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PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO
:

WRIT APPEAL NOS: '1422 AND1661 0F 2013

W.A.NO: 14220F 2013

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of thtj Letters Patent Appeal preferred against

the order dated 24.06.2013 passed in WPNio.B30a/2008 on the file of the High Court'

Between:

HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

SATURDAY, THE TWENTY FIRST DAY OF SEPTEMBER

TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

1. Vasireddv Navaneet Kumari (Died per- Lrs as P 2 and 3)' Wo V G K Pra'sad
' ;#i"?'dV;;;;'il;'-1r' B;;6d Avenue' Road N6 1' banjara Hirrs'

Hvderabad.
2. ijl.Vlfil Krmar, S/o V G K PrasadAged 48 Years R/o 6-3-248t3t4' Road
- [o. t. Baniara Hills Hyderabad - 500 034
s UVi"ii-(,j;;,, d; Vc K Firr.a As"d 43 Years R/o. 6-3-24813/4, Road No.

tri$ililii";;{{g;ffi'f#i1fi,'"",,'$,s:',r^?:1"3i?t?%i''nlhu...APPELLANTS
lN wP.NO.8304/2008

AND

1 . M. Sreedhar, S/o M. Madan Mohan Rao,.a.Sg9 about 43 years' resident of 
.

[JSA.. reo bv his father r*i'Gi{ H;i,i;i'tvrl Maaan Mohan Rao, R/o Plot No.

IOI' shirlS# Ni-gai Colonv, Mehdipatnam, Hvderabad'

RESPoI[DF[r(lPoEJlI'f,]'.r"?

2. The A.P. Co-operative Tribunal, R"t 9V its.Secrel9ryr 7th Floor'
' cr,i"iiirit iiio.pt.r, Moiamjahi 1i,'1arket, Hvderabad

3. ih;'Dfiiy negisi?arlArbiiiato'r, olo. Division-al co-ooerative officer," c'h;rr;;;'Divis"ion, 6th'Fffi;, lil I BiJcii, Minoranjan Building' M J Road'

Hvderabad.
4 T#ffilvai. Nagar Co-operative Housing- Sogielv Ltd ' T A No 218' Rep by' 

iii' 6 ili6tlr-v-{ 
- 9 qlyg 1#i vi;, J n ei o v, 5ro Lac aa o 

;}er{d{,5,i.19,iJ# U :ii. ruo. rri-zlzaiprti\usnd and 30. P S. Nag3r, Ma

5 B Veeraswamv, S/o. v;;"k#;.;;i'' Agqd'8a'y""'s' .Ex--Presiiient of the
" 5"ii"iv, n7b. iiot tlo 9, Siripuram Colony, Hyderabad- 36



6. K. Adiseshaiah, S/o. Ramaiah, Aged 75 years, Ex- Secret;ary oflhe Society,
Rio. 194-A, Venture -1, Kalyan Na'gaf .Co:op Housing S'ociety, Kalyan Nagar
Phase-1, Hyderabad-38.

Z I Umaniatr'eshwara Rao, Sio. Late Chalamaiah, aged;rbout 74 years, R/o' 8-
3-167/39, Uma Apartments, Kalyan Nagar Phase I, Hvde'rabad- 38..

8. C. Rajagopalan, 5/o. Pardhasarbdhi lyengar, aged about ll9^years R/o B-2-
540/1 , tfilc Colony, Road No.'1 , Banjara Hills, Hyderabad'38.

9. l. Venkata Rama Rao, S/o. Uma Malieshwar Rao, aged about 48 years, Occ

Govt. Employee, R/o. 5-59, Pandaripuram 5th lane, Guntur.
'10. Nelabhotl'a Srinivas Murthv, S/o. Raina Murthy, Occ Emplc'yee, R/o 10-4-

503/4, Sriramnagar Colony. Hyderabad- 500 028
1 '1 

. P. Rama Babu, 5/o. Venk5tardtnam, C/o. K. Sakku Bhar, tilO 245l3RT, S R

Nagar, Hyderabad.
1 2. S.N"agasliwin, S/O S.Jayaram Reddy Aged about 37 Yt:ars Rlo 8-3-1671D157 

'
Kalvan Naoar. Hvderabad.
(Reiponde-nt i.lo'12 is impleaded as'per Court Order dzrted 27l1212022Vide
lA No 1 of 2022) 

...RE.P.NDENTS

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2013ffiAMP. NO: 2899 OF 2013)

Petition under section 151 CPC prhying that in the c rcumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court 'nay be pleased to

restrain the 1st respondent from alienating or making any oonstruction in Plot

No,59, Kalyan Nagar Venture I, Yousufgtda, Hyderabad' pending disposal of the

main appeal.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI BHARATH CHANDRA MADAS FOR
SRI SRINIVASA RAO BODDIjLURI

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: SRI RN.HEMENDRANI'TH REDDY, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI M. PR,ATHEEK REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.2 & 3: GP FOR COOPER,ATION
Qsqnsel for the Respondent No.4: SRI J.PRABHAKAR
Counsel for the Respondent No.12; SRI A.DHEERAJ FOR SRI D.JAIPAL

REDDY
Cgunsel for the Respondent Nos.5 TO 1 1: -

W.A.NO: 1661 OF 2013

Writ Appeal under clause '15 of the Letters Patent preferrr-d against the order

dt. 24.6.2013 in WP.No. 8304 of 2008 on the file of the High Couil

Between:

The Kalyan Naqar Co-Operative Housing Society Ltd T,C NO, ?19 Eep !y
its Electi:d Secietary, by the name D.Sambasiva Rao, S/o Ankaiah, Age 72
years, Occ: Secretary, 6f the Kalayan Nagar, Co-Operat ve Housing Society



Ltd.. TA.No.21B. R/o. H No 3-6-
Naoar ColonV, KukatPallY, HYder
{Ca"use Title-is amended as Per
itt ZOZZ in WA No.1661 of 2013)

58/7, Plot No.73, Road No.1 7, Vivekananda
abad-72.
Court OrO"t dated 18.03 2024,Yide lA.No 2

...APPELLANT
AND

1. M.Sreedhar, S/o, M- Madan Mohan Rao, {g-e!.qb.qut 39 years' R/o United' 5i;L"J'ffi"iiL nup 6; h; i;ih;i"''ii c"Pn uolder M Madan Mohan Rao'

Hi;'Pi"i'N; 50, sanitisrr 'Nagar Col6nv, Mehdipatnam' Hvderabad'

.,.RESPONDENT/PETITIONER

2. The A.P. Co-operative Tribunal, Hyderabad.,.ReP pY its Secretary' 7th Floor'- ch;;;rih;i[omplex, Moiamjahi'Market, Hvderabad'
3. ih.'Dd;tv Regi.i;;i Aruii,at<jr, 0/6 Divisiohal co-ooerative officer'" cffifff,;;bii,idion, ot'Froli,ir,r-isl"Jr''Manoranjan'Buildins, M J Road'

Hvderabad.
4. VI;;;;;; Navaneet Kumari. (DIED) Wo -v G K Prasad' Aged about 74- ,;;ft:-o;" netlreo Centrat Gdvernment official, R/o Road No 1' Banjara

Avenue. Baniara Hills, HYderabad'
s ElV"Ll"i*rinv, s)o. v"fiiaidmiiatr' Ased about 80 vears'.Ex- President of" if,i""s-Jii"tvldl6 itot No. 9, siripurarncbloly, Hvderabad- 36'

o kl"nii#!'riiilfil slo.'nrmiiarr, Agea about 7i ve-ars occ Retd Government- L'm;"fi-#,Ei-'s""t"trrv'6iiiib'stiietv, Rlo 1d4-A, Venture -l Kalvan Nasar

,8t#;#"tlmpyitly'l,u"ex!',"H4iru5:3B3iit*sr*e:"
ii"tiiJ?'irovernment employee, Rlo 8-3- 1 67/39 Uma Apartments' Kalyan

i,laqar PTrase -1, Hyderabad- 38. :. .s E:illid;ijan' sii. piiur''sarasdhi lyelg^'.1'Ased about 85 vears' occ
Retired oovernment employ"e R/o 8-2-54-0/1' M-lG Colony' Road No 1'

, Ffllli'*XH' ;Hfii1??,1;t! Uma Maheshwar Rao' Ased about 44vearc," b;;diil. empioyee, R/o. 5-59, Pandaripuram 5th lane' Guntur'- . . ^
ro ilJLu-riot'ia S?ihivis rvrrrtnv, S/o. Rama Murt-hv,-occ Emplovee' R/o 10-4-'- 

boi7A. sinrmnagar ColonV. Hvderabad- 500 028
11 F:H;h;'b;'br,-slo Vent iial.itnim, c/o K sakku Bhai, R/o 245l3RT' s R'

.,, $lnil;]lit1?ror1l." V.G K prasad, ased 48 years,R/o 6-3-24,t3t4,Road

, . $ir} B3 
p3 

Ifi Xll "s[',$"3["8-,u,o.3ooiin * 4 3 yea rs, R t o 6'3 -248 t 3 t 4, Ro ad
' - 

r'lo.i, Hanjarahills, Hyderabad-500034

(RR12 and 13 are brought on record as !fs. 9i {gceqs+ B9:qg$ent No 4

Ii'iJiloiirt "ro"i 
oated oa-oz-2017 in wA'MP No 1BOe of 2016)

14. S Naoashwin, S/o S.Jayaram Reddy, A=O5rp-1b-ot1! 32 Years' Occ Self
'- Effiffiil;'ilib-ii"t ti;.'57, H.t{o a-'3 t6'zrDl57, Kalvan Nasar, Hvderabad'

(Resoondent No.14 is impleaded as,per Court order dated 2711212022 vide
iA.No.t orzOZz inWANo 1661 of 2013) 

...RES'ONDENTS



l.A. NO: 2 OF 2013(WAMP. NO: 3354 0F 2013)

PetitionunderSectionl5lCPCprayingthatinthecircunstancesStatedin

the affidavit filed in support of the petition; the High Court nral' be pleased direct

the respondenUwrit petitioner to maintain status quo as regard s the nature of the

land as well as the interests in the land. ;

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI MUMMANENI SRlNlvAsA RAC)

Coun""f for the Rlipondent No.1: SRI R'N'HEMENDRANATH REDDY' SENIOR
COUNSEL

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.2 & 3: GP FOR COOPERATION

C"rn."i for the Respondent Nes'12 & 14: SRI A'DHEERAJ FOR D'JAIPAL
REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent No.13: SRI SRINIVASA RAO BODDULURI

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 TO 11: --

The Court made the following; COMMON JUDGMENT
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THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HON ,BLE SRI JUSTICE J.SREENIVAS RAO

WRIT APPEAL Nos. 1422 AND 1 66L oF 2013

COMMON JUDGMENT: (Per the Hon'bte the Chief Justice AIok Aradhe)

Mr. Bharath Chandra Macias, learned counsel appears

for Mr. Srinivasa Rao Bodduluri, learned counsel for the

appellant in W.A.No. 1422 of 2013/respondent No'3 in the writ

petition.

Mr. Mummaneni Srinivasa Rao, learned counsel appears

for the appellant Society in W'A'No'1661 of 2013/respondent

No.4 in the writ Petition'

Mr. R.N. Hemendralath Reddy' learned Senior Counsel

represents Mr. M' Pratheek Reddy' learned counsel for

respondent No.1 in W.A'No'1422 of 2013/petitioner in the writ

petition.

Mr. A. Dheeraj, learned counsel appears for Mr' D' Jaipal

Reddy, learned counsel for respondent Nos'12 and 14 in

W.A.Nos. 1422 and 166 1 of 2013 respectively'
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2. W.A.No. 1422 of 2O13 has been filec try a Member of
Kalyan Nagar Cooperative Housing Society L,irr ited (hereinafter
called, 'the SocietyJ, whereas W.A.No. 166 I of 2Ol3 has been
filed by the Society. Both the appea_ls emanat,: from an order
d.ated 24.06.2013 passed by the learned Single Judge in
W.P.No.8304 of 2OOg. Therefore, the appreals were heard
analogously and are being decided by this cornnlon judgment.

3. The parties are hereinafter referred to ar; they are arrayed
in the rvrit petition, for the facility of reference.

4. Facts giving rise to rrting of these appeats in nutshelt are
that the petitioner was admitted as member ,tf the Society on
27 .OI.1988. Thereafter, he was allotted a plot, namely plot
bearing No.59 measurlng 493.3 square mrlters situate in
survey Nos.52, 13g, 139 and part of

Yousufguda, Hyderabad (hereinafter referred

survey No.137,

ar; the subject
plot). A registered

28.OL.1988 by the

sale deed was executed in his favour on

respondent Nos.S arrd 6. T,he petitioner
obtained permission for construction on 29.O3,.1 9g9 from the
Municipal Corporation, Hyderabad.
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5. The Society issued a notice on 24.1 1.2000 to the

petitioner proposing to cancel the sale deed executed in his

favour by the Society. The petitioner thereupon Iiled

O.S.No.6951 of 20OO before the Second Junior Civil Judge,

City Civil Court, Hyderabad seeking a declaration that the said

notice dated 24.ll.2OOO is illegal. The aforesaid suit was

decreed on 30.07.2003 exparte. Thereafter, an application was

filed to set aside the ex parte decree, which was dismissed by

the trial Court on 07.04.2006. The said order was set aside

vide order dated 11.06.2009 by a Bench of this Court in

C.R.P.No.3894 of 2006. The suit was restored to file ald was

eventually dismissed on 03. ll.2OO9.

6. One Mr. V.G.K.Prasad, the husband of respondent No.3

initiated a proceeding under Section 61 of the Andhra Pradesh

Cooperative Societies Act, 1964 (hereinafter referred to as 'the

Act'), namely A.R.C.No.38 of 2O0O before the Divisional

Cooperative Officer, Charminar, Hyderabad against the

petitioner and the respondent Nos.4 to 6 seeking a declaration

that the allotment and registration of plot No.59 in favour of

the petitioner is illegal. A direction was also sought to the

Society to re-allot it in his favour. The claim in the proceeding
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was inter alia rnade on the ground that the rer;pondent No.3 is

his wife, who was a member of the Society. It',vas averred that

his wife transferred the membership to him in tht: year 20OO' It

was also averred that the petitioner, even though he was a

minor on the date of admission as a member to the society,

was illegally admitted as such by respondent Nos.5 and 6,

which is contrary to bye-law No.4 of the byr:-laws of the

Society. It was pleaded that the respondent Nos.5 and 6 were

not holding the post of President and Secretary of the Society

at the relevant time and even though a sale d<:ec[ in respect of

plot in question namely Plot No.59 was existin5l in favour of

respondent No.8, the same was sold to the petitioner.

7. By an aw.ard dated 25.04.2002 passed by r-he Divisional

Cooperative Officer, the aforesaid A.R.C., was dismissed. The

claim of the husband of respondent No.3 was rr:jected inter alia

on the ground that the transfer of membership by his wife in

his favour is invalid. It was further held thal. tl:re claim was

barred by limitation. It was also held that t he sale of plot

No.59 to the petitioner is not invalid on the gror-lnrl that he was

minor on the date of execution of the sale deerl. The husbald
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of the respondent No.3 did not chailenge the order passed by

the Divisional Cooperative Officer before the higher forum'

8. Thereafter, the respondent No'3, namely wife of

Mr. V.G.K.Prasad hled another petition under Section 61 of the

Act seeking to declare the allotment of plot made in favour of

the petitioner as void, illegal and to allot her the plot No'59 or

plot No.198 on the ground that she is the senior most member

of the Society.

g. The Divisional Cooperative Officer, Charminar'

Hyderabadbyanawarddatedl5.0g.2oo3interaliahe|dthat

the proceeding initiated by the petitioner under Section 61 of

the Act is not barred by res judicata' It was further held that

the alienation of plot No.59 by the Society in favour of the

petitioner is the outcome of fraud and collu sion between the

petitioner and the respondent Nos'5 and 6' It was also held

that the sale deed dated 28.01.1988 executed in favour of the

petitioner is void ab initio. The Divisional Cooperative Ofhcer

held that after expiry of their term, the President and the

Secretary of the Society had. admitted the petitioner as member

of the society and had executed a sale deed in his favour'
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iO. The petitioner challenged the aforesa:.d award in an

Appeal, namel_v C.T.A.No.5 of 2OO4, before the Andhra pradesh

Cooperative Tribunal, Hyderabad. The aJoresaid Tribunal by a

judgment dated 04.03.2008 inter alia alfirrnect the findings

recorded by the Divisional Cooperative Officer contained in the

order dated 15.09.2OO3 and dismissed the appeal. The

petitioner challenged the said judgment in a writ petition,

namely W.P.No.83O4 of 2008. The learned Single Judge by an

order dated 24.06.2013 inter aliaheld that thr: S;ociety had no

right, title or interest in respect of the subjeot plot in the

absence of any registered conveyance deed. It.was further held

that the respondent No.3 again claimed tJee subject plot

through the Society. It rvas also held that the fraud, if any

played by the petitioner does not entitle the Srtciety to deprive

the respondent No.l to the plot and allottect to respondent

No.3. The learned Single Judge found that the orders passed

by the Divisional Cooperative Officer and l:he: Cooperative

Tribunal suffer from error apparent on the face of record. The

learned Single Judge, therefore, set aside the award dated

75.O9.2OO3 passed in A.R.C.No.3 of 2OO2 b1' the Divisional

Cooperative Officer and the judgment dated 04.03.2008 passed
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in C.T.A.No.5 of 2OO4 by the Cooperative Tribunal.

Accordingly, the vi,rit petition was allowed. Being aggrieved, the

respondent No.3 has filed W.A.No.1422 of 20 13, whereas the

Society has filed W,A.No.l661 of 2013.

11. The learned counsel for the appellant in W.A.No. 1422 of

2013 submitted that the learned Single Judge ought to have

appreciated that the respondent No.8 had conveyed the said

plot to the Society and the Society was the owner thereafter. It

was further submitted that the learned Single Judge ought to

have appreciated that the petitioner had no right, title or

interest in respect of the said plot. Attention of this Court was

also invited to the petition, namely A.R.C.No.3 of 2OO2 and it

was pointed out that the averment was made in respect of

subject plot even in the body of the petition. However, the

learned counsel for the appellant fairly admitted the fact that

the husband of the deceased appellant in W.A.No.1422 of 2Ol3

had filed A.R.C.No.38 of 2000, which was dismissed vide

award dated 25.O4.2OO2 was not mentioned in the petition

filed by the original appellant.
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12. Learned counsel for the appellzLnt Society in

W.A.No.166 1 of 2013 submitted that the learned Singie Judge

ought to have appreciated that the respondent Nos.s and 6

had ceased to be the members of the Societ'r on 10.06.1987.

However, even after the expiry of their term, they admitted the

petitioner to be member of the Sociegz and e:recuted a sale

deed in his favour. It is further submitted th.at the petitioner

was admitted as a member in contravention of the bye-laws of

the Society. However, the learned Single Juctge, has failed to

appreciate the aforesaid aspect of the matter.

13. Learned Senior Counsel for petitioner has srubmitted that

the husband of respondent No.3 had filed a petition under

Section 61 of the Act, namely A.R.C.No.38 of 11000, which was

dismissed by an award dated 25.04.2OO2. However, the

respondent No.3, namely wife of Mr. V.G.K.prasad without

disclosing the fact of dismissal of A.R.C.No.3ti c,f 2OO0 by an

award dated 25.04.2OO2, filed the petition under Section 61 of

the Act, namely A.R.C.No.3 of 2OO2 seekirrg the relief in

respect of plot No. 59 . It u,as further subraitted that the

respondent No.3 is guilty of suppression of mater.ial facts. It is

contended that in the absence of any convi3yilnce deed in
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favour of the Society, the Society has no right, title or interest

in respect of the subject prot. The learned Senior counsel for

the petitioner has supported the order passed by the learned

Single Judge.

14. Learned counsel for the respondent No, i 2 (newly

impleaded respondent) has adopted the submissions made on

behalf of the learned Senior Counsel for the petitioner.

15. We have considered the rival submissions made on both

sides ald have perused the record.

16. Admittedly, the husband of the respondent No.3 had

initiated the proceedings under Section 61 of the Act, nameiy

A.R.C.No.3S of 2OOO inter alia on the ground that his wife,

namely the respondent No.3 has tralsferred the membership

in his favour. In the aforesaid petition, it was pleaded that the

writ petitioner has been illegally admitted as a member of the

Society, as he was minor on the date when he was admitted as

member of the Society. It was also pleaded that the plot No.59

has been illegaily allotted to him. The husband of respondent

No.3 has assailed the sale deed executed in favour of the writ

petitioner on the grouryllhat the same was executed by the
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respondent Nos.S and 6 alter expiry of the l.erm as president

and Secretary of the Society. In the said petit.LorL, the relief was

sought in respect of plot No.59 only and the irssues with regard

to the admission of the petitioner to the mr:mbership of the

Society in contravention of the bye-laws and the issue that the

respondent Nos.S arrd 6 had no authority to e>:ecute the sale

deed in favour of the writ petitioner were alsro raised. The

petition hled by the husband of the respondr:nt No.3, namely

V.G.K.Prasad was dismissed vide award dated 2Si.O4.2OO2. T]ne

husband of the respondent No.3 accepted the albresaid award

passed by the Divisional Cooperative Officr:r and did not

challenge it further. Therefore, the aforesaid avard attained

finality.

17. Without disclosing the factum of dism.issal of the

proceeding initiated by the husbald of the respondent No.3

under Section 61 of the Act, the respondent No.3 again filed a

petition under Section 6l of the Act, namell/ l\.R.C.No.3 of

2OO2 seeking the relief in respect of plot No.19,8. The relevant

extract of the prayer is extracted below for the facility of

reference:

&
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" (2) to direct the Society to cancel all such

illegal, unlawful, in valid allotments and registrations

as recommended by the Enquiry Officer and re-allot

one such piots to the petitioner a senior most

member who paid plot advance and total cost before

15.10.1964 as desired by the respondent Society and

who is denied and deprived of allotment of p1ot. The

petitioner prays this Hon'ble Arbitrator to direct the

Society to allot and register Plot No.59 or 198 which

is not registered so far in view of the promise and

commitment given to the petitioner by the respondent

Society through their notice dated 29.O9.1964."

18. It is pertinent to note that in the aforesaid relief, in Plot

No. 59 or 198, the words "59 or" have been written in hand

and have not been either initialled by the respondent No.3 or

by her counsel. Admittedly, the respondent No.3 neither filed

an application for amendment of the petition under Section 61

of the Act nor any order was passed by the Divisional

Cooperative Officer permitting the respondent No.3 to add the

words "59 or"by hand.

19. Admittedly plot No.59 was allotted to respondent No-8 by

registered sale deed dated 20.O5.1975 and 01.05.1984.

Thereafter, the respondent No.8 surrendered the same to the

Society. It is also not in dispute that the respondent No.8 has
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not executed any registered deed of conveyance: in favour of the
Society. It is trite law that in the absence of a,,',, registered sale
deed, titie of immovable property is not transferred (see pandit
Chunchun Jha vs. Sheikh Ebadat AIi r ). Therefore, theIearned Single Judge has rightly held that in the absence of aregistered conveyance deed, the Society did nc,t have any right,title or interest in the subject ptot. The learned Single Judgehas therefore rightly concluded that the responclent No.3 hadno right to claim subject plot through the Soci,:t1.as it had notitle in respect of the subject plot.

20. Twin principles, firstly that finality should bt: attached tobinding decisions of tlre Court and secondly, that individuals
should not be vexed twice over the same kind of lit:gation fromthe foundation of general rule of res judicata. The prrinciples ofjudicata applied to the writ proceeding (set: I)aryao vs.State of Uttar pradesh2, Virudhuttagar Steel Ro[ing MiltsLimited vs. Government of Madras s ancl ShankaraCooperative Housing Society Limited vs. M.Irrabhakara).Similarly, the issue whether principles of constnlctive res

res

(1954) 1scc 599
ArR 1961 SC 1457
ArR 1968 SC 1196
(2011)5 scc 607

t-

3
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judicata apply to writ proceedings has also been answered in

the a-ffirmative by Supreme Court (see Direct Recruit Class II

Engineering Officers' Association vs. State of Maharashtras,

S.Nagaraj (deadf by LRs vs. B.R.Vasudeva Murthy o ,

M.Nagabhushana vs. State of Karnataka 7 and Union of

India vs. Major S.P.Sharmas). The issue with regard to

induction of the writ petitioner as member of the Society and

execution of the sale deed by the respondent Nos.S and 6 in

favour of the writ petitioner has attained finality in the

proceeding under Section 61 of the Act initiated by the

husband of the respondent No.3, namely Mr. V.G.K.Prasad.

2I. In the aforesaid proceeding, the Society was also a party

and therefore, the findings recorded in the award dated

25.O4.2OO2 passed by the Divisional Cooperative Officer in

A.R.C.No.38 of 2OOO binds the Society as well as the

respondent No.3.

' 1rs9o1 z scc zr5
'1zoro1 a scc :s:
' 1zorr1 : scc +o8

' lzoral e scc tsr
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22 . For the aforementioned reasons, we do not find any

ground to differ with the view taken by tl-re learned Single

Judge.

In the result, the writ appeals fail a-nd are hereby

dismissed. There shall be no order as to costs.

Miscellaneous petitions, pending if an.r, shall stand
closed.

$D/-I. NAGA LAKS

//TRUE COPYII
DEPUTY REGI R

SECTION FFICER
1

2
3
4
5

gffi 
EEi:Sfl,*J^fi,ff:Hff i{ffix9=?!i;.."r{ii!,p.e?y::..ropuc]

iff gii:.$ili'$ElHfl HlJlfi #J,^38y,fi';T::,,:,",J"?,"ansana

giiiEFS[l#,iHl1-=..5si??y":5,,""i5t"J3i,.r
Two CD Copres

b
7
8

PSK.
BS

l

I

I

i
1



I

HIGH COURT

DATED:2110912024

COMMON JUDGMENT

WA.Nos,1422 AND 1661 of 2013

DISMISSING THE WRIT APPEALS
WITHOUT COSTS.

r q rt'" ,i7t


