The plaintiff also obtained loan from ICICI Bank on itl}e 

security of the dUe deeds of the plaint schedule property.

(g) • Tine plaintiff, submits that she . engaged a contractor fdr

construction of budding in the schedule site and paid advance. The
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SarJcustapana Puja was performed on 27.11.2005. AU the necessary 

building materials such as Cement. Steel and Sand were ordered and 

prnr.ured. The foundation work was started on 12.12.2005.

ib) The plaintiff submits that while so on 16.12.2005 seme,

persons said to he Che employees of the defendant without any manner of 

rigJit. title or interest in the properties have came to schedule properties 

and asked the plaintiff to stop the construction work on the pretext that 

C,e schedule property belongs to the defendant. When tire pl-mtiff 

.bowed nU her title documents and made it clear that the sehedrile 

. property is a private properly and does not belong to the defendant and 

.questioned them their right te the schedule property. The said pe.-sons 

without showing any authorkation or document of ride left the site by 

threatening that they wili demoUsh whatever, construction made by the 

plaintiff and also take away the materials and tools.
(i) . The plaintiff submits that the land covered by layout bearing

situated in Old S.No.47 and 48 of Madhnvadhara Village.

V,.ald»p«n™ i. . ““

-.-h. .aid ««--**d,. U,b« Development

Anfterlt, by if proeeetlmgt <lated.26.9.1994 md regular^ the l^ut.

i. epeeilledly e«ed fat <he plot HmlA.MO.H. U -d 21 tonn 

,1. S.NO.275 of *d.i»™. maee »d.henee atey.wete not 

. It clearly mean, that the mt of the l«mut « .-pH’af 

p^cyeny and doe. not belong f fe defnairntt. .aid fact 1.

by ULC AuthmMe. el.o vide if proceeding. date^Jd^^ 

while grrntrng pennl..lo» 'o' aale of .chednle 

;;;;;r^Mnniclpal.Corp.radonal«,b,-lf ff=. proe^d. 
aofA 28.6.2005 aetnrded per,d..ion for con.hx.chon of bedding. 

Mcc than 75% of dm owner, of the plof in fe mid layout have dread, 

coiftructed building. a«er obfinhrg netemaD- approval from the
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Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporation and the said buildings were duly 

assessed to properly tax and the owners have been in peaceful 

possession and enjoyment of the property without any let or hindrance 

from any one including the defendant.

The pletaMT therefore Hied the suit for . perfoarrenl injection 

-ootr^tog the defendant ite empfoyeee. „eh .nd .genu fh„„ faurfehng 

with the platotiir. pe^reful poeseeeta »d enjoyment of the enl, 

schedule property in uy wh.tsoewtr including construction

work in. the schedule properly.

2.' Brief averments of the

defendant;

1- The material allegations in the plaint are aU not , true, v^d 

^or tenable and this defendant should not be deemed to have-admitted 

any of the allegations that are not, specifically traversed hereinafter.

2. The averments made in para ni(a) of the plaint that the 

plaintiff is the absolute owner of the house sites forming part of the plot 

Wo'.25 ■ admeasuring an extent of 133.05 Sq. yards forming part of the 

duly VUDA approved layout L.P.No.32/1994 developed in old survey

. Na47jr^ of Madhavadhara Vilage. Visakhapatnar^ Municipal' 

Corporation are neither true nor correct and are strongly denied and the 

plaintiff is put to stick proof of the same. The payment of sale 

consideration of Rs.4.00.500/- to the Owner and ' obtaining the sale deed 

dated 18.2.2005 and the registration of document and taidng physical 

possession of the plot from the vendor’are also denied by the defendant.

3. The defendant respectfuUy submit that the clairh of the 

plaintiff for an extent of 133.5 Sq. yards in S.No.47 & 48 belongs to Sri 

Varaha Lakshmi Narasimha Swamy Devasthanam Simhachalam as it is 

a gift land gifted to the Deity/Temple by one Sanapala Seetanna family.

The matter with regard to ownership of the land in S.No.47 &-48 of ’

-Snttea statement filed by the



Judge, Visakhapatnam is pending 'for delivery of'the property. Still

some more people continue to challenge the ownership of Devasthanam

4.

litigation regarding the right tc ownership of Devasthanam i.e.,

before the cmirt of Inw without haring proper right or title on the land.

In such a case, the parties who purchased Devasthanam land illegally

5^

Devasthanam

i. ■

I

initiated cases and they cannot claim for their right over the land.

The defendant aubuii: tl'iat tlic averments in para III (b) of

and other to some other par-ties in an unauthorized and illegal manner. 

■ It is pertinent to bring to tire notice of tire Hon’ble court that even

O.S.216/57 was pending before the Hon’ble Court of the Principal Junior-

Civil Judge, Visakhapantam the lard was sole by Sri Nanibala Pumayya

recently, tlie successors of Sri Nambala Purnayya 8s Other have also 

sold the disputed land to other parties during the litigation pending

though they do not have any right or title over the land.

The defendant further submits that, when the previous

P
. If

ended in favour of the defendant Devasthanam and E.A.75/2003 in

E.P.66/2003 in Q>.3.21&I57 on the file of the Principal Junior Civil

Madhavadhara Village for an extent of .“kC.S.OO is in litigation since 1957 

and thereon, the matter was challenged by Nambala Purnayya and other 

against S.V.L.N.S.Devasthanam, Simhachalam. All the matters have

nor any

the plaint that the development of residential layout consisting of 61 

plots is S.No.47 85 48 of Madhavadhara village and approval of the VUDA 

vide its proceedings dt.26.9.19S4 and regularization of layout under

■ l.P.No.32/94 except plot No.sl,2,3,10,11,12 Os 21 arc all not true and 

correct anti (lie plaintill is pdt to stick proof of the same. Neither VUDA 

competent authority have consulted this defendant 

(who are die actual ov/ner in an extent of Ac.8.00 in 

S.No.47 8s 48 of Madhavadhara and the ownership of the entire land 

consisting AC.5,279.57 cents in S.No.275 of Adavivaram vikage ) while



averments in

one

The defendant submit that the averments in para III (d) of 

the plaint that the said Smt. A.Rajesw^ri purchased the western {sart of

they were preparing layout in S.No.47 & 48 of Madhavadhara and 

S.Nc.275 of Adavivarama are adjacent to each other with the boundaries 

being very close and many of the people like the plaintiff have 

encroached the land in both S.No.47 & 48 (in an extent of Ac.S.OOcts} 

and a part of land in S.No.275 of Adavivaram village in the guise of- 

register documents even though they have no right or title over the land. 

Trie VUDA also never took the approval of the defendant Devasthanam 

before laying the layout and started proceedings at its own-discretion 

without being fully aware of the boundaries of AC.8.00 cts of land in 

S.No.47 48 of Madhavadhara and S.No.275 of Adavivaram. As such 

the layout prepared by VUDA and issuance of proceedings for the lands 

comprising of S.No.47 85 48 of Madhavadhara cannot be taken into 

consideration and the allegation made in par a 3 is only invented for’the 

purpose of the suit. In any view of the matter approval of layout cannot 

confer or confirm title.

Tli® defendant respectfully submit that the 

para III ( c) of the plaint are not true and correct. The allegations that 

Rudraju Satyanarayana Raju was the owner of the plot No.25 

measuring an extent of 217 Sq. yards and he sold the said plot to Sri 

Bogadi Chandra Sekhar under a.registered sale deed at 26.5.1999 which 

was duly registered as document No.477/1999 in the office of Joint Sub 

Registrar. Dwarakanagar, Visakhapantam after obtaining necessary 

permission from the local and State Government authorities and 

subsequently the said Chandrasekhar divided the said plot into two 

equal parts each measuring 133.5 sq. yards and sol the western part of 

Smt.A.I^jeswari and sole the eastern part to Sri J.Seshaiah are all 

expressly denied by this defendant. 

7.
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the plot No.25 under a registered sale deed dt. 13.5,2001 for a 

consideration of Rs.2,27,000/- and that the said sale deed was duly 

registered as document-No. 1033/2001 in the office of Joint Sub 

Registrar, Dwarakanaga, Visakliapahiam and that Smt. A.Rajeswari took 

physical possession of the property from its vendor ore all not true and 

correct and are expressly denied by this defendant.

8. The defendant respectfully submit that the averments in 

par^ III (e) of the plaint are all not rue and correct and are emphatically 

denied by the defendant. The averments that Smt, A.Rajeswari sold the 

schedule property to the plaintiff under a registered sale deed 

dt. 18.2.200.5 for a consideration of Rb.4,00,500/- and that the sale deed 

was duly re&stered as document No.425/2005 in the cffice of the Joint 

Sub- Registrar, Pwarakanagar, Visakhapantam and that the said Smt 

A.R£je.swari obtained necessary permissfon frons tlie JLC Aueiorities 

vide proceedings 3.K.No.26/'179/05/B, dt. 15.2.2005 to sell the property 

to the plaintiff is baseless and untrue and is sUongly denied by the 

defendant and the plaintiff is put to strict proof cf the same. The rest of 

the averments in para 6 are are also not correct and are expressly 

. denied by this defendant.

9. The defendant submit that.the averment in para III ;f) of the 

plaint are all not true and correct and arc denied by the defendant. It is 

respectfully submitted that’the purchase of suit schedule: land and the 

plaintiff being in peaceful poeeession and enjoyment of the land in 

question and the approval of plan.by the Municipal Corporation and

’ obtaining of loan from the ICICI Bank on the security of the title deeds 

of the plaint schedule property is not true and-correct, arid the plaintiff 

is put to strict proof of the same.

10. The defendant respectfully submit that the averments in 

Para (g) that the plaintiff engaged a contractor for construction of ,a
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WMng la the^cwafc a„, Ba,, siBku,

-PU> »as prepare a,e plaiaSlIoa kn.2<«5 to, al a,= „ecessa,y 

bBildiP. a,.,eto, such as chaech steel sad Saad wsic pttoed .and 

P-»edt^tophl„dffto =»a^cd.„p„n,psea„ddtofpu„d.dc„ 
w»k »a. stodsl o„ ,2.,2.2005 at. dl no, to. and torec. sad , 
Strongly denied by this defendant.

11... The defendant subrnits that the avennents . in Para Hi 

16.12.2005 some alleged employees of this defendant approached the 

plamdff at the plaint schedule property without any manner of-.right. 

tide or interest in' the properties and threatened the plaint^ that th,^ 

^11 deniolish. what ever had been constructed 1^ the plaintiff and wiU 

41SO take away .the materials and the tools are absolutely false and not 

correct and-are emphatically denied.by this defendant. Sud^miMng’ ' 

allegations have been made orfly with the sole purpose of tarnishing the , . 

defendant’s reputations and have been invented for the purpose of the ' 

filling this application in the Hon’ble Court

•12. The defendant submits that the averments in para lit (i, all are 

not correct and not correct and strongly denied ly this deferidant.’ .It is 

humbly submitted that as mentioned m the earlier paras, tire land for 

. an extent of Ac.8-00 cts in Surv^ no.47 & 48 belongs to Sri Varaha 

Lakshmi Narasimha ■ Swamy. Deva^thanam. Simhar^hafon,, TOe matter 

with regard to the ormership of the land was in litigation since' 1957. arrd 

therein the matter was chaUenged ly Nambala Purnayya and others 

against Sri V.L.N.s.Devasthanam. Sirrdrachalam. Finally the matter was' 

decreed in favour of defendant -Devsthanam and ' E.a;75/2003 in  

• E.P.66/2O03 in O.S.Nb.216/1957 arepmding in Principal J^or Civfi 

Judge Court, Visaiiapatnarh. While the O.S.216/57 .ivas pending 

before the court of law, Nambala Purnayya and others sold away the land 

in dispute to some third parties, without having any right or title over the
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l^aand vrithou,^^ttiiig any pro^^ •

■ ■ such.tfci^ah^Swho tos

pij^Ti by VUDA?; if any, in any extent of S;NoSi either in S.No;47 and 48 of 

Madhnmwada viD^ are Surv^. Nc;275 of Adaviyar^ y^ge, as these

•••■• 'SB-Vafaiia^-UW™i':N(i^ciba.;;Sw^iieyst|iR
' ■■. •<-. ■ •. : jt ■•'. : • ; ’ •■.' " '

which has. e«^Wnership .iahd iMd-the land in .^pute does not
• •■‘■■^^&dicateiiSi^ft<)^PtHe  ̂ •:■ i- v- "

■ /^x^ny ■,;■

■ ■ . n^ cohs^ei^i^^gthO:nig:'g^«^ ' "<

, •.iS^coxiteA;«^i^8itney^H^nce;^^;^n^

■ ■'denied:>y:thi5>?^><?n^aht.' ■-?• ''■ ’

-■ ’ ■ kw-i' ' ■
" ■^/isiasS iffiSwa:pasift'■

.KWpi!>t*De'ZaEUianainxI^^:10.E<. ':-
■ :<;? wSSdhivaO^t^^

• „.. . . instance; of'Naihij^a Poornay3:a;^^9t^5, .t|4rd^ .

petifion after petition, before ths .TOpyt. of law and ca\is^g:senous loss . . - 

and hardship .to the defendant Deyasthanam. ..



5

never

i ■

2) To what relief?

To prove the case of plaintiff, the plaintiff herself examined as' 

Pw. 1 and the husband of the plaintiff examined as Pw.2 and the building 

inspector in charge examined as PW3 ar;d goc marked Exs.Al to A7. To 

substantiate the case of the defencarit, the P.A to E.O(larid section)”* 

examined as DW. 1 and got marked Exs.B i to B7.

4. Heard aiguments.

5. The plaintiff being Pwl in her chief examination reiterated the 

contents of the plaint on oath, wherein PW.l stated that she is the

14. There is no cause of action for the above suit as the properties in 

S.No.47 & 48 Madhurawada village belongs to the defendant. The value 

of the suit is also correct and the same is under valued ly the plaintiff.

15. Further the defendant submits that the allegations made by the 

plaintiff that persons, said to be alleged employees of the defendant

, Devasthanam made illegal threats regarding demolition of the 

construction and taking away of the materials and the tools etc., are 

false misleading and invented for the purpose of the suit only and the 

plaintiff is put to strict proof of the same. Such innidehts 

ofccurred at all.

16. Hence in the circumstances submitted above, the defendant 

Devasthanam prays the Honble court dismiss the suit as the plaintiff

< has no right of title over the suit schedule property.

3.On the basis of the above pleadings of the parties, the following issues 

have been trial:

1) Whether the plaintiff is entitled for decree of permanent 
injunction restraining the defendant their men etc., not to 
interfere with the peaceful possession and enjoyment of suit 
schedule properly by plaintiff including with construction 
work or not?
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L.P.No.32/1995.

p-operly and the neighboring property'.

o

absolute owner of the house site forming part of the plot No.25 

admeasuring an extent of 133.05 sq. yards forming part o: the duly 

\njDA approved layout L.P.No.32/1997, developed in Old Survey No.47 

and 48 of Madhavadhara Vyage, Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporation. 
{

She paid the sale consideration of Rs.4,00,500/- to her vendor and 

obtained die sale deed dated. 10.2.2005 which waa duly regiotered as 

-JucUriBiit No.425/2005 in the office of Joint Sub Registrar, 

Dworclconagar, Visakhapatnam.' She took the phy.sical possession of 

the said plot from her vendor at the time of execution of sale deed, 'rhe- 

said house site forming part of the plot tearing Nc.25 is more fully 

described in the schedule. Originally, her vendor purchase the western 

part plot from one Chandra seker under register sale deed dtl3-06-2001 
•*

arid her vendor obtained necessary permission from ULC Authorities vide 

proceedings S,R.No.26/479/05/B,dt. 16-02-2005 and same to sell the 

property to. her. On the date of purchase she has been in peaceful 

.possession and enjoyment of the plaint schedule property and she 

.Applied for necessary permission for construction of a residential house 

in the plaint schedule property, and tlii Municipal corporation after 

necessity enquiry sanction approval plan and also obtained loan' from . 

ICICI bank on the security of the title deed of the plaint schedule 

property. The land covered by the layout bearing No.32/1994 situated in 

Old Survey No.47 and 48 of Madhavadhara Vilage, Visakhapatnam is a 

private property and not the property of ths defendant, and- the said fact 

duly conformed by the Urban development Authority. In her cross 

examination she did not filed the proceeding of approval made by VUDA 

peft-aining to the Schedule property vide L.P.No.32/1995. she do not 

know who was obtained the permission of layout from VUDA vide 

she do not know who got .nnrveyed the schedule

She did not filed the registered
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sale deed vide document No.477/1993 before this court She did not 

:iled any Urban Land Ceiling clearance certificate pertaining to the 

schedule property. She did not filed any documentary proof to show that 

the Municipal Corporation Officials has to visited the schedule property 

and inspected the same before any approval of the building plan. She 

did not filed the building approval plan for the schedule property issued 

by the Municipal Corporation, Visakhapantam. She did not filed any 

photographs or invitation card to show that she laid foundation stone 

for construction of the building in the schedule property on 27.11.2005. 

She specially stated that she got no documentary proof to show the 

survey numbers 47 & 43 of Madhavadhara belongs to the private 

persons. She specially denied that the plot No.l,2,3,16,11,12 and part 

of survey number 275 of Adavivaram village and tlisy were not 

regularized is false and that the survey of Adavivaram village and that 

consequently the schedule property is a private property is false and that 

schedule property belongs to the defendant and that more than 75% of 

the owners of the plot of the layout of the survey No.47&48 have 

consu-ucted their respective buildings after obtaining approval from the 

Municipal corporation and enjoying their proper^ peacefully is false.

6. -The evidence affidavit of Pw.2 filed and the same is taimen as 

examination in chief and marked Ex.A4 to Ex.A7, Ex.A4 special notice 

for vacant land tax paid for the schedule property dt.4.3.2005.. Ex.A5 

receipt for payment of vacant land tax pertaining to, schedule property 

dt.4.3.2005. Ex.A6 special notice of property tax of schedule property 

dt. 18.2.2007. Ex.A7 receipt of house tax pertaining schedule property 

dL24.3.2008. The evidence of PVZ2 is to the same effect as that of 

evidence of PWl on oath. During his cross examination it is stated that 

he do not know who obtained VUDA approval for schedule property and 

the surrounding property. He do not know what are the documents that
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were considered by VUDA while approving the layout and he also do not 

know either VUDA has given any notice, to defendant They have not 

nipH the copy of application applied to Municipal Corporation for. 

construction of Uieir house. He did not filed the approved plan copy 

issued ly Municipal Corporation,. Visakhapahtam. He did. net field any 

doenmenUry proof that they< obtained loan; .ftorn ..I.CIC.: Bank for . 

construction of the house in the suit property. He did not filed any 

documentary proof to show that S.No.47 and 48 of Madhavadara, 

tzuoyhapafnam fs a private propt^. He specialty denied tl'iat he did not 

fded the original proceeding of building plan approval issued by the 

Municipal Corporation. He did not filed any certificate copy of Judgment 

Vide O.S.'56/2007 on the file of III Addl. Junior Civil Judge’s Court, 

Visakhapatnam.. He specially denied that he did not gone through decree 

and judgment of 0.8.216/1957. He speciaUy denied that the decree is 

biridipg on them vide 0.8.216/1957 and that defendant is the absolute 

owner cf the suit property.
7. Pw.3 stated in the chief examination he is working as a Building 

Inspector in Municipal Corporation Visaldiapantam since 5 months from 

today. He ' has brought the file pertaining to. the VUDA layout 
no.L.P.nOi32/94 of Town Survey no.47, 4^^ of; Madhavadhara. 

k,;,oyh.r{.fnan,. The land covcred by the.

Ihyoul is a private land. In his cross examination hei speciaUy denied 

that he got no personal knowledge about the propeity. He do net Imow 

when Pw.l has applied for approval of the building plan. He do not know 

who has inspected schedule property prior to approval of the buUding 

plan by the corporation. He did not brought Municipal corporation 

proceedings about the Bufiding plan approval,.pert^lhg to schedule' 

■property. He do not know either tlie cchcdule properly and its. 

sLUTCunding area belongs to defendant or not. He did not seen the Town
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No.47 86 48' belongs to defendant devasthanam. He do not remember

whether the defendant has addressed any leLlcr Lu VUDA Lu Cancel Lie

layout vide L.P.BNo.32/94; It is denied that Ex. 32 is a created

Madhusudhan tiled any suit against defendant DevasUianaia vide

I

stated that in L.P.NO.32/94 there are apartments and individual, houses 

constructed by different private persons. They have not issued any

Visakhapantam Urban. He frequently visit the schedule property and its 

surrounding property along with land inspection staff. He specially

document by them for the purpose of this suit. Ex.B2 has been attestecf 

:by verifying the certified copy issued by Tahsildar, Visakfapantam Urban. 

It' is specially stated original of Ex.B2 has not been issued by Tahsildar,

has issued any letter to VUDA not to approve as that the site in Survey

O.S.No.56/2007 on the file of III Addl. Junior Civil Judge’s Court, 

Visakhapatnam unless and until he verify the office record. It is denied 

that he got no knowledge about die entire property of defendant 

Devasthanam. If any suit is filed against defendant Devasthanam it will 

be processed through him to the executive office. It is specially denied

notice to they residence and the.owners of the apartments and individual 

houses in L.P.No.32/94 to-vacate the same and so also they hav'e not 

filed any suit for eviction of those persons. He cannot say in which ne w 

survey number or sub survey number as given in page No.3 of Ex.B l die 

schedule property i.<5 .situated. It i.s specially stated that in L.P.No.32/94 

the Municipal corporation, Viskhapatnam has taken up the, project of 

under ground drainage. They have not addressed any letter tc the 

Municipal Corporation, Visakhapatnam nor to lay . under ^und 

drainage in L.P.No.32/94 of Madhavadhara. Witness'volunteers stated 

that they are not objecting for under ground drainage for the existing 

roads and they ore objecting for under ground drainage orally for other 

areas in the same L.P.No.32/94.. He cannot say whether' Sri
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that he know that the suit vide O.S.NO.56/2007 on the file of III Adi 

Junior Civil Judge's Court Vlsaxhapatnam was decree cxparte against 

the defendant Devasthanam as the land covered in ths schedule 

mentioned therein does not belongs to Devas tliaiiani. He know the 

evidence let in by the plaintiff in tnis suit. He do not remember whether 

any~ letter -.has been addressed To the Mumcipol Co,rponiti6h~ 

Vieakahapatnam not to assess the schedule properly for property tax. 

They have not filed any petition before the III Addl. Junior Civil Judge’s 

Court, Visakhapantam in 0.3.55/07 to set aside the exparte decree. 

Witness against says that he does not remember whether such petition 

has filed or not. After going through the record pertaining to the present 

litigation. He came before . this court to depose on behdlf of the 

defendant Devasthanam. 'The Government has issued order vice 

G.O.No.578 dt.19.8.2000 for regularization of land of the defendant 

devasthanam which is in possession of unauthorized persons and the 

same in force till 3Q.4.2004. He cannot say the formation of roads and 

constructions of drainages etc., along the laying of Electric^ poles in 

L.P.no.32/94 has been done prior to 1994 or not. They have not 

addressed , any letter to the Electrical Department not to give service 

connections for power supply to the unauthorized occupants as alleged. 

by them. It is specially stated that out of 61 plots in L.P.NO;32/94 of 

Madhavadhara most of the plots were occupied and buildings were 

constructed. It is true the plot owners of L.P.32/94 are in possession 

and enjoyment m their respective plots prior. to . 1994. Witness 

volunteers that they are in possession and enjoyment without any right 

or title over the same. It is specially stated as per Ex.B.5 the surveyor 

and others gone to the property covered there in and could not able to 

identify the property on ground an extent of three acres has been covered 

vide Ex.Bl and B.5.
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■ Now let us peruse and discuss the documents, files by the 

plain-jlT, Ex.Al /26.9.1994 is VUDA Approved plan of the layout which 

■shows that plaint schedule plot layout regularized by VUDA at 

madhavadhara in S.No 47&48. Ex.A?./13 fi.200 i.>? Extract of Reg. Sale 

Deed bearing No. 1033/01 executed in favour of A.Rajeswari which shows 

that vendor of the plaintiff purchase the plaint schedule property. Ex.A3 

is Extract of Regd. Sale Deed bearing No,.425/05 executed in favour of 

plaintiff which shows that the plaintiff purchase the plaint schedule, 

proper^ and from the date of her purchase she is owner of the plaint 

schedule properly. Ex.A4/4.3.2005 is Special notice for vacant land tax 

paid for the schedule property which shows that the plaintiff paid the 

land tax as owner cum poss'essor of the plaint schedule properly, Ex.Ac 

is Receipt for payment of vacant land tax pertaining to schedule properlj', 

Ex.A6/18.2.2007 is Special notice of properly tax of schedule properly. 

Ex-A7/2'1.3.2008 is Receipt of Iloiiac tax pertaining to the plaint 

schedule property which shows that the pliuiiLiff paid house tax to llw 

Municipal corporation.

Coming tn the documents filed by the defendant Ex.Blis Copy 

of Judgment in O.S.21G/1957 on the file of Distric: Munsif, 

v:,...l.l,«|.fitnam. Ex.B2 io Attectfid Extract of Fair Adangal issned by 

Tahsildar, Visakhapatnam Urban dt.30.11-2008. Ebc.33 is Attested copy 

of Extract from Settlement register, C-illman Register certified by 

Talisildai-, Visakhapatnam. Ex.B-1 io order copy of S’"* appeal 

No. 135/1984 on the file of Hon ble High Court, Hyderabad. Ex.B5 is 

Cepy of orders in E.A.75/2003 in E.P.66/2003 in O.S.216/1957 on the 

file of Principal Junior Civil Judges Court, Visakhapantani Ex.35 i.<! 

copy of Order of Honble High Court of A.P. Hyderabad in 

CR.M.P.NO. 15055/2005 in W.P.No.l 1812/2005 dt.7.6.2005- Ex.B7 is

CR.M.P.NO
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Authorization letter issued by the executive Officer of the'defendant to 

the?witnessdatedS.il.2008. ’ \
■ • ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■■' • ■ <. ;■ • 

. 11. Having regard to the facts and circumstances qf this case and 

upon the careful scrutiny ’ of: entire material evidenod on record 

discussed above, the issues were settled in this case are decided a? 

irndfer : ,

Wdl&2t: The suit itself is' bare injunction. Therefore, die ■ 

scope of- the of the suit is very limited to say whether the plaintiff is in \ 

possession of the suit schedule property as on the date of suit. The 

counsel for the plaintiff contented that PWl purchased .the suit . 

schedule property under registered sale deed, vide document 

N6.4257-200^.oh.:i8-02-20Q5 froiii oxie A.Rajewari and froia the date-of ■ 

purc.-iase she has been in peacefol. possession and enjoyment of plaint' 

schedule property. The vendor of .the plaintiff purchased ihs schedule ' 

property through register sale vide document No.1033/2001 on 13-06- 

2001 from one.R.Satyhnarayana, and' the vendar of the plaintiff bbtained 

,uu;. Authorities vide.: proceeding. •• 
S.R.NO.26/479/05/B dt.16-02-2005 and the suit schedule property was 

assessed to vaemt land tax by the Municipal corporation in pieinHff 
, n^e- vide priding dated 04^0^42095 arid she p^d the Hi^t 

. t^.. After purchasing of the plaint schedule property the pl^tiff applied

plaint schedule property, the Municipal corporation after making- 
Saecessary enquiries by its proceeding B.A.No.l 1127/20/ACP-III/Gl 

dt.28-06-2006 sanction the plan and.also obtained loan frorh ICICI bank 

on. the ..security , of the title tie?d.s.:9f: the...plaint . schedt4c .pw^ . . ,

Municipal records and Municipal corporation assessed sched^e property 

for tax purpose and.also she has been paying power Consumption
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charges, water tex, htjuse t£« to the municipal corporation and A.P. 

. Transco in her name and in respect of platot schedule property, and 

Municipal corporation aUotted a door.No.39 -8-38/1/6. ihe land cohered 

by layout be^g No.32/1994 situated in Old S.No.47 and 48 of 

Village. Visakhapatnam is a private property and not the 

properly of the defeni^L The said-fact was duly conformed. ..Iqr. the '

■ Urban Development Authority by its proceedings dated;26.9.1994 and 

regularized the layout The said fact is reiterated by ULC Authorities 

also vide its proceedings dated; 16.5.2001 and 16.2.2O05 whUe granting 

permission for .sale of the schedule property. The Munieiapl Corporation 

■. ■ aiso .by its latest proceedings dated 23.6.2005 accorded-permission for 

construction of building. More than 75% of the owners of the plots in the

■ said lay-out have already constructed bufldings after obtaining necessary 

approved from the Visakhapatnam Munleipal Corporation and the said 

■buildings were duly assessed to property tax and the,owners have been .

. in peaceful possession and enjoyment, of the- property wdthoul; any let or 

hindrance from any one including ie defendant. The suit schedule 

property is part of the duly VUDA approved payout L.P.32/1994, 

developed in old survty No.47 and .48 ofMadhuvodhara and Muuidpa.l - 
coiporation layiiig rbads mid consteJotions of drainage ehaAnel an 

laying electricity poles in I...P.32/1994 layout, and: the. said layout 

exclusively belongs to private property but not the i property of the 

defendant As such the defendant has no right over the plaint schedule 

properly and plaintiff hao been in possession and erjoymenl of the suit 

schedule properly from the date of her purchased till today.

13. The .learned counsel for the defendant vehemently argued that the

land in S.No.47&48 of rriadhavadhara village exclusively -belongs to the 

as the same was gifted by one late sanapa^ seethanna and

• his two sons and the matter with regard to owner Ship of this land
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•;.... of Acs 8 oufpf Acs $ in S.No.l, and Acs.2 in S.Kc.2, .

■ ■. iiefcndant Devathanam. The ,
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■• and the ^OTdmt filed an E.P 252/1974 for. deUveiy of the dcoretaZ land:

::v
• died .and. and the delivery cf property

:■ ?f l^d QiUXS-Acers to the defendmit is^U -

pendin3;-The,EX,8465B5 clearly ^pws that lhe S.No.47&;l8 exclusively

■ . belongs to the'defehdant herem.; The successors of sii N'.Purnayya antf
; •. .oiaiCTha»es9l^(^d:disprjtediaiU:to;dwthprpartiM :>

,, >«.. and « c». tte 5^ who purchasad deiend«t
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havp nd nght'or title over the land; As such the layout prepared by 7UDA- ’ 
and for the Isinds comprising of S.No,478s48 of madhavadhara cannot be i ■ 
.ahe„h..=^.^na.d.n.;^ne„ofd„^app^oru^,.

.VVDA, p«.d», »„i the pUinnff -
. • vendor-and piaih^ vendors vep^^

iUegal constriictioii in the 4^^ have no ri^i and interest eridi

title, and;..subh.pds^.sion.and.any d6nstruction is illegal^ -The ie^rpd^ /
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counsel defendant further argued that 

schedule property and also vendor of die plaintiff hoe no right to pass 

the title to the plaintiff and also she has no right to delivered the 

possession tn the plaintiff h ml there no title in favour of plaintiff, it can 

not said that her possession is legal. The plaintiff has not came to the 

court with clean hand and surprise the faor as such plaintiff failed to 

prove her possess,on as well as her title. Suit for permanent injunction 

question of title has to be and can be gone into and title create 

possession and in this case the plaintiff failed establish her title over die 

suit schedule property as such her possessbn is iUegal under eye of law.^ 

14. The learned counsel for plaintiff seriously contented that tils is a 

mere, injunction suit simpUcitor. the possession as on the date of filing of 

the suit is of paramount consideration and the main moto of suit is that 

restraining the defendant from interfering with peaceful possession of 

plaintiff and enjoying of the plaint schedule property in any manner 

including with the construction work. The plaintiff approach the court. 

widi clean hand without the surprise the fact and disclose truth openly 

more over this suit is not a tide or declaration suit or CM. nnd though 

EX.Al to 7 the plaintiff has sufficiently prove that she is the owner and 

possessor suit schedule property- and she has been paid vacant land tax

■ house tax. water tax. electricity charge under EX.A4toA7. The vendor of .

PWl purchased half share of plotNo.25 under EX.A2 and’.PWl purchase 

d.c plaint schedule property under EX.A3 and the vendor of the plaintiff 

divested of her tide and possession to the PWl and that the, PWl 

becomes owner.of the suit property and her name was mutated in 

municipal corporation and municipa= corporation assessed schedule 

property for tax purpose and also she payir.g house tax charges to the 

Municipal corporation moreover plair.tiff obtained loan from, the, ICICI 

after her. purchased the ploint sched^de property for
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construction of house when the municipal corporation assessed plaint 

schedule properly in the name of the plaintiff under EX.A4a5A6 with 

support of EX.A2&A3 which are the registered sale deeds ’ and link 

document of the. PWl. The vendor of the Pwl purchased suit schedule 

p. operty under EX.A2 at the time there was a regularized layout plan 

arid plan approved by VUDA and she obtained permission, from the ULC 

Authorities and the municipal corporation lying road and water 

drainage. The EX.Bl judgment not binding-on the plaintiff and also 

EX.Al layout plan and the survey number mentioned =n EX.Bl not 

connection with EX.Al layout plan Survey numbers and also EX.ASSsAS. 

The sy.No.47&48 exclusively belongs to the private parties but not 

defendant. The defendant has no right to question the title or possession 

of the plaintiff over the plaint schedule property if they are in wrongful 

possession.

15. In view of the decision reported in 2008 (1) ALD 748 iNJUNGTION- 

Suit for-dismissal of, on question of title, while holding that plaintiff is in 

possession of property-Legality- Held, in. suit for injunction simpliciter 

compncated question of title cannot be gone into. In another case 

reported m 2008 (2) ALD INJUNCTION-Perpetual injunction-court to 

record a. definite finding as to possession over suit properly-jverification of 

title must be undertaken in limited sense, it necessity ari'se-If it is not 

, found that plaintiff not in possession of property, even necessity to verify 

title, pales into insignificance-courts below devoted niost of their 

attention to ascertain title vis-a-vis suit property- Basically; finding as to 

possession must be recorded in a suit of this nature. In ^another rase 

reported in 2008 (5). ALD 505, In another case reported 2008 (1) ALD 786 

. - . Y^cre.™ held that “Section 114-Possessipn fallow title - Recital 

■ elating to delivery of possession, clear and categorical in title deeds- 

Discrepancy, if any, in oral evidence cannot be taken as^ a gfourid to
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disbelieve fACtnm of possession . Therefore froir. the above discussion it 

emerges that the plaintiff is in possession over the suit schedule 

property, as she retained in possession, with valid title. It is true that in 

a suit for perpetual injunction, the possession of the parties as on the 

date of filing of the suit is of a paramount consideration, but at the same 

it is the settled principle of law that the suit for perpetual injunction the 

question of incidental title should not gone into, when it. is not a suit for 

declaration of title , As such the possession of the plaintiff, with tlie 

proof of incidental title, is legal.

16. Now the point for consideration is what is the relation of the 

plaintiff in respect of the suit schedule property basing on her 

possession or title, as per the documents filed by her, whether her 

possession is legal and juridical can be protected ?

17. On a careful scrutiny and mar.slialing and appreciation of oral and 

documentary evidence of both parties, the plaintiff filed the suit claiming 

that she is the owner and possessor of the suit land being purchased the 

same, from her vendor under Ex.A2 registered sale deed. The plaintiff 

established her possession as well as title on the date of filing of the suit 

and the plaintiff filed the suit for permanent injunction is of a limited ’ 

scope, and in view of EX.A1 to A7 i,e. registered sale deed, link document 

and proceedings of municipal, corporation and house tax receipt which 

shows that the plaintiff became the owner and possessor of the plaint 

schedule property as on date of filing of the suit, when the plaintiff has 

established the pn.<!.«!es.aion over the suit schedule propery on the date of 

fling suit is paramount consideration and. EX.A2 to A7 shows her title 

and possession as on the date of filing of the suit, the plaintiff is entitled 

for grant of permanent injunction. When the plaintiff shown her 

possession with support of legal title to the plaint schedule properly and 

the plaintiff is continued in possession of the suit schedule property front
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the date of purchased and further from several admissions: made by the 

defendant it is clear that the plaintiff prove her case. Thus this court is 

of the view that the defendant need not prove his title and possession in 

the plaint schedule property, but if he could able to disprove the case of 

the plaintiff by bringing on to record inherent lacunae iii the case of

—-pi^tijnHotiglrthe-defendantfded^KfcB4-ta^B;tvi4ach.M-----------------

the possession of the plaintiff.

18. The jurisdiction of the court by injunction in cases of-trespass! is. in 

aid of the legal right. The court Interferes on the assumption that the 

party who makes the application has the right which he asserts, but 

needs the inferference of the court for the protection of the property from.

. irreparable damage pending the trial of the right. In the instant case, the 

plaintiff pleads that she is the owner and possessor of the suit land, and 

she prove her incidental title and aa p.er the version of the defendant; the 

plaintiff was a owner and possessor of the plaint schedule property, as 

such the’plaintiff has prove her righty which she asserted in’ his 

pleadings,' in view of the discussion made above, this court is inclined to 

grant injunction, as the case of possession of the plaintiff is supported 

by incidental title, .hence this court is able to exercise its jurisdiction by 

granting injunctionj as the plaintiff has legal right to invote; the aid; of 

the courL The remedy of pernment-or temporaiy injunction is bas'cally 

an equitable remedy .and .the plaintiff must come to the court ’with clean 

hands and must establish her possession on date of filing Of the suit arid 

honestly disclosure of all relevant statement of fact before the coxirt. In a 

case AIR1972 Supreme court page No.2299 wherein it was held that “ 

plaintiff'is possession of suit .properly, he can on stren^h-of..his’ •

. possession, resist interference from tiie defendant who^has no better 

title than hiins^ and get injunction restraining. defendant from 

disturbing his possession . In another case reported in 19^9 (2) Abb 327

5*54^
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■ For Plaintiff:

Ex.A3/l£;2.2005

• ■■ .

I

It was held that “In a suit for injunction primary questicn is possession 

and not the title

19. For the foregoing reasons, this court is of ths considers J view that 

the plaintiff is the owner and possessor of plaint schedule properly and 

also establishes her title and that the plaintiff is. entitled far grant of 

perpetual injunction against the defendant Thus issues No. 1. answered 

jin favour of the plaintiff and against the defendant.

20. ISSUEKo.2>In view of the findings in issues No.l, the suit, of the 

plaintiff liable to be decreed.

In the result, the suit is decreed as prayed for. and the defendant, 

their men, agents and worlonen arc hereby perpetually restrained 

from interfering witli the peaceful possession and enjoyment of the 

plaintiff over the plaint schedule properly including vrith construction 

work. No costs.

Typed by myself and correct, Pronouriced by me in the .cpen 

court on .this tire 7a« day of January, 2009.

■■ V Addh Junior-Civil Judge, 
Fac VI Addl. Junior, Civil Judge 

.Visakhapatham.
APPENDIX OF E\*ipENCR

FopEfefehdaritt’ ■ -
P.W.l:KcthapalliSMaswathi. DW.I;N.k.B.N.Swamy.

P.W.2 : Kothapalli Salya Sai Rama Ravindra Vaima.

P.W.3: K-V.Madhava Rao.

EXHIBITS MARKRn
For Plaintiff:

:-VUDA Approved plan of the layout
Ex.A2/13.^.2,001. ... :.E}i:toact of.Reg.;Salet-Deed;betor;hg^Ni^ 

executed in favour of A.Rajeswari.
: Extract of Regd. Sale Deed bearingNo,.425/05 

executed in favour of plaintiff. .



Ex.A4/4.g-2005

EX.B3

. Ex:B4

|Sx.B5
!'

EX.B6.

^;B7

I

i':

■ ■ •<

: Special notice for vacant land tax paid for the 
. schedule property.

■/

Ex.A5/4.3.20d5 : Receipt for payment of vacant land tax pertaining to 
... schedule property.

ExA6/18.2 2007 : Special notice of property tax of schedule property.
EX.A7/24.3.2008 : Receipt of House tax pertaining schedule propert/.

. .Deferid^t : 
EX.B1 '

1/
■'!' ■ ■■

. . .VAJty/VSP ■. , ' 
MciviMCk^sp '

S' •

 ■"...• c- .• ■ - J

; ’fc

: Copy of Judgment in 0.8,21$/1957 on the file of 
District Munsifj Visakhapatnam.

■ Ex,B2 .’ . - ■ Attested . Extract of Fair Adangai issued by Tahsildar,
• . .. ■.-. .■ ■ .. . .'  . A..

: Attested copy Eixtract Irom ^ttlement register 
Gillman Register, . certified ' by-’ . Tahsildar, 

. Visakhapatnam. ’
: Order, copy of 2««» api>.eal No. 135/1984 on^the file of 

. i ..Hon’ble High Court, Hyderabad.
■: Copy of orfieirs in E,A;75/2dO3 in E.P.66/2003 in

, . O.S. 21,6/1957 on the file of Principal Junior CivU
. , Judges Court, ’Ti^^apatn^.

. A^<Hyderabad
. Yin W.Mi>.No.l5C5^2(i6s iii W.R^. 11^1^/2005 
•■;:^t.7^:2p05;
.: Anthor^tionletteriMued by the.executiveidfiicerof : " 

. ^e defendant to the wi&ess dated 5:1 l;2d08.;



JUNIOR CIVIL .nJDGE

Between:

■ Smt Kothapalli Saraswaiii
....Plaiiiti&

; ....Defendant

PROPERTY S

. EAST

. SOUTH..

WEST

NORTH

r

ApVf^TE FOR THE plaintiff

I

IN THE HONOURABLE COURT OF THE 
AT ViSAlbaAPATNAM 

O.S.No3tpfZ2005

wiA compound wall on the southern side and hounded as foDcws;-
!

Part of Plot No.25 beloi^ to T. Sashaiali..

Building in Plot No;34 belongaig tn Pilla Sanlfara i?an

Plot N6.24 belonging to R. Sreerania Raju.

■ 46feetwide.ro£a. • ■ .

Sri yaraha Lakshmi Narasimha Swanni Demgthanam 
, ■ Sin^iachalam, Rep by its the Executive Officer,

Vacant House Site mea3umg^33.5 Sq. Yards arming part of die Plot No.25 of a VUDA 
, ■ layom U>N«J2«, i. s«™y,No.47/p«

PL^WTIFF

The fects stated above are true to the best of my knowedge, information and belief

Vi^patnam
; Dated:20-12.2005. PIAlNTIEF
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and.that tho roads ahoun Intho loyout

> epact tcocrVod for parlja Jz-d

PIO-

I aaiiHd* 
C•^loh«^a Kuo and otlicru. 
dt, 26.9,94.

- , pur ttarkot.prlco fixod arid
colloctod by VioaWjapatnca toicipol Corporotion,

PHOCECOIHCS or THC WCC CHrtl iiriAN I VUQH j ... 
Pn!Cn€NT } SHftI H.SUBnAHHAHYAn.lns., 

' PLC.RC.K9.434/94 G3 .. ... qaTCO, 22.19.94.

Sub 1- ttJOA - Plannino - Ragularioatlon of unupprovud 
Madhavadhora.- 

I..P.NO.32/94 » .Ordora .-I I • ' 
Kaudf- r.- Lr. aat. j7,u;94 of SrX 

2 • VVDA ib ooluUon' No *6 69 
***

• Q c ji ■ •
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-.patnao} haa atatod (hot tho aroa 1« dooignatod for ro'aldi^tlal 
. land uoB, and .that tho roads ,houn Intho layout aro In'conr,unlcy ■ 

-■ as. por thu nomo oxcopt IOX open spaca roscrVod for parlju Jz-d 
, Ujlno opec.o Vido thlor lattor dt. 2S.5.94. . .

Applicants houo roprobcntod that tho oiombors of tho-buil-jin,, 
Spclo.ty hevii purchoaod sites izKJupondozrtiy thot ocoo qP tho =ii.Lvt. 
hovo roilen In tho oros covorod b>J opon. sapcs thot thoro «1 iUu • 
cannot L-o.hindod over and that tho appllcnntb ori» roudy to pay 
tho vuluo or. londa iri torao of C .0 .Ro.No .65*n.A. dt.S.2.q7 pt 
ths timu of sooklnc cpprovsl for building.plans.
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.1. Plots falling in .AdbvlyorsB.hlll boundary, ss ohoun In pion, 

oro dolatod from tho roguloriontlon. porviou.

2. fulfllmont of condltJons Inpoood as per tho proviolono of 
C.0.fi3.No.65 dt. 5.2.87 (iji, oxoplnlnod’abdvu io., 
a) Colloction of dovolopaent chorgdn bottoMont chargoo, 

. pxtomol dovslopucht charges by Vi3skhapatnu.a'ffcjnicipsi .
Corpo ration i-' ‘ >. s' v.->-■:

up®'’ opQcc .ehorgas

roqusstud fov rogulurisati-on 
unappxowsd xu you-fln rospoct ofS .fio .47^-and -^O/P •of>.odhuvu_

- :• -.dhora; dido roforoncB lot road cbovo. . Tho^pp^oiinttf -hodoVid. 
nji24,,000/.i tovordo doyolopiBont ohorgos, fJrnlshod cloarBnc.c rro... 
U.L.C.Authoritloc and ooplon of aols dcioda,

VlsokhspoViBn. Munlolpol CorPorutlion/ ViaaLhu-

vG.O.Mb.No


3.
nd

d . ,

."kjnic.

Total -S.40

Er cl,

/; t.C.r.b.O, /

Copy to :‘r.P19,0ffluor, VUOK. for nocoeoory action ,

I
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To .
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it tn do cod, 
Cerporation io 
.atriotly, •..

3nc a«t of layout plan.

:■ zTDO.Ob’x 

tiwrlorCAJ "■ ■ ' " ; 7

. Sd/.^ K.D,AfiUNACHALAn’r'’ 
rot vice

' j ..

- -t Of pxa., r^od-iriaod Uyly dih’ ' ’ t' '
Comiaalono^.Vinakhapctnaa.„unlclpar-^ ’ 

rpquont..., u impi.^^L Lho layout oondi-tib^^i/^V- ■ '•' .

AOHNt

■ ■ -7 '? aW' 4-i-V,.

57.S0X
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3. Opon opaoo ,,roa

Vi»al<hapatn'aig |
VQdfy tho tltlo dooda; or tliD u.. 
occordino poroiinalon to tlio bd^ 

UitfU.i. -C.CtJ

• l2£i£Gi- 
^C. cto.’ 

.2.B3- 
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For NAVARATNA ESTATES

Partner

§

I

m

i

f

SALE DEED FOR Rs.l,50,58,0Q0/-

This Deed of Sale Is executed on this day of August' 
2015 at Visakhapatnam by:

I

I

■■■

r- •«&'.^xasnai- • ''••

B

^Hb

M/s. NAVARATNA ESTATES, (PAN NO.AAJFN5785A), a Registered .
Partnership Firm having its office at Door No. 10-1-29, 3^^ Floor,

I C.V.S.V.Raghu Chambers, Sampath Vinayaka Temple Road, Asilmetta, 
Visakhapatnam represented by its Managing Partner Sri. SURESH KUMAR

I JAIN, aged 50 years, S/o. Late G.C.Jain, hereinafter referredTo~as the
- "Vul^bOR" which expression shall wherever It occurs in this deed
’ Include Its heirs, executors, assigns and administrators'of one part:

I.
I
I PURCHASERS

s
3TRr31^ ANDHRA PRADESH

I
I

MO:.;Sd^Ql^^MBH0NDR!B0PB
ooli oo-r 00-7 oo' 001001 otijffliBMIWPAwiWa



(
 

A<

Fxepjitinn admitted by'fBetells of al'l'^xecti ilgi
“Photo

; -j...
!

M, 
.......................;■■■■ • ■ i

....^sSstS^SS&L

1 2

II

f f ,«l>-l-2015-31W'

NAVARATNA ESTATES

3

t
■.[3H-h.?0A5-3l?3J

'SignatureSI No ' thumb.Imjp'resSIbK"^'’'Pholb'^

1

!

i

j,.
7:

SignaTure Of ”

Generaleci On:31/08/2015 01:50:59 PM

L!: i

i

! 
I 
i

GpnnAVALASA
> NARASIMHAPURAM 

SRIKAKULAM

i

.! ■

h

of August,2015

DNO-1M-20 3Rn Pl.OOR 
ASILMtlTA, 
VlSz>iKHAPATNAk4

t

"J
; • 1 !

’PX

k

. SEETHARAMAN BADRI 
j NARAYANAN 
I SM RADHA KRISHNAN 
I SEETHARAMAN 
i DNO-13 .28 7/102 DANOU 
I BAZAR MAHARANJPETA. 
I VISAKHAPATNAM

1

ji____________________ ____________
SURESH KUMAR JAINIRJM/S

Name & Address 
Fp NARASINGA RAO

-.Tyi 7?^ u-'s • iaj

SI No Code thumb Impression

' I

■agwr:’-- ‘jj
BADRI NARAYANAN UW 
pii 1 ~nnniiM

ili>71/

1'' • i"

• 1^'“

; 1
■ 1

i ^ARASINGARA^ 
;{3H:V^I5*3193-^|ir ____________

^RATAP'

: DNO-18-54-22 KGU 
. DOWN MAHARANIPETA : 

1''®'^' ',9.
__ <0Sis^ i

i...:..... A ■ •
Identified by Witness;

11^ vs « }% C Si-S 
2,

o

S'-
08 « 
10 o

8 
S 
o
V) w
“■§

I

OQ <0

PresentetlonEndorsfirhent;
Presented in the Office of the Joint Sub-Registrar. Dwarakanag^/eiona : 
Photograpihs & Thumb Impressions as required Under Section 32-A^m^ 
1908 and fee of Rs. 150580/- paid between the hours of . J^^'rans^ 
on the Si st day of AUG, 2015 by Sri Suresh Kumar Jain

.. Jciairnahte under"Sec 32Ali:\^^\ i
-Address •»fhi

S BADRI NARAYANAN UMA
iBi al MAHESWARI

w/o; SEETHARAMAN BADRI
NARAYANAN
DNO-13-28-7/102 DANDU
BAZAR MAHARANIPETA,

W V1SAKHAPATNAH

iSb^Wrei

t
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in favour of |tx ’^EETHARAMAN BADRI 
NARAYANAN, (PAN NO. A^fiWiZMl ag^42 years, S/o. Sri 
Radha Krishnan Seetharaman and C21 Shit. BADRI NARAYANAN 
UMA MAHESWARI, (PAN NO. A^PV7929H) aged 38 years, 

.... Sri Seetharaman Badri Narayanan, both are residing at Door 
No. 13-28-7/102, Puli Gedda Towers, Dandu Bazar, Maharanfpe^ta^ 
Visakhapatnam - 530 002, hereinafter called the "PORCHASERS" 
which expression shall vyherev^f it occurs in this deed Includes their 
heirs, executors,'assigns and adminlsWtors on other part:

Whereas the Vprrpor herw had purchased- two plots 
bearing Plot IMos. 19 & 20 consisting (1) Ploit Nd^tfS with an 
extent of 267 Sq.yards or 223.245 Sq.meters : together with AC 
Sh-'et thereon with a.plinth area of 240 sft. b^rihg Door No. 39-8- 

Asst.Np.695Q0/4644= in the approved . iJayQut vide 
L.P.Ng32/I'4 covered by Survey I\|p.47 Part/df Madhavadhara 
\Allage and 4^ Plot NosZO Ai^th an e^ent;;pfn;2^;<®i^y3rcls or 
223:245 Sq.mts of VacaSt vide
L.P.No.32/94 covered by Survey Mos. i ^^^ph^adbara 
Village, (ULC Proceedings Ord^ 26 (Al>>. dtd.
26-09-1983 and 1277/83 (Al), dtd. O2-06>i^ ii^ued by

. Urban Land Ceiling Authority) within, the limits: o^
Municipality which was purchase^ from M/s. ARUNA 
CONSTRUCTIONS, represented by its Proprietor Sri Datla 
Rama Krishna Raju under a Registered Sale Deed dated 14-11- 
2014 registered as Document No. 4020/2014 In the office of the 
Jo’: it Sub Registrar, Dwaraka Nagar, Visakhapatnam and ever since 
the<yendor have been in uninterrupted possession and ^enjoying as 
absolute owner thereof.

Whereas the Vendor Intend to sell away the Plot Nos.l9 & 
20 with an total extent of .534 Sq.yards or 446.477 Sq.meters 
together with AC Sheet thereon- With : a plinth area;>pf 240 sft. 
•which Is more fully described In the Schedule Areunder and 
hereinafter referred to as the Schedule Property andRhe .Purchasers 
herein, offered to purchase It for a total sale consideration of

For MMflU estates

PURCHASERS ^’ng Partner

■
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Description 
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Stamp Duty

Transfer Duty

(Reg. Fee
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Total
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fohttSubaegistre} 

'Om'ce 
^wat^nagad

Date
31st day Qt August,ZQ16

~... i........ —... -------------------------- ---- —
Gertificate of Registration

Registered as-document no. 3139 of 2015 of Book-1 and assigned the identifeation numbi 
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Rs.. 4,00;000/-

Rs 10/00,000/-

Rs. 7,54,217/-
s-

Rs. 12,00,000/^

Rs. 13,99,493/-

!

75,23{}/-Rs.

Rs. 2,00,000/-
t.

PURCHASERS

Rs.1,50,58,000/- (Rupees One Crore Fifty Lakhs Fifty Eight 
thousand Only) which offer the Vendor have accepted as fair, 
reasonable and reflecting, th^*true and correct markist value 
prevailing In the locality and agreed to sell the same to the 
Purchasers.

/ Whereas the Purchasers paid the entire sale consideration 
of Rs.1,50,58,000/- (Rupees One Grore Fifty Lakhs Fifty Eight 
thousand Only) to the Vendor in the following manner;

Rs.. 8,00,000/- ' Paid by way of ChTeque bearing NO.' 394591 
dtd. ^71^4-2OT5; GdfpoTatiQ^ Bank/Main Branch, 

Coimbatqre paid by Purchaser NO.!.
Paid by way of Cheque bearing ..No.. 394592 
dtd. 30-04-2015, Corporation Baftk,;Main,Branch, 

Coimbatore .paid :by Purchaser Nd
Paid by way of tMsfen<>®^fegh- RTGS

1^394601 .
- ■

i No. .194604 ..

Paid by wsy of transfer Of funds'tfirodgh 1^ 
on 31-07^2015 vide Cheque bearing No. 537787 
Axis Bank paid by Purchaser Np.l. -

. Paid by: way of transfer of funds through RTGS 
on 22-08-2015 vide Cheque bearing No. 537796 
Axis Bank paid by Purchaser No.l.
Paid by- way of transfer of funds through RTGS 
on 01-08-20IS^vide Cheque bearing No. 5377887~~

Axis Bank paid by Purchaser No.l.
.Paid by ,wa^ transfer of funds through a part 
of RTGS bn 22-08-2015 vide Cheque bearing 
No. 537797 Axis Bank paid by Purchaser No.l 
Paid by way of deduction of TD's under Form

. 26QB paid by Purchaser No.l
' ■ • ------- . . ? ••'..’.K’.v

For NAVARATNA ESTATES

Rs. 17,00,000/-
on
Axis Bwfe pa^
Paid by way of-tr^^^ 
on 11-07-2015 vide Che 
Axis Bank paid'by Purchaser
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Rs. 10,00,000/-

Rs. 10,00,000/-^

Rc 8,54,217/-

Rs. 25,^9^3J-

RS. ' 75,290/-

GonsidQFatton of payment

naVaratna estates

. VENWS^oinaJJrtnw.

■' I'l'

Rs. 20,00,000/-

I 
i

ifi

;

il

I.
t-

i

Paid by way 6f Cheque bsaring No. 409892, 
dtd.30-04-2015. of Corporation Bank, Mam 
Branch, CoimbaWe paid by Purchaser No.2 
paid by of transfer of funds ‘Urbugh RTGS 
on 17-Q7-2015 vide Cheque bearing No. 409893 
Axis Bank pai^^by PuiWhaser No.2.
paid by way-df treMSSer OE funds thi^h^ 
bn 06-08-2015 vide Cheque bearing No. 409894 
AXIS Bank paid by Purchaser No.2.
paid by way of transfer of funds Wrqug . RTGS 
on 22-OS-?015 Vide Cheque bearing No. 409898 
Axis Bank paid by Purchaser No.2.
Paid by way of transfer of ftlCK^hthrough a part 
of RTGS on 14-08-2015 vii^e; cheque- beanng 

N0.409S95, Axis Bank '
Paid by way of. dediiK(^«WSW^-F°™ 
26QB paid by PUHdw««

Ac;--
wnw T^neen nr wrtws^^' .

X’a^&sand 

Srpald*^ the"pu%hasere to the Vendor In the afore^kl 
mahner^e receipt of which the Vendor hereby acknowledge.

Of -

earth belonging to or appurtenant thereto.
For
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3.

i

•J

!

For NAVARATNA ESTATES i

to 1^

!< 
h

■j

i

as=iss*i==

i

pJ'31

4. The Vencjor further assype the Purchasers that they have got

The Vendor further covenant with the Purchasers that 
.knowingly or otherwise they have not caused or allowed any 
distress to be levied on the sard property.

PLJTCHASERS
> A. A t

" 5; : ‘
The vendor hereby assure the Purchasers that the said 
property Is free from all kinds of mortgage,' charges, 
agreements to sell, court litigations and any other statutory 
charges.

7. The Vendor also assure the Purchasers that If there remains any 
liability of tax or taxes for the said property to the Municipal 
corporation or other government or statutory authorities up to 
the date of this conveyance, fhe Vendor shall-.clear the.same 
and In case the same are collected from the Purchasers, the 
Vendor shall pay the same to the Purchasers.

5. The Vendor further covenant with the Purchasers that If there 
femains any undlsclpsed and undischarged HphlHty in respect of . 
the said property they shall clear the Saffie and the Purchasers
Is free there from.

-.A :• : ......................................-■■■.

6. The Vendor further agree to In^M^fet^fb^^^S/and keep 
him free from dlspytes if any raised of c^ctl® rhafe to this 
conveyance by any one and further should any claim be made 
or dispute raised at any time by any-One in regard to-this sale, 
the Vendor hereby undertake that they shpl! at thelr-own cost 
settle the same and execute or cadse to be "executed such 
further acts, deeds and things as to more fully, effectively 
convey title to the property hereby sold and conveyed to the

. Purchasers.

■M

' 3 
clear, effectual subsisting and marketable title to the said 
property and. absolute authofity to sell the same In ths manner 
aforesaid. ~ .
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Total

Partner

Drafted by ; h*

1
i

!

; h
!

Rate/Sq.yd
Rs.28000/-

Village i 
Madhavadhara 

Door No. ( 
39-8ij0/5/l

I 
p

Extent 
534

Sq.yds 
Together 
with AC 
Sheet 
house 
240 sft

______M.V
Rs. 1,49,52,000/-

'[

*

Witnesses:
P‘ kSs^h^VSj,__ _

2

T.S.No.
47 Part 

& 

48

Rs. 1,06,000/-

The Deficit Stamp Duty

1_..... ......
State Bank of India 

f^Qu^yof^'X^y}

purchasers

RsXffiS?,WT zTransfer Duty 
Fee Rs.l.g/^^W- ^ser charges

Total •
ii-rft-zoirst State Bank of India, Mam Btanftt W^SP ,.

/fc..........J,.....,... 
i or navaratna estates
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SCHEDULE OF THE PROPERTY

■4

y

For NAVARATNA ESTATES

.• WWWtfS Partner

M

Measurements :
East to West :
North to South :

80 feet
60 feet

or
or

The Vendor further assure and covenant with the Purchasers 
that the Purchasers and their heirs are entitled to peacefully 
and absolutely enjoy the said property without let or hindrance 
from any person clairriing through them or in trust for them.

Plot N0.21 
40 Feet wide Road 
Plot No. 18 
Plot Nos.lO&ll

24.38 mts
18.28 mts.

The Purchasers is entitled to get the said property transferred In 
his narne in all Muriidpai and other statutory records and enjoy.- 
the same with absolute rights for ever. • •

PURCHASERS

g-o-.

This is not an Assigned Land, the Market Value of Property 
is Rs.l,5G,58,000/- (Rupees One Crore Fifty Lakhs Fifty Eight 
thousand Only)

In witness whereof the Vendor and the Purchasers signed this 
Deed of Sale on the date, month and year mentioned above.

i

r-

All that land measuring 534 Sq.yards/or 446:477 Sq.meters 
together with fi<C Sheet thereon vylth a plinth area of 24'0 sft. being 
Plat Nos.19 & 20 bearing Door No. “ 39-8-40/5/1,
Asst.No.6950G/4644 in the approved layout, vide L>P^r^o.32/94 
co^red by Survey No.47 Part & 4? . < Village
within Che limits of Greater.Visakha^^^Otefett^ 
and Visakhapatnam Registration Sub Distric-t 
East 
South 
West 
North
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VENDOR

i

——
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is

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor 
VENDEE

S M/s. {ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS, represented by its Proprietor Sri. 
DATLA RAMA KRISHNA RAJU, aged 50 years, S/o. Late D.Suryanarayana 
Raju, residing at Flat No.402, Surya To wers, Opp, Timpany School, C.B.M. 
Con^pound; Visakhapatnam - 530 003, herein after called the "VENDEE" 
v/hi(§h termi shall mean and include its ;juccesors, executors, administrators 
and assignees on t|ie other part.

SKI^Sft

; -

*s,.J001
■uMiffiUtEES:

wi-a
Oo-s oo t oo-j oo^-Xrfl t «aiE

31^ ANDHRA PRADESH

5». Q

’ SALE DEED FOR Rs.37,38,000/-
§ > ■■ '■■

This Deed of Sale is executed on this day of March, 2012 by and 
bet\^een Sri. MUPPANA GANGAYYA, a^ed 80 years, S/o. late. Muppana Veera 
Rag|iavayya,i Door No.23-15/3A, Sajjapuram, Tanuku, West Godavari District, 
Camp at Visakhapatnam hereiiiafter referred to as "VENDOR" which term shall 
mea^n and include his heirs, legal representatives, executors, administrators and 

assignees oh the or.e part.

«
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VENDOR

i

I
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J
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PAGENO.2
Whereas, the Vendor has purchased an extent of 267 Sq.yds or 

223.245 S^.mts of vacant site being Piot No. 20 covered*”by Survey No.47 &
Mi^bf.J^adhavadhara Viilage, within the limits of Visakhapatnam Municipal 

CorpQf'0ti^n from Sri. Nambala Srirarnulu, under a registered Sale Deed 
. Dated 26{02-i983 bearing Document No. 12268/1983 of'l^ook-l Volum 

No.1347 in pages 379 to 381 registered in the office-of the 'Joint Sub­
Registrar. Visakhapatnam. Subsequently the Vendor and other owners (who '■ 
purchased sites Independently in the layout) have requested the 
Visakhapatnam Urbank Development Authority and also paid developmetil. 
charges. Later on the Layout was approved by the Visakhapatnam Urban 
Developn)ent Authority vide L.P.No.32/94 according to G.O.Ms No.65M.A 
dt.5-2-87 tend eyersirice the Vendor is in actual possession and enjoyment 
thereof with absolute rights.

Whereas the Vendor Intends to dispose of the said property wl;ilch is 
morefully(described in the schedule mentioned hereunder for his nec^cities 
and wheijeas the Vendee wants to purchase the same and offered for a total 
sale conMderation amount of Rs.37,38,000/- (Rupees Thirty Seven Lakhs 
and thIrtV Eight Thouand Only), for which offer the Vendor has accepted as 
the said bffer is fair, reasonable in the said locality and has agreed to sell the 
same to the Vendee.

Thereby the Vendee had paid the total Sale consideration amount of 
Rs.37,38,600/- (RupeesThirty Seven Lakhs and Thirty Eight Thouand Only), 
to the Vendor in the. following manner:
Rs. 11,38,000/- Paid by the Vendee to the Veridor by way of Cash previously.

Rs. 8,00,000/- Paid by the Vendee A/c No.63d55187973 of State Bank’qf India, 
Srinagar branch, Visakhapatnam to the Vendor Son 
A/c No.1535561948 dated 3-8-2011 of Central Bank of India, 
Tanuku, West Godavari District through RTGS transcati^with < 

"the request of the Vendor. r
Rs. 8,00,000/- Paid by the Vendee A/c No.144602000050174 of Indian

Overseas Bank of lndia,Jagadamba branch, Visakhapatnam tq < 
the Vendor Son A/c No.1535561948 dated 23-1-2012 dfJDeritral. .
Bank of India, Tanuku, West Godavari District through RTGSi^ i; ”;

L .. . . . ’■

transcation with the request of the Vendor.

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor
VENDEE
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M/s. Aruna Constructions

VENDOR

i

!

i
!

Proprietor 
VENDEE

i

I

i ;

I -

Bl ' -8T-
•5

- ■ ■ ■■ . :■ ,

■ ? PAGENOj^-^ ' 
i '

RsMO.OO.OOO/r Paid by the Vendee A/c No.144602000050174 of Indian 
Overseas Bank of India, Jagadamba branch, Visakhapatnam to 
the Vendor Son A/c No. 1535561948 dated 25-2-2012 of Central 
Bank of India, tanuku. West Godavari District through RTGS 
transcation with the request of the Vendor?'

NOW THIS DEED OF SALE WITNESSES ;

1. '^hat in consideration of payment of ks.37,38,000/- (Rupeesf hirty Seven 
Lakhs and Thirty Eight Thouand Only), paid by the Vendee to the Vendor in 
the aforesaid manner, the receipt of which the Vendor hereby acknowledge, 
and accordingly the Vendor hereby sell, convey, transfer, and assign unto 
the Vendee all his rights, title and Interest claim and demand whatsoever in 
the sche/dute, mei^tioned property and delivers vacant possession thereof to

‘ the Vendee toda^ and the Vendee shall enjoy the same absolutly forever 
free from all encumbrances, together with all water sources, privileges, 

■. easements, appurtenances or any other things hidden In the earth belonging 
to or appurtenant thereto ;

i •
2. The Vendor hereby assures the Vendee that the said property is free from all

kinds of. mortgages, charges, agreements to sell, court litigations and any 
othep^^stetutory charges. ’

3. The Vendor further covenants with the Vendee that knowingly or otherwise 
his has not caused or .allowed any distress to be levied on the said property.

The Vendor further assures the Vendee that he has got a clear, effectual 
subsisjting marketable title to the said property and absolute authority to sell 
the sahie In the manner aforesaid.

1

The Vendor further covenants with the Vendee that if there remains any 
undisclosed and undischarged liability in respect of the said property 
he shall clear the same and the Vendee is free therefrom.r
The Vendor further agrees to Indemnify the Vendee and keep its free from 
disputes if any raised or objections made to this conveyance by any one and 
further should any claim be made or dispute raised at any time by anyone in 
regard to this sale, the Vendor hereby undertake that he shall at his^pwh • 
cost fettle the same and execute or cause to be executed such further acts,..
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i

sale on the date, month and year mentioned

p

!
I.

or 12.19 mts.
or 18.29 mts.

VENDOR

M/s. Aruna Constructions

I._
Proprietor
VENDEE

II
I

«
EAGENO.4

^ve-nmem cr giafutory aathoriH.. upto^h^Xte o?mXT"°"
Vendor shall clear the same and in nX *2 conveyance the
Vendee the VsndorsW pay '=°"«=‘e<1 from the

tMtheVendee .

-« « or h„„„ „ „X" iXlC «

SCHEDULE OF THE PROPERTY

Sn mt an extent of 267 Sq.yds or 223 245Sq.mts of vacant site being Plot No.20 of approved iayout vide L.P.nSz^ 

onr^p Survey Nos. 47 & 48 of Madhavadhara Viiiage, with'n the iimits 
of the Greater Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporation and Dwarakanaqar 
Registration Sub District and bounded by :

PlotNo.21
40 Feet wide road
Plot No. 19
PiotNo.11

East :
South:
West :
North :
MEASUREMENTS:
East to West 40 feet
North to South 60 feet
This is not an assigned land.

There are no constructions in the Schedule mentioned Property.

sale on iS* T «* '
sale on the date, month and year mentioned above.
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WITNESSES:

Drafted by:

t

R

I

S.A.SATHAR
Visakhapatnam.

S.No.
47&48

Value 
Rs.37,38,000/-

VILLAGE ;
Madhayadhara 
Near Door No! 
39-8-40/5/1

An amount of Rs.2,80,500/- towards Deficit Stanip duty, TD, Registration Fee, User Charges, 
etc., is paid under CkalTan dated 3-3-2012 of S.B.I,, DondaparthI Branch, Visakhapatnam 
District. .

MZs. Aruna Constructions

*
Proprietor 
VENDEE

PA6E;M0.5-

Extent Rate per Sq. Yd.

267 Sq. Yds. Rs.14,000/-
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1.

VENDOR .

CONSTRUCTIONS,

2.

VENDEE

■

2.

i

i
J-

VENDOR

i;

Ji 
fS II

passport SI7F 
photograph (BLACK &WF

M/s.ARUNA
Proprietor,
Sri. DATLA RAIMA KRISHNA RAJU,

I o/o. Late D.Sury^anarayana Raju, 
I Flat No.402, Surya Towers, 

Opp, limpany School, 
C.B.M.Compound, 
Vsakhapatnam - 530 003.

MUPPANA Gj^NOAYVAi
.V S/o.iVI;Veera Raghavayya,

Door NO.23-15/3A,
< ' Sajjapuram,

Tanuku, West Godavari District.

.i;

M/s.’Aruna Constructions

4._
Proprietor
VENDEE

photographs ftNh FlWr^mMre^SPER SEc+iON 32A of 
- A REGISTRATIoFTaCT; 19O8.~~—~

NAME&PERIVIAhlgMT
IN BLACK INK POSTAL AD©'feF<5«i

... ...7^ ~~

WITNESSES: -

n • rv rAo 1 fb»h
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VENDOR

. b 
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iteEEItfiAP
(NOT TO SCALE)

HETCRq

’Vj^xCAC.

‘S.HC‘P
V4 AM 'VCi 

GVMC
Madhavadhara Village
S.No.47 & 48
Near Door No.39-8-40/5/1

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor 
VENDEE
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LWo: 03/14/002/2011
D.No: 49-2-44. Ramakrishna Nagar 

•Sunkuvanipalem. VSAKHAPATNAM 
Cell No: 9573246568

I £'^<’,3

.L, PiUDESH
Sold to:.D.;..^ -^J^.a.JBxx^.SA... ^StLo t) •

m.S....fiiau.>na,...ca>9Scbtu(^

■

SALE DEED FOR Rs.38,10,000/-
• this Deed of Sale is executed on this 2^'’Say of November, 2011 by 

Sri.jMUPPANA JANAKI RAMAYYA, aged 80 years, S/o. Veera Raghavayya, 
residing at Door No. 3-1, Raghavapuram, H/o. Chinapala Parru, Mudenapalli Mandal, 
Krishna District, present at VIsakhapatnam, hereinafter called the VENDOR which •
expfession shall wherever it occurs in this deed include her heirs, executors, assignees 

and administrators of one part.
I In favour of M/s. ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS represented by its Proprietor 

V Sri DATLA RAMA KRISHNA RAJU aged 50 years. Son of Late. D. Suryanarayana 
Raju, residing at Flat No. 402, Surya Towers, Opp. Timpany School, CBM Compound,

Vsp.

VIsakhapatnam - 530 003, hereinafter called the VENDEE which Expression shall 

wherever It occurs in this deed Includes Its successors, executors, assignees and 
adrpinistrators on the other part.

M/s. Aruna Constructions

. Proprietor 
VENDEE VENDOR

ssBaggiSSdNntAsNawsiwMJSp^toggigW
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mesig^ ' ,

Whereas the Vendor has purchased an extent of 267sq. yds. or 223,245 
sq. mts. of vacant sits being Plot No. 19 covered by Survey No. 47 of Madhavadhara 
Village, within the limits of Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporaiton fom Smt. Vavilapalli 
Kunchamma under a registered Sale Deed Dated 26-10-1983 bearing Document 
No. 12273/1983 pf Book-I Volume No. 1345 registered in the office of the Joint 
Sub-Registrar, Visakhapatnam. Subsequently, the Vendor and other owners (who 
purchg^sites indepepdethly in the layout) have requested the Visakhapatnam 
Drban«eve,lppment 'iSu{hbrity and also paid development charges. Later on, the 
layout was approved by the the Visakhapatnam Urban Development Authority vide 
LP.No. 32/94 aqror;pjng-to G.O.Ms. No. 65 M.A.Dt.5-2-87.

Later oii,:4d Vendor has got instructed fie Sheets Shed thereon and ever 

since the Vendor Is in actual possession and enjoyment thereof with absolute 
rights by paying municipal taxes in his name.

Whereas the Vendor intends to dispose off the said property, vyhich Is moroftilly 
escribed in the schedule mentioned hereunder for her necessities and whereas 

the Vendeewants to purchase the same and offered for a total sale consideration 
amount of Rs.38,10,000/- (Rupees Thirty Eight Lakhs and Ten Thousand only) 
for which offer the Vendor has accepted as the said offer is fair, r^sonable in the 
said locality and has agreed to sell the same to the Vendee.

Thereby the Vendee has paid the total. Sale consideration amount of 
Rs.38/10y000/- (Rupees Thirty Eight Lakhs and Ten mousand only) to the 
Vendor by way of cash.
NOW THIS DEED OF SALE WITNFfifiR*;; ' ’ J'
1.. That in consideration of payment of Rs.38,10;00O/. ^<Rupees Thirty Eight'

Lakhs and Ten Thousand only) paid by the Vendee,ft;fee.Vendor in ihe »- 
^’dfesaidmanner, the receipt Qf which the Vendor hereby acknowledges, and ’ 
accordingly the Vendor hereby sells, conveys, transfers and assigns unto the 
Vendee all her rights, atle and intersst claim and demand whatsoever in the

M/s. Aruna Constructions

<_A.
Proprietor 
VENDEE
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VENDOR

1r «
mentto^ pn^perty antf^^ vacant pos^fon thereof to the 

endee; today and the Vendee shaft enjoy the same absolutely foiever fme 

appu^nances or any other things hidden in the earth belonging to or 
appurtenant thereto. .

2. The Ven>hereby assures the Vendee thatthesaid property is fteefrom all
mds of mortgage, charges, agreensents to sell. Court liflgaHons and any

3. ^e Vendor further covenants witb,the Vendee that knowingly or otherwise 
te has ,not caused or allowed any distress to be levied on the said property. 
The vendor further assures the Vendee tliat he has got a clear, effectual 
sute,st,ng and marketable title to the said property and absolute authority to 
sell the same in the manner aforesaid..
The vendor further covenants with the Vendee that if ttieie remains any 
un and undischarged liability in respect of the said property he shall .
clear tpe same, and the Vendee is free therefrom.
^e Vendor further agrees to- Indemnlly the Vendee and keep Ils free from 
isput^ If any raised or objections made to this conveyance by any one and 

•further should any claim jje made or dispute raised at any time by anyone in 
regardito this sale, the Vejidor hereby undertakes that he shall at his own cost 
settle the same and execute or cause to be executed such further acts, deeds 
and things as to morefuliy effectively convey title to the property hereby sold 
and conveyed to the Vendee.
The vendor also assures the Vendee that if there remains any liability of tax 
ortax^fbrthesaid property to Bio Municipal Corporation or other Government 
or Statutory authorlHes upto the date of this conveyanre, the Vendor shall ‘ 
clear the same and in case the same are collected from the Vendee that the 
Vendor shall pay the same to the Vendee.

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor 
VENDEE 

.'l

i
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and year mentioned above.

i

• i

or 
or

12.19 meters
18.29 meters

V 
i

I

i

: Plot No. 20
: 40 feet wide road
: Plot No. 18
: Plot No. 10

MEASUREMENTS :
East to West : 40 feet
North to South : 60 feet

-- -This is not an Assigned Property.
In witness whereof the Vendor has signed on this deed of sale on the date, month

VENDOR

he Vendor further assures and covenante with the Vendee, that the Vendee 
and Its successors are entitled to peacewny and absolutely enjoy the said 

. property without let or hindrance from any person claiming through him cr In 
trust for him.

9. The Vendee is hereby entitled to get the said property transferred in its name 
in all Municipal Corporation Records and other statutory records and enjoy 
the same With absolute rights forever.

SCHEDULEQF THEPROPERTY
All the site meKuring an extent of l&i sq. yds. or 223.245 sq. mts. together ' 

with Ac sheet house thereon with a plinth area of 240 Sft bearing Door Nc. 
39-8:40/5/1, Assessment No. 69500/4644 being Plot No. 19 of approved layout 
vide LP No. 32/94 covered by Survey No. 47 part of Madhavadhara Village, within 

im Municipal Corporaiton and Vlsakhapatnam,

M/s. Aruna Constructions

I k-
Proprietor 
VENDEE

the limits of Greater Visakhapatna 
Registration Sub District and bounded by : 
East 
South 
West 
North
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VENDOR

WITNESSES :

Drafted & Prepared by :

3^

} ■

  -^r

fills

i

Proprietor 
VENDEE

■ 4
■'i

i

I-■^’I

RUWWW 
Extent.

267sq, yds. 
together with 

Ac sheets House 
with a plinth area of 2^}0 sft.

Value
Rs.38,10,000/-

S.A.SATHAR
VISAKHAPATNAM.

M/s. Aruna Coristruct?cns

0"-^

^^ENT 
. ' Rate/Sc.^

Rs.14,000/-

:---------------------- r-.. ■ ... .----------- ------------ --- ;

An amount of Rsa^^'Vxi'- towards Deficit Stamp dut/, Registration fee, TD, User Charges 
etc., is paldiunderChaiian te >-aatecE!?rtl-2Dll of S.B.I. Main Branch, Visaidiapatnara.

11-"^3

^^ILLAG^ S.Wo.

Madhavadhara 47 part 
Door No.
39-8-40/5/1
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1.

•>

Signature of the Execjtants

Signature of the . Executants

8^

Madhavadhera 
: part 
: 39-8-40/5/1 
: 69500/46^

VENDOR

opr knowledge and .belief.

M/s..^Aruna Constructions

Proprietor 
VENDEE

Place : VIsakhapatnam
Date : 2^11-2011

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor 
VENDEE

Place : Visakhapatnam
Date .■2;V11-2O11

''ll

CERTIFICATE 
we do hereby dedere that what ie stated .above is true to the best of

■■ Ac sheets
: Constructed On Ways 
: Ground Floor only 
i 7 years
: 267 sq.yards

a.
b.
c
Age of the Btrildlng - 
Total extent of site 
Bulltup area particulars

VENDOR -

Description of the building 
Nature of Roof 
Type of Structure 
No. of Floors

240 Sft.

Municipal Taxes per annum: Rs.
Executant's estimate, of the
M.V. of the Property ; Rs.38,10,000/-

2.
3.
4.

GROUND FLOOR
5. Annual Rental Value ..

7.

■ annexure .1 A ■
Name bf 
Survey No. 
Door No. ? 
Assessment No.
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PASSPORTSIZE 
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(BLACK &WHITEI

MUPPANA 3ANAKI RAMAYYA,
V S/o. Vesra Raghavayya, 

J Door No. 3-1, 
/ Raghavapuram, 

H/o. Chinapala Parru, 
Mudenapalli Mandal, 
Krishna District.

DATLA RAMA KRISHNA RAJU
S/o.Late. D. Suryanarayana Raju
Proprietor
M/s. ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS
Flat No. 402,
Sur\^ Towers,
Opp. Timpany School,
CBM Compound,
Visakhapatnam - 530 003.

M/s, Aruna Constructions

Zj_ k-
Proprietor 
VENDEE

REGISTRATION AeT> 1908. 
name&permaNent 
PGSTALABEiRESS-OF 

PI^ENTANTZSELLER/

1.

PHOTOGRAPHS AND FINGERPRINTS AS PER SECTION "^2A OF

HNGER,  
inblackink 
fLEFTTHUMBI 
' I

"^Vendee
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______ A/LiPfi^cjaLoM^

Hoi^'-'

RQuteplan 
«W^^-’S.V.M.C. AREA 

Madhavadhara 
Survey No. 47 part 
Door No. 39-8-40/5/1

M/s. Aruna Constructions

Proprietor
I VENDEE
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1

MANAGING PARTNER 
VENDEE

M/s. ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS

.PROPRIETOR 
VENDOR.

ii

fcs

. ®

BM 116653:
AKSHtN^^Seef^ 

License Slatnp Vendor 
L.No;03-11^1»0W 

5^1-15/6. Old VerttejjWem , 
VlsakhapatrtHfrt-fiSO WJ2 

Ph:e8660S6aW

i ■— • .

#"<(31^ ANDHRA PRADESH

SNri

I •

1

S SALE PEED FOR Rs. 1,2940/000/“
g This Deed of Sale is executed on this lA^day of November 2014 by M/s. ARUNA 
CONSTRUCTIONS, represented by its Proprietpr Sri. PATLA I^MA KRISHNA RA3LJ, 
aged 5/ years, S/o. Late D. Suiyanarayipa Raju, residing at Flat No. 402, Suiya Towers, 

adpp : timpany School, C.B.H. Compound, Visakhapatnam-530 QQ3 hefeihafter called 
the VENDOR which expression shall wherever it occurs in this deed include its heirs,

§ executors, assignees and administrators of one part.
in favour of NAVARATNA ESTATES, represented by its Managing Partner Sn.. 

®SURESH KUMAR JAIN, aged 50 years, S/q. Late G.C. Jain, residing at Door No. 10-1- 
29 Asilmetta, Visakhapatnam hereinafter called the VENDEE which expression shall 

• wherever it occurs in this deed Includes its heirs, executors, assignees and administrators 
§ on the other part.

. NAVARATNA ESTATES

^KlffCT
^oVoo (■-
i 00-1 (OO1 00-1 oo '■<4 
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Rs. 1,29,100/-
Rs. 1,29,10,000/-

• . f-'

Whereas Vendor herein had purchased an extent of 2^7 Sq.Yds. or 223.245 
Sq.mts. together with AC Sheet thereon with a plinth area of 240 Sift, bearing Door Noi 
39-8-40/5;/1, AsseSShient Nd. 6S500/4644 helng Plot No. 19 of ^proved layout Vide 
LP.No. 3213^ covered by Survey No. 47 part W Madhavadhafe vniage.withih 'the lihiits of 
Greater Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporation area which is acquired from Sri. Muppana 
Janaki Ramayya under a Sale Deed dated 24-11-2011 registered as Dpciiliierit; No. 
3143/2011 in the Office of the pwarakahagaf Sub Registrai; Vi^kh^atnam anULev^riue ' 
he has been in. uninterrupted pos.se.ssion of the same enjoying it as absolute owners.

Whqreas Vendor herein had purchased an extent of 26^ Sq,Yds. or 223.2^ 
Sq.mts. or Vacant site being Plot No. 20 of approved layout vide LP.Nb. 32/94 covered 
by Survey l^os. & 48 of Madhevadhara Viltage within the limits of Greater Visakhapatnam 
Municipal Corporation area which is acquired from Sri, Muppana Gangayya under a Sale 
Deed dated 03-03-2012 registered as Document No. 630/20J2 in the Office of the 
Dwarakanagar Sub Registrar, Visakhapatnaiti; and dyfersince he has been in uninterrupted 
possession of the same enjoying it as absolute own^s,

Whiereas the above tvyo site, constitute a Sirtele block he., 534 Sq.Yds. 44^ 
Sq.mts. together with AC Sheet House thereon.

Whereas the Vendor intend to sell away the above said property more fully described 
in the schedule hereto annexed to Invest the sale proceeds elsewhere and whereas the 
vendee offered to purchase the saine for a sui.'i of Rs. l,29/i0)0ti0/- (Rupees One 
Crore Twenty Nien Lakhs Ten Thousand only) which offer the Vendor has accepted 
as the said offer is fair and reasonable and reflecting the true and correct market values 
prevailing in the locality and has agreed to sell the same to the Vendee.

Whereas the Vendee has paid the said sale amount of Rs. i,29,10,00Q/- (Rupees 
One Crore Twenty Nien Lakhs Ten Thousand only) to the Vendor in the following

• Manner;
Rs.‘l,27,80,900/-

- ■■

NAVARATNA ESTATES

' MANAGING PARTNER 
VENDEE

i

M/s. ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS

PROPRIETOR 
VENDOR

Paid by wsy cf th-dugh RTGS bearing. Cheque No.
p:. .-11-2014 of ING Vysya^

Urhited, Visaldi^atiW. / ;
By deducting XpS /^Lht (W qh Sale Tiansactibn) <
Total ' ■



; ■ ; •<

Cash Total

0 516500
0 0 W3653
0 0 64550

Q 150

0
f.

..,,

s.

Generated 06:14/11/2014 01:47:16 PM

I

Registering Officer 
bwarakanagai 

L (S.Rama Krishna Dasj

Challan 
u/s41oflSAa

-------

774850:

bI

Ir the Form of
Stamp Duty 
u/s 16 oi ls act

516400:

193650

64550

.0

0

stamp Duty

Transfer Duty

Reg. Fee.

NA

100 774750

DD/BC/ 
Pay Order

0

NA 

j Ussr Charges t 

Total

Offee ' 
Di^i<anagar

fH: ,

Endorsement: .
Description 

of • ~
Fee/Duty

Date
T4thcfayofN6vemh^n2Jf4

^Certificate DfRi^fetriti^

I -- -'0"=- <*■« ~«o„ ,

Stamp 
Papers

100

NA

■■

signature of ftegistering Officer 
Dwarakanagar
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Mi 
1 2 tn I 

F’ 
M’ 

'■■SS is



AOS'

3.
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NAVARATNA ESTATES

■ : i

•j

••

managing PARTNER 
VENDEE

S'

I

...................-■■Aisjs-

i

•' •. ' •

M/s. ARUNA CONSTRUCTIONS

. pROPfa^R.
VEiNDOR

NOW THIS DEEP QiPSftfcE
i. That in consideration of payment of fe. 1,2^,10,000/- (Rupees Oiio Crore 

Twenty Nien Lakhs Ten Thbusahci enly) paid by the Vendee to the Vendor in 
the aforesaid manner the receipt of which the Vendor hereby acknowledges, the 
Vendor hereby sells, conveys, transfersand assigns unto the Vendee all they rights, 
titifi and interest, claim and demand whatsoever in the schedule mentioned property 
and delivers vacant possession thereof to the Vendee to l^ld the same absolutely 

: forever free from all encqih^nces, Wgether W aW water sdurcesy preVileges, 
easemerits, appurtenancesoT by other thlhps hidden In the earth beldnging to or

2 ^e^Sor'^heteby assures the Vendee that the said proper^ is free from air kinds 

of mortgage, charges, agreements to sell, court litigacloris and any other statutory i

The Velidor further covenant with the Vendee , that knowingly 
have nk caus^ or allowed any distress tx> be levied on tB;^d>pperty^^^

4. The Vkdor further .assures toe Vendee that they haye^t:|g^G^^al^^^^ . . ■
and mkk^hle title to the said property and absolute a^^ty to sell the same in ,^^ . ;. 
the rnanner aforesaid. > v' . • '''

5. The Vendor further covenants with the Vendee that if there .
ark Pn<1'Sc:harged liability in respect of the said property they shall clear rhe same 
and the Veiidee is free there from. ; .
TheVendorfartherag^estolndemnlfytheWeeandW ,
if adV raised or objecUgn? glade to this cOriveyariOS by ai^ PP® ,
anyclalmbemadeordisputeraisedatanytirnebyahy.o^^^ .
>feni,r herehr unftgftai^s W they shall.at their ' ■
execute or cause i» bb e)Se««fed SHSh fiirthef attS, deeds ah^ thtngsas ^ r^re-Mly 
effddively convey title to' the property hereby soid.,#><1 eohvbi^.W the VendM.

i Thewnd9ralsoassutestheypndeeljist|flh§ter6tndin|9hytiab!iiftfoftex^^
forithe said property to the Municipal CdrpbtaBdn, or oWer 8ovpmmrt p.r .^^ry 
authorities ,U UiS<tete of this conveyiente,« bS/BSSSe'" '

case the same are collected from thel VeOdee the Vendor Shan
Veiidee. . I
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No. 1277/83 (Al) Dt,

f
i

P^ot No. 21 
40 feet wide Road 
Riot No. 18 
P'ot No. 10 & 11

NAVARATNA ESTATES

2>----
MANAGING PARTNER 

VENDEE

80 feetor.24.38 mts.
60 feet or 18.28 mts.

H

   

M/s. ARUNACONSTRUCTIONS

I k.
PROPRIETOR 
VENDOR

■<

i

-Aofe y-

Vendor further assures and coVenarite with the Vendee that the VpaHpo = h

9 Th^^^ h T hlni oriiVtfiistWhim .
9. The Vendee is hereby entitled to said property transferred Ifi thdir Parhci4 iri '

Myi^l eaq^ratipn anditevenue ;

scheduleoftheprqperty
^’^’^hatsito measuring an extent^^^siW. 446.49

Sheet House therfeon with a plinth area of i^O WMrIhg W <
^^« ^^^^0/4644 being <*lot&e&20 df .

1 ‘if by suredy HTp. 4> part &48 Of Madhavadhara Vifed
^'"b'elin’i^ofGreal^yi^gldiapgtnamMunta-palarporatlonarea andregistraflon 

■Dwarakanagar Spb Regls^r Qlfice QfVIsakhapatnam and bounded by;
East ; p;nr Wn 91
South
West
North
Measurements:
East to West
North to South _ 
This is not an assigned prope.iy.
In witness whereof the Vendor and Vendee have signed on this Deed of Sale on the date 
month and year mentioned above. ' ' .
The Urban Land Ceiling Proceedings Order 26 No. 2141/83 (Al) Dt.
26- 09-1983 as per Document No. 12268/1983.
The Urban Land Ceiling Proceedings Order 26
02-36-1983 as per Document No. 12273/1983.
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NAVARATNA ESTATES

MANAGING PARTNER 
VENDEE

WITNESSES ;

1.

VILLAGE
Madhavadha’rs 
D.No.
39-8-40/5/1

I

Drafted by:

HZs.ARJI^i^N^ftiCNS^

Charges, etc., is paid under Challana dated 

Visakhapatpam.

An amount bf Rs. '7,'fif,7sb/. tO^ar^^ Deficit Staiirip duty; Registration Fee, T.D;, USef
I . ■■'•'.•■ . ■ ■ ■■ ■ ,'■ ■

S;8.I. Doridapafthy Branch,

r

2. o

RULElftilTrAtEMENT
S-No. febam Rate/Sn.Yd. jMgrk^yalue 

534;Sq;yds. / Rs.2-i>0b0/-' fe.iXlO/OOOZ- 
togethenO AC Sheet 

, HpuselbbiW 
with a plinth ^liaa 240
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//TRUE COPY//

:PRE5ENT:
THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE C.V.NAGARJUNA REDDY

...PetitiQner
(Petitioner in WP 34346 of 2015 

‘ on the fiie pf High Court)

HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT HYDERABAD .
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AND THE STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH

WEDNESDAY, THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF NOVEMBER 
TWO THOUSAND AND FIFTEEN

WPMP.NO: 44162 of 2015 
IN

WP-NO: 34346 of 2015 
Between;
Seetharaman Badri Narayanan, S/o Radhakrishnan Seetharaman 
R/o D.Nc.13-28-7/102, Puligedda Towers, Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet, 
Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District.

Counsel for the Petitioner : Sri N. Subba Rao ;
Counsel for Respondent Nos.1 & 2 : GP for Endowments (AP) .
Counsel for Respondent No.3 :'Smt. K. Laiitha

Petition under Section 151 of C.P.C. praying that in the circumstances stated in 
the affidavit filed in the W.P., the High Court may be pleased to direct the 
respondents not to dispossess the petitioner from the property owned by the 
petitioner to an extent of534 Sq. yards in Plot Nos. 19 and 20 bearing Door No.39-8- 
4Q/5/1, Asst. Ncs.69500/4644 in the approved Layout bearing L.P.No.32/94 covered 
by Sy.Nos.47 part and 48 of Madhavadhara Village within the limits cf Greater . 
Visakhapainam Municipal Corporation without following due process of law, pending' 
disposal of \NP No.34346 of 2015 on the file of the High Court.

The Court while directing issue of notice to.-the Respondents herein to show 
. cause as to why this application should not be complied with, .made the following 

order. (The receipt of this order will be deemed to. be. the'receipt of notice in the 
case)

The State of A.P., Rep; by its Pri. Secretary, Revenue' (Endowments) 
Department, A.P. Secretariat, Hyderabad.
The Commissioner of Endowments, Andhra Pradesh, Boggulakunta, 
Hyderabad.
Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasirhhaswamivari Devasthanam, rep: by its Executive 
Officer, Simhachalam, Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District.

...Respondents
(Respondents in-do-)

QRPER: ■

Pending further orders, the respondeiits shall not dispossess the 
petitioner from the extent of 534 sq. yards in plot Nos. 19 and 20, bearing Door. 
No.39-8-40/5/1, Asst Nos.69500/4644 in the approved Layout bearing 
L.P.No.32/94, covered by Sy.Nos.47 Part and. 48 of Madhavadhara village, 
within the limits of Greater Visakhapatnam Municipal Corporation, without 
following the due process of law. / ... .r. -' ■

assistant
For ASSISTaI^R^STF^R

WPMP.NO
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3

1^-
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:;j=’ ■ ■

4
5
6 
nnr

To -■■ ■

1 The Principal Secretary, Revenue (Endowments) Department, State of A.P., 
. A.P, Secretariat, Hyderabad.

2. The Commissioner of Endowments. Andhra Pradesh, Bpggulakunta, 
Hyderabad.
The Executive Officer, Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimhaswamivari Devasthanam, 
•Simhachalam, Visakhapatnam, Visakhapatnam District.
(Addressees 1 to 3 BY RPAD)
One CC to Sri N. Siibba Rao, Advocate (OPUC)
Two GCs to the G.P. for Endowments (AP), High Court, Hyderabad. (OUT) 
One Spare Copy.
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HIGH COtJRt
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ORDER
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DIRECTION

‘I

I

WPMPJjfO: 4062 of 2015 
IN ■

WP.NO: 34346 of 2015

DATE: 25-11-2015



LA. NO. OF 2025
IN

W.P. NO. OF 2025

Between:

... Petitioner

AND

...Respondents

Counsel for the Petitioner

For the reasons stated in the affidavit filed In support of the above 
Writ Petition it is hereby prayed that this Hon'ble Court may be pleased 
to direct the respondents not to disposes the Petitioner from land 
measuring to an extent of 534 Sq.yards in Sy.No. 47 and 48 situated 
at Madhvadhara Village, Visakhapatnam> Visakhapatnam District, 
pending disposal of the above writ petition. pending disposal of the 
above writ petition and to pass such other order or orders, as this 
Hon'ble Court may deems fit just and proper in the circumstances of 

the case.

DATE: 03-02-2025 
AMARAVATI

2.The Commissioner of Endowments, 
Gollapudi, Vijayawada, N.T.R. District.

3.Sri Varaha Lakshmi Narasimhaswamivari Devasathanam, 
Rep.by Its Executive Officer, Simhachalam, 
Visakahaptnam District.

l.The State of Andhra Pradesh, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, 
Revenue (Endowments) Department, Secretariat Building, 
Velagapudi, Guntur District.

Seetharaman Badri Narayan,
S/o. Radhrakrishnan Seetharaman,
Aged about 52 years,Resident of D.No. 13-28-7/102, 
Pudigedda Towers,Dandu Bazar, Maharanipet, 
Visakhapatnam,Visakhapatnam District.

MEMORANDUM OF WRIT PETITION MISC. PETmON 
(UNDER SEC. 151 OF THE C.P.C.)

IN THE HIGH COURT OFJUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH AT 
AMARAVATI
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VISAKHAPATNAM : District

I. A. NO. OF 2025
IN

W.P. NO. OF 2025

DIRECTION PETITION

I

1

Filed by:

i 
I 
f

M/S.M.DEVI PRASAD(18696)
V.DUSHYANTH REDDY(22744)
SURYA TE3A ANUMOLU(24858)

Counsel for Petitioner

IN THE HIGH COURT OF 
JUDICATURE OF ANDHRA PRADESH 

ATAMARAVATI

i

/'
f

a
I
I
I

1
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