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WRIT APP AL NO: 13 160F 2024

WritAppealunderclausel5oftheLettersPatentPreferredagainsttheorder

Dated 1 6-07-2024 in W.P.No1 2 701 of 2023 on the file of the High Court'

Between:

HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE SIXTH DAY OF DECEMBER

TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

M. ABHISHEK, S/o M Vykunta Rao' Ag.ed about 31 vears' occ: Pvt

Emotovee, Rr/o n.uo )lz;&5olbi I' 19-;!n9qqv nasai' Dhamaiguda

il[ffd;fi"tyreJsaraeacrripallvmandal'M-MDist-go' ...A''ELLANT
AND

1. The state of Telangana' Rep by its Principal Secretary' Municipal

Administration, Secretariat, Hyderaoao'
, ?ru'il. C;;risslo#r, w;;i'2"*-;-GHMC' Gachibowli circle-2O'

Serilin'gamPallY, R. R' Dist'
3. Sri Srinivas, slo unxno*i]'Age 45 yrs',plot n9:.?11-Toud no'4' block B' Street
" il,i}:'s;hu, "rgJ,, 

Wiio-'i'' 1d4"Kondapur circle no' 21' R R dist'

...RESPONDENTS

IA NO: 30F 2024

Petition under Section '1 51 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

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

suspend the operation of the Judgment of the Learned Single dated 16'07 '2024

passed in WP No. 127O1 o'f 2023, pending disposal of the Writ Appeal'

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI NILESH NARANIA FOR M/s' M'SIRISHA RANI

counsel for the Respono"ni'flolt Gp FoR MGPL ADMN & URBAN DEV

ffi ;;;iio,ir,"n""bond#'ii;;:'-tilt*?H3,i,1'"ttJ36;fi t*to*t'
Gounsel for the ResPondent No'3: --

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT

: rt,:..*.t .it',-titt.&,
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THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADIIE
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE J.SREENTVAS RAO

WRIT APPEAL No. 1316 of 2024

JuDGMENT : (Per the Hon'ble. Sri Justice J. Sreeniuas Rao)

This intra court appeal has been filed by the appellaat

invoking the provisions of Clause 15 of the Letters patent

aggrieved by the order passed by the learned Single Judge in
W.P.No. 12701 of 2023 dated 16.0T.2024, by which the writ
petition filed by the appelrant was dismissecl with costs.

2. Heard Mr. Nilesh Narania, learned counsel representing Ms.

M.Sirisha Rani, learned counsel for the appellant, and Mr. BaIu
Dudekula, learned counsel representing Mr. Raparti Venkatesh,

leamed Standing Counsel for Greater Hyderabad Municipal
Corporation.

3. Brief facts of the case:

3.1 Facts giving rise to frling of this appeal briefly stated are
that the apperant rodged a complaint against respondent No.3
before respondent No.2-Deputy Commissioner, Greater
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Hyderabad Municipal Corporation' West Zone' on 17 '12'2022 on

the ground that respondent No'3' was making unauthorized

construction in the Ptot No'53' admeasunng 300 sq. Yards

floors and sought for taking action to

lonstructed rvithout69'f1oor, which was <

consisting of six

demolish/ alter the

following anY municiPal norms' As resPondent No.2 failed to

take appropriate action, the appellant approached this Court ald

flled the writ Petition.

3.2 Learned Single Judge dismissed the writ petition with costs

on the ground that the appellant hled writ petition against

respondent No.3, admittedly, respondent No'3 is not the owner

and one Anumula Sridhar is the owner of the subject property

and the appellant even without verifying the ownership

approached this Court and frled the writ petition with unclean

hands against non-existent person' but affecting the real owner'

4. Submissions of learned counsel for the appellant:

Learned counsel for the appellant submitted that

respondent No.2 in the counter-affidavit has not stated that

Anumula Sridhar is owrrer of the subject ProPerty and
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respondent No.3 is not the owner of the subject property. In
such circumstances, the learned Single Judge ought not to have

dismissed the writ petition by imposing costs.

Analysis:

5. Having considered the rival submissions made by the

learned counsel for the appellant and after perusal of the record,

it reveals that one Anumula Sridhar is the owner of the subject

property and he had taken bu ding permission in respect of

construction on the subject property in the year 2O16 and

completed the construction and obtained occupancy certificate

on 21.O4.2OIT . The appellant has hled the writ petition

questioning the action of the respondents in not taling action for

demolition/ alteration of the construction made in the subject

property by respondent No.3. Admittedly, one Anumula Sridhar,

who is the owner of the subject property, filed I.A.No.2 of 2023

seeking impleadment as party respondent and the said

application was allowed and he hled counter_afhda'it before the

leamed Singfe Judge in W.P.No. 12707 of 2023. Leamed Single

Judge after considering the contentions of the respective parties,
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dismissed the writ petition specif,rcarly holding that the appellant

hled writ petition against respondeht No'3 with an intention to

obtain the orders against the real owner (s) behind their back

without even making any effort to ascertain the minimal facts

while approaching the Court by hling the writ petition' According

to the averments of the appellant' the appellant is the neighbor of

the subject property' Even without ascertaining the factum of

who is the owner of the subject property and who is mating

construction in the subject property' the appellant frled writ

petition against the unconnected person'

6. The appellant has filed the writ appeal against respondent

Nos.2and3onlywithoutmakingrespondentNo.4,whowas

already impleaded as party respondent in W'P'No' 12701 of 2023 '

as pa,rty in the appeal' The appellant has not even stated anY

reason for non-impleading Anumula Sridhar as a party

resPondent in the Present aPPeal'

7. For the foregoing reasons' this Court does not hnd any

ground to differ with the stand taken by the learned Single Judge

while dismissing the writ petition with costs'
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8 Accordingly, the writ appeal is dismissed. No costs.

Miscellaneous applications pending, if any, shall stand

closed.

sD/-K.SA ESHI
DEPUW REGI TRAR
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HIGH COURT

DATED:06112t2024

JUDGMENT

WA.No.1316 of 2024

DISMISSING THE WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT COSTS.
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