
HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

(Special Original Jurisdiction)

FRIDAY, THE SIXTH DAY OF DECEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

[ 3418 ]

...PETITIONER

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J SREENIVAS RAO

l.A.Nos.2 oF 2023 & 1 2AND30F 2024
IA/AND

WRIT PETITION NOS: 13477 AND 2253I OF 2023

W.P.NO:13477 0F 2023

Between:

M/s Bhaowan sri Barsaibaba centrar rrust, Having its registered office atSrinilayam, Kurnoot and pra.ncti 
-q#rcJ" ii"'ali_totNz, Khairatabad.

!19:::!lg, _l:presentetd oy its rr,rJnasi ;g 
"r*iL 

J sl.i'i. R; ri" ii;;; "stt;
Duryanarayana, aged 56 years, Rl/o Hyteiabad.

AND

1. The State of Telanoana, Represented by its principal Secretary Revenue
^ ltllcl. qepa.rllnent,-Seciet jfi ai HG;"&;; i" rJii', nu.z. I ne iitate ot lelanoana, Represented by its princi[al Secretary Revenue^ Endowments .tili Department, secietJilai, nvo,ii5Lro, Tetansana.3. The Speciat officer arid cgmpetenie-uirrJrity'ffi;;:d;d Giiiru,-, chandravih.ar, Exhibition e roirni! HvGiiiji-o]'*"
i A33Ji",iffillil'ff?3:,:il:3y'ents Ddpartment' or rebnsa na' rira k Road'

'Ui*'ii&31?:+i1ffi 'a'ilT*,ylli,#?K"',1:9,:f $,Elf tfi ,y,:U:.%xli,,- 522 007.
...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Articre 22$ of the constitution of rndia praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit fired therewith, the High court may be
pleased to issue a writ, direction or order more particurarry one in the nature of a
writ of certiorari, decraring the order of the Respondent No.1 through Memo
No.12629/ULC.ll(3y2008 dated os4s-2o23 and, the consequentiar ,

G o.MS.No.45 dated 06-05-2023, wherein the Respondent No.1 has ailowed the
review petition filed by the Respondent No.5, permitting to amend the
G.o.Ms.No.2065 dated 2g-11-2oos by ordering to substitute the words Mis



Bhupati Associates in place of the words Bhagavan Sri Bala Saibaba Central

Trust,withoutissuinganynoticetothePetitionerTrust,withoutconductingany

enquiry, as being illegal' arbitrary, violation of principles of natural iustice' and

also against the provisions of the Urban Land (Ceiling and Regulation) Act' 1976

andtheTelanganaCharitableandHinduReligiouslnstitutionsandEndowments

Act,lgSTandfurtherviolationofrightsguaranteedunderArticlel4and300Aof

the Constitution of lndia and consequently by calling for the entire record of the

MemoNo.12629/ULC'll(3y200Bdatedo5-o5-2o23andtheconsequential
G.O.MS.No.45 dated 06-05-2023, from the Respondent No'1 and consequently

set-aside the same

IA NO: 1 OF 2023

PetitionunderSectionl5lcPcprayingthatinthecircumstancesstated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to

suspendtheMemoNo.l262glULC.ll(3)/2008dated05-05-2023andthe
consequential G.O.MS.No 45 dated 06-05-2023, pending disposal of the above

writ petition.

IA NO :2OF 2O23

Between:

Mr.M.PrabhakarRao,S/o.M.Venkatramaiah,Agedabout62years,.O.cc:
iir'.iiiiii, ny,i. prot l]d+5,bpd MjRHRD lnstitute;Road No.26, Jubilee Hills,

Hvderabad-500033.
ii6p. oVnis GPA Holder Mr. Y.Madhu Babu 

...'M,LEAD pETtTtoNER/
PROPOSED RESPONDENT No'6

AND

'1 . M/s Bhagwan Sri Balsaibaba Central Trust, Having its- lggi9tered. office' 
ii-sriniiivam, (;;;it"d Branch office at6-1-io7tN2' Khairatabad'

HvJ"'iiolo ndi;s-e-niet nv itl Managing.Tru.stee sri T Rama Rao'

Sio sri sutyan"rayana' age6 56 years, Rl/o Hyderabad'

...WRIT PETITIONER/RESPONDENTS

2. The State of Telangana, Represented.by its Principal 9ecretary- Revenue (ULC) Department, Secretariat, Hyderabacl' lelangana'
3. The State'of Tdlan<iana, Represented by its Principal S.ecretary 

.

Revenue Endowm6nts 1 1il Department, Secretariat' HyderaDao'
Telangana.

a ifrJsiecal officer and CompetentAuthority.Urban Land Ceiling'
Chandravihar, Exhibition Grounds Hyderabad'



I i!:n1ruui,?i?l,i;?f.?3"#s 
De pa rtmen t' or re re ns a n a' ri I a k

" ffiH##ilf s:.,!;#;ItI r:#"i3'r3? 53,*::,?r, 3;Y : 
.'.,

,,,RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENTS

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit fired in support of the petition, the High court may be preased toimplead the petitioner herein as party respondent No. 6 in w.p. No. 13477 0f
2023 on the file of this Hon,ble Court.

IA NO: 10F 2024

Between:

1 . Vege 
. 
Veeraiah S/o. Late Seetharamaiah. a(^ AgiicuftLia-r,i)i, rzi'e31nsyo",,-r'ri.vt5iij'i,,#g.T E??yt,l1,"l""rs, occ:

2. Vege pothuraiu. S/o"rsljygse Nrsrffi;;;ffi1 Agea about 63 years, occ:
ifllf;iiH:J.go. 

peda n,,i,ipriri-Vll[gJ,'ulg,t* Mandar, rvfn oistrilt,

'X:?:""*?S'maD/o,.hi?i:,1,g:B:;x:??T;f gff ,*,#:f,.nJatffi 
;fl",!;. Visakh_apatnam, Andh

" 
i!q:d[:i',fl1"1'*; 

y:.j,l",,yi8;,,,Vfl,ifJ]i,X?ffi,;,ifl,?X.i,fil!f,0,]::i:i,
Andhra pradesh. ___ . .,vrsrv,., vLqvE, ,Jrrgur.uru rvtanoat, N tK uistrict,

5. Vege Saroiini Wo. late Vege Bhaskara Rao, aged about 74 years, occ:
X#,l;-g:;.y$. eeoa Avuffirri fiii"Jii", dii:,turi n,ranol[-r,i.ri#,oi.i,,i"j,

6. Vege 
-Sathyanarayana S/o Late Vege Bhaskara

-Aiiilimt[#[lg:,-i;;"x'';ff;rr'?'r7,]l6Et?.?,flffi ''fr 33J:,1?n;;';

'5::l''fi 313#i?:,.#'A"*,-#?,,yffi ,,'t?,i.fj:[ffi Lfl ?,".ni#o,j,lo^nn;,;District, Andhra prades

'y&%,8*'813fl 
":!"'fli;+,?""ryi:i..,y:,f,i3:'a3[,?#t;,fl8%9,:8.#!i3^ Nagar Colony, X.p.H.g, 

X;9,i":.u:"i?;..6%,'1(9 Vege Bhaskara Rao. ased about 40 years, occ:
K ; i; 6 ; r r i,'il;#j :, l,t ; ?or5;?lr,;r#:[3ro: R6s id e n cv, e" n,t-,i' io 6ii,

...PETITIONERS/PROPOSED RESPONDENTS 6 TO 14

AND
'1. Bhagwan Sri Balsaibaba. C..entrat Trust, Having .its registered office atsriniravam' Kumoor ano -e-r;;h';ifilu''Zi"'z-t-sozt*z. 

Khairatabad.H yd e ra ba d. Rep rese nted ov iG rr,ra n l g i;; ifok rJti 
53$fi #6 Errr *:

2. The State of Telanoana Represented by its principal Secretary Revenue( U LC ) Depa rtment,"s ecietjfiii ifi;;r-dJ, i;Hffi ,".



3. The State of Telangana, Represented by its.Principal geggtary Revenue
" iiio"*il"nt. filr beplrtmtint, Secretaiiat' Hyderabad' Telangana'

4. The Soecial Office*iJ CompLtent Authority,[Jrban Land Ceiling'

Chandravihar, Exhibition Grounds Hy0eraDao'

5. The commissioner, exotiirEiit. o.iparthtnt, of Telengana, Tilak Road,

Boggulakunta HYderahad'
6. M/s Bhupatni n..o.',iJi nep by its Managing.Partner' Sri B V Siva Rama
" ru;;i:fr;:,i b::-2i5d,'o*pp.i,mr?ii"*"i silio6t' tst lane' Vidvanasar' Guntur

- 522OO7. ...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated

intheaffidavitfiledinsupportofthepetition,theHighcourtmaybepleasedto
implead the petitioners herein as respondents 6 to 14 in the writ petition No'

13477 of 2o23as necessary and proper partips in the Writ Petition'

IANO:2O F 2024

Between:

Sri M.Ramakrishna, S/o. Sri M.V.Raghavaiah, Age: q3-years, occ: Nil,-Rl/o. 1-

1-336/39/A/1, Vivek Nasar' C'riiririlJd"try' nvderirad' T'elansana-500020'

...PETITIONER/PROPOSED RESPONDENT No'6

AND

1 M/sBhagwanSriBalsaibabaCentralTrust'Havingitsreoisteredofficeat
Srinitavam, Kumoot and "Er;;'h-'om."_' uf Oi-507tN2, Khairatabad,

Eil;;b;i. iepielentea uv i-ti*vlnagins--Trustee sri T' Rama Rao' S/o Sri

Suryanarayana, aged 56 years, R/o nvo"lf,ffft 

'ET.T'.NER/RES,.NDENT
2. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary Revenue
- (UaC) Department, Secretariat, Hyderabad' ]elangana'
e. Y"n-"3tlt6? teirnba na, 

-nEpi"sefi 
teo ov its Pri ncipal Qegrqtary Reven ue

" i'iio-**"nt. t ilt bepartment, secretaiiat'. Hyderabad' Te-langana'

4. iil; S;;;ibfti"", ano CompetentAuthoritv.Urban Land Ceiling'

Chandravihar, Exhibition Grounds HyderaDao'
s. ih;'i;;iIJi"iiil, e"ob*ments otipartment, of relensana' Tilak Road'

Boqqulakunta HYderabad.
6. ilil;8ffi;;itiAiiollit".] nep bv its Manasins.Partner' Sri B'V' Siva Rama
" iiljrli.fr6.;-b_32l56,-iipp.i_Iitt6ril*"i scio6t, 1st lane, Vidyanagar, Guntur

- 522 OO7. ...RESPONDENTS

PetitionunderSection.l5lCPCprayingthatinthecircumstancesstated.

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

implead and bring on. record the proposed Respondent as Respondent No' 6 ip

W.P.No.l34TTof2023aswellaSinallotherl.A,sinthiswrit,intheinlerestof
justice.



IA NO 30F 2024

Between:

I li}lg::iH:11"W,3 J.Ravindranath, D/o. Late rhimmayya, Ased about s2

I Hr,r?B:.ryn'!lr?3i,,1|": 
wo c'Ravishankar, D/o. Late rhimmayya, Ased 4Bc. vrr. Ka1tnikanth Gaddam, S/o Venkata Rao, Aged 43 years, Occ: Business.

flX.X?;|:tJfi5.?{:r1:lg:ffie is prot No e4, Road No 13-A, Banjara Hirs,

AN 
? Ro po s E d' iEB.,Bl,B EF I, IL:}, FB?

, 
Yl:,,P.!:g*an. Sri Batsaibaba Centrat Trust, Havir

Fllijie?"#ff..":,{,i,_P+l!td[t-;,?1"]T;;l,rjr,#Kf:_""iDuryanaravana' aged 56 ve6's' nro ffi{fiBg*r="TnlvRlr 
,ETITT.NER

2. The State of Telanr

;fy:?g€,3],.f[ifl :S!]#f,ii,.fi ll""['J,liliJ,H,g5li*.taryRevenue

imffi*km1t*"-*rryg*flffi ",."Hf,f fi:fr 3:ilA:"?sb1,B'ix"f*8.13#?3X"i33,:f JlTlf ,.,,fi 

,y":u:,.,t11,i,,.- 522 0o7' 
...RE',.NDENTS/RES'.NDENTS

Petition under section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances statedin the affidavit fired in support of the petition, the High court may be preased toimplead the petitioners herein as party Respondent No. 6 to B in the above writpetition on the file of this Hon,ble Court.



lA NO: 6 oF 2023

Between:

tr,l/s Bhuoathi Associates, A partnership firm.' Havino its office at H'No 4-5-

5ii# :'6'#. titi6-Fi;;;;'s;ffi;l' r't iJne, Vidv.a na! a r' Gu ntu r' And h ra

Pradesh, Rep. bv itt XJin-oii.Ei'sig;a]"'y Mr''MadFu Babu lt/lalreddv

...RESPONDENT NO.s/VACATE PETITIONER

1.M/sBhagwanSriBalsaibabaCentralT.rust,Havinoitsreoisteredofficeat
Srinilayam, fumooi'?n!"- grrn"h - office_ at 6-i-5O71N2, Khairatabad'

Eil;;;b;,i. Represent&'-ov ii.^ttl'lgsi"s Trustee sri T Rama Rao' s/o Sri

s iryanaraya n a, ased 7 1 yea rs, Fi/o *ro.i.rfilf,l. 
rurrno N E R/RES poN DE NT

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary Revenue
(ULC) Department, Secretariat' Hyderaba.d' I elanoana'

2. The state ot r"rrnguiI,"REpi"""it"ti ov iii princifial secretary Revenue- Eil;;m;nt. t ilr bepirtment, Secretaiiat,. Hyderabad' Telangana'

s ihe 
-soeiial 

officer ario comp6tent Authority.Urban Land ceiling,
Chandravihar, Exhibition Grounds Hyderabad '

4. ih;'c;;iisionei, e''itb*r""tt otipartment, of Telengana' Tilak Road'

Boggulakunta Hvderabad' 
...RESPoNDENTS/RESPoNDENTS

PetitionunderSectionl5lcPCprayingthatinthecircumstancesstated

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

vacate the status quo orders passed vide orders dt' 15 06'2023 in W P No'

l34TTof2023andbatch,andconsequentlydismissthewritpetitionsinW.P.No.

13477 of 2023 and batch with exemplary costs, and pass such other order or

orders in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioner: SRI P.SRI RAGHU RAM, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR

SRI M.PRATHEEK REDDY

Counsel for the Proposed Petitioner in lA'No'22023: SRI VASIREDDY
PRABHUNATH

Counsel for the Proposed Petitioners in lA'No"t/2024: SRI S'SRI RAM' SENIOR

COUNSEL FOR SRI MACHERLA SANTOSH

CounselfortheProposedPetitionerinlA.No.Z2024:SRIM.MURALIKRISHNA
ail;;i for the Proposed Petitioners in lA'No'3/2024: SRI VELAGAPUDI

Sruuvas FoR M/s. NIBANUPUDI LAKSHMI AISwARYA

Counsel forthe Respondent Nos.l TO 3: GP FOR REVENUE

Counsel for the Respondent No.4: GP FOR ENDOWMENT

Counsel for the Respondent No.5: SRI R.N.HEMENDRANATH REDDY' SENIOR

COUNSEL FOR M/s. KEERTHI KIRAN KOTA

I

I

I

1



W.P.NO:22539 0F 2023

Between:

1 M/s Bhaowan sri Barsaibaba central rrust, Having its registered office atSrinitayam, Kurnool and Lolii 
' 
6ni.u"',ri'"1Hyderabad. Represent

^ s u rya n ara ya n a, as ed #: S gs dg'3F:I#*" 3?i ?'f, 3i1; Pf# gP;' g?

'Ei?"6iruTifi erysfi e:i!_:#sij.3:1r*:iaffi:t"l:,T?fl &,,il:i,,fi :i*
;Hi:", Jii":ff: 

: t s ri N r a va rn' x'ini6 r 11 o" ll;' I ;ri"d ii"Gs ;;# Y#i

AND ...PET!TIoNERS

'1 . The state of relanoana,.Rgq b.y it9 principal secretary, Revenue
^ p.eOqSmentlULC; Secretariit, l:rvo-eoOrTz. I ne slate oI lelanoana. 

,Rep by.lts principal Secretary, Endowments
^ p,eo11m9nt Secrerlriat,' Hyje;;b;; '"'-'""' ""-'"''J. the District Collector, Ranlareddy district, Hyderabad.4' The Tahasirdar. Seririnoam"prttv-'ir"Jr'fiiv;,J;tH, Ransa Reddy district.s. M/s BhupathiAssociatds, Fi"p.'byf;-t#;;,s;;sH;;r"r, Sri B.V. Slva Rama

I?i'otf "u-32l56' 
opp. 

-L-ittr-"'iio*li'sl'rio8ri 
i.i rrn", Vidyanasar, Guntur

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Articre 226 0f the constitution of rndia praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit fired therewith, the High court may be
pleased to issue a writ, direction or order more particurarry one in the nature of a
writ of Mandamus, decraring the action of the respondent authorities 1 to 4
whereby and where under mutation effect in Record of Rights in Dharani portar
inrespect of the schedure property situated in situated in sy.No.105/2 in an extent
of Acres 92900, 106tN2 in an extent of Acres 12.3400. sy.M.107lA/2 in an
extent of Acres 'r 3.1 00, 1 0g/A in an extent of Acres .r .2500 and 10gr2 in an extent
of Acres 5'2600 at Kondapaur virage, Seriringarnpaily Mandar, Rangareddy district
infavour of the respondent no.5 and to decrare the same as being ifiegar, arbitrary
and contrary to the provisions contained in section 5 of the The Terangana Rights
in Land and Pattadar pass Books Act, 2O2O and wither declare the impugned
action of mutation as no-nest in the eye of law and contrary to the righ{s
guaranteed under Articre 3oo-A of the constitution of rndia and consequenfly
seaside the same.



IA NO: 10F 2023

PetitionunderSectionl5,lCPCprayingthatinthecircumstancesstatedin

theaffidavitfiledinSupportofthepetition,theHighCourtmaybepleasednotto
alienate the schedule property situated in Sy'No'105/2 in an extent of Acres

8.2800, 1o6tAl2 in an extent of Acres 12.34OO . sy No.107/fu2 in an extent of

Acres13.100,'108/AinanextentofAcresl2500andl0B/2inanextentofAcres

5.2600. Kondapaur village, Serilingampally Madal' Rangareddy district' pending

disposal of the above writ petition'

Counsel for the Petitioners: SRI M'PRATHEEK REDDY

C"r"t"i for the Respondent Nos.1,3 & 4: GP FOR REVENUE

Counsel for the Respondent No.2: GP FOR ENDOWMENT

C"r"i"f for the Respondent No.5: SRI ACHYUTH BHARATHWAJ

The Gourt made the following: COMMON ORDER



THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE J. SREEilTVAS RAO

I.A.Nos.2 o f20.23 & L 2and3of 20.24
IN/AND

WRIT PETIT

AND

ION Itos.13477 and22539 of2023

COMMO N ORDER : (Per the Hon'ble Sri Justice J. Sreeniuas Rao)

In the above two writ petitions, Iearned counsel for the

petitioners frled Memos on behalf of the petitioners on

16.07.2024 ulde U.S.R.Nos.65698 of 2024 arrd. 65Z04 of 2024

respectively, seeking permission for withdrawal of the above two

writ petitions. Along with the said memos, rearned counsel

enclosed the copies of the letter d.ated r2.o2.2o24 addressed by

the Managing Trustee ard Trustee of the writ petitioner and

sworn affidavit of petitioner No.2 in W.p.No.2253 9 of 2023.

2. Heard Sri p. Sri Raghu Ram, learned Senior Counsel

representing Sri M. pratheek Reddy, learned counsel for the

petitioners in W.p.Nos. 13477 and 22539 of 2023,

Sri R.N.Hemendranath Reddy, learned Senior Counsel

representing Ms. Keerthi Kiran Kota, learned counsel for

respondent No.5 in both the writ petitions, Sri vasireddy



2

Prabhunath, learned counsel for the implead petltloner

I.A.No.2 of 2023 in W'P'No'13477 of 2023' Sri S' Sri Ram'

learned Senior Counsel representing Sri Macherla Saltosh'

learned counsel. for the implead petitioners in I'A'No'1 of 2024 rn

W.P.No.1347 7 of 2023 through video conferencing' Sri M' Murali

Krishna, learned counsel for the implead petitioner in I'A'No'2 of

2024, Sri VelagaPudi Srinivas' learned counsel aPPearing for

Ms.NibanuPudi Lakshmi Aiswarya' learned counsel for the

implead petitioners in I'A'No'3 of 2024 in W'P'No' 13477 of 2023'

Sri Vedula Srinivas, Iearned senior counsel for the petitioner in

W.P.No.5982 of 201O, Sri J'Prabhakar' Iearned Senior Counsel

3. When these matters are taken' up for hearing' learned

counsel for the implead petitioners objected for withdrawal of the

same. In order to proceed with the above said memos' this Court

recorded the facts of the case in the writ petitions'

representing Smt. Kanumuri Kalyani'

petitioner in W.P. (P.I.L) No'38 of 2024'

4

4.1

stated are that

\
\

learned counsel for the

Brief facts of the case:

Facts giving rise to frling of these writ petitions briefly

the land admeasuring Ac'88'39 gts' 1n



3

Sy.Nos. 104, 105, 106, 107 and 108 of Kondapur Village,

Serilingampaily Mandal, Ranga Reddy District fell to the share of
the legal heirs of late Vege Seetha Ramaiah i.e., Vege Veeraiah,

Vege Bhaskar Rao, Vege Nagabushanam, Vege pothuraju, Vega

Balamma, Vege Sitha Ramaiah, Vege Sarojini, Vege

SeQianarayana, Vege Ragavaiah Chowdary, Vege Suresh and

Thatineni Bhalumathi, through judgment and decree dated

24.12.1969 in O.S.No.62 of 1963 on the hle of the Munisiff

Magistrate Court, Hyderabad West. Out of the said extent of

land, the legal heirs of vege Seetha Ramaiah have sord an extent

of Ac'85.32 gts. in sy.Nos.1o4, los, 106, Lor and 10g for varid

consideration in favour of the petitioner Trust i.e. Bhagaval Sri

Bala Sai Baba Central Trust through 6l registered sale deeds.

After purchase of the above said lands, the petitioner Trust came

to know that the said land is hit by the provisions of the Urban

Land Ceiling Act, 1926 (hereinafter referred to as .the Act). The

Trust in dire need of funds, registered Six agreements of sale_

cum-General Power of Attorney d,ated.24.02.2000 to 26.02.2000

in favour of respondent No.S to arr extent of Ac.43.OO gts of land

in Sy.Nos. 105, 106, lO7 and 10g. The petitioner Trust ard
respondent No.5 together entered into an agreement of sale dated



4

14.O2.2OO2 with one Mr.M. Prabhakar Rao for land admeasuring

Ac.SO.OO gts. The same was then enhanced to Ac'70'00 gts' of

land in Sy.Nos.1O4, 105, 106, lO7 and 108 through

memorandum of understanding dated 3 1.08.2005'

a

4.2. On 16.08.2005, the competent authority under the Act

issued proceedings in C.C.No.H2 /10699, 10695 to 10697, LO699

and 107O0 of 1976, wherein it is stated that. the total land held

by late Vege Seetha Ramaiah is said to be Ac 85.32 gts., which is

equivalent to 347215.44 sq. meters.

4.3. The Government had issued G.O.Ms.No 455 dated

2g.O7.2OO2 to regularize and enable allotment of surplus land to

the third parties, who are in occupation arrd possession of the

same, through a registered document of purchase. Pursuant to

the above said G.O, petitioner Trust filed application for

regularization of the land in its own narne. Accordingly,

respondent No.1 had issued G.O.Ms.No.2065 dated 29.ll.2OOs

regularizing Ac.42.O3 gts. of surplus land in favour of the

petitioner Trust. Thereafter, respondent No- 1 issued Memo

No.l2629IULC LI3/2OO8 dated 05.05.2023 aad G.O.Ms.No.4S

dated 06.05 .2023 anending/reviewing G.O.Ms.No-2065 dated



5

29. 7 L.2OOS substituting the words M/s.Bhupathi Associates, in
the place of tshagavan sri Bata sai Baba centra] Trust,.

Questioning the above said Memo dated OS.OS.2O23 and

G.O.Ms.No.45 dated 06.0S.2003, the petitioner Trust fiIed

W.P.No. 13477 of 2023. Thereafter petitioner Trust filed another

W.P.No.22539 of 2023 questioning the action of the respondent

authorities making revenue entries in favour of respondent No.5.

5. Submissions of Learned Counsel for the petitioners :

5. 1 Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the petitioners

submitted that on the instructions issued by the writ petitioners,

Memo dated 16.02.2024 has been filed seeking permission to

withdraw the writ petitions. It is contended that the provisions of

Order XXIII Rule 1 of C.p.C are applicable to writ proceeding and

the petitioners are entitled to seek withdrawal of the writ
petitions.

5.2. ln support of his submission, he relied upon the judgments

of the Hon'ble Apex Court in Sarguja Transport Service v. State

t
t



6

Traasport Appellate Tribunal, M.P., Gwalior, and othersl; and

AniI Kumar Singh v. Vijay Pal Singh and others2.

6. Submissions of learned couasel for respondent No.S:

Learned Senior Counsel for respondent No.5 submitted that

he has no objection to withdrawal of the writ petitions. In support

of his contention, he relied upon the judgments of the Hon'ble

Apex Court in Shaik Hussain and sons v. M.G.Kannaiah

another3.

7. Submissions of learned counsel for the implead

petitioners:

7.1. Sri Vedula Srinivas, learned Senior counsel, pointed out

that in respect of the very same subject property, several writ

petitions are pending. It is submitted t]lat if the petitioners are

permitted to withdraw the writ petitioris, the same will allect the

rights of the parties in other writ petitions. He further submitted

that the petitioners obtained the orders from the State

Government by playing fraud. However, he submitted that the

impugne.d Memo No. 12629 IULC.II (31 /2OO8 dated 05.05.2023
I

t 
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and G.O.Ms.No.4S dated 06.05.2023 were challenged by

proposed respondents in other writ petitions.

7.2. Sri S. Sri Ram, learned Senior Counsel, contended that
.petitioner 

No. 1 is a Trust and the rights in respect of subject

property in favour of third part5r have been created during

subsistence of order of stafus-quo, with an intention to defeat the

rights of the parties in other writ petitions and the same is clear

abuse of process of law. It is submitted that in the public law

remedy, the petitioners are not entitled to seek withdrawal of the

writ petitioners. In support of his contention, he relied upon the

judgments of the Honble Apex Court in Sneh Gupta v. Devi

Sarup and othersa, and Dwarka prasad Agarwal (D)/LRs and

another v. B.D. Agarral and otherss.

7.3. Sri J. Prabhakar, learned Senior Counsel, submitted that

the petitioner is a registered Trust and the petitioner Trust

questioned the impugned G.O.Ms.No.4S dated 06.O5.2O23 issued

in favour of respondent No.S and the petitioner Trust is not

entitled to seek withdrawal of the writ petitions against the

interest of the beneficiaries.

o 
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7.4. Sri Vasiredd.y Prabhunath, learned counsel' submitted that

the writ petitions frled by the petitioner Trust are not

maintainable under law' He further submitted that without

censent of the beneficiaries of the Trust' the petitioner Trust

cannot seek withdrawal of the writ petitions. In support of his

contention, he relied upon the judgments of the Hon'ble Apex

Court in The Asian Assurance Co' Ltd' v' Madotal Sindhu and

others6 and Registrar, Manonmaniam sundaranar university

v. Suhura Beevi Educational Trust and othersT'

7.5. Sri Velagapudi Srinivas, learned Counsel' submitted that

the Trust is registered under the Telangana Charitable and

Hindu Religious Institutions and Endowments Act' 1987' The

petitioner Trust calnot seek withdrawal of the writ petitions

without permission of the members .of the Trust' He further

submitted that as per the provisions of Section 23$l of the Urban

Land (Ceiling and Regulation) Act, 1976, thLe Government granted

exemption in favour of the petitioner Trust and the same cannot

be transferred to any other person' In support of his contention'

he relied upon the judgment of the Hon'lcle Apex Court in

I
6 aIR 1950 Smbav 378
7 AIR 1995 Madras 42
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R.Venugopala Naidu and others v Venkatara5rulu Naidu

Charities and otherss.

8. Reply submissions of learned counsel for the
petitioners:

Sri P.Sri Raghu Ram, learned Senior Counsel, by way of

reply submitted that the petitioners have not taken any benefits

subsequent to granting of interim order i.e., status quo order

dated 28.08.2023 passed by this Court in W.p.No.1347Z of 2023

and there ale no complaints from the beneficiaries of the Trust.

Analvsis:

9. This Court considered the rival submissions made by the

respective parties and perused the material available on record.

It is an undisputed fact that the petitioner Trust filed

W.P.No.13477 of 2023 questioning the Memo No.12629/ULC.II

(3)/2OOB dated 05.05.2023 and, consequential G.O.Ms.No.4S

dated 06.O5.2O23 issued by respondent No.1 amending

the wordsG.O.Ms.No.2O65 dated 29.It.2OOs substituting

M/s'Bhupathi Associates'in the place of Bhagavan Sri Bala sai

Baba Central_Trust, in respect of the lald to al extent of
8 1989 Supp (2) SCC 356



::10::

Ac.42.O3 gts. in Sy.Nos.105, 106, lO7 and 108. The petitioner

Trust and the Managing Trustee filed another W.P.No.22538 of

2023 questioning the action of respondent Nos. 1 to 4 in mutating

the name of respondent No.5 in the Record of Rights in Dharani

Portal in respect of the lald to an extent of Ac.8.28OO covered by

Sy.No.1O5/2, Ac.12.3400 in Sy.No.106lAl2, Ac.13.1OO in

Sy.No. lO7 lAl2, Ac. 1.2500 in Sy.No.108/4 and Ac.5.26OO in

Sy.No.1O8/2 at Kondapur Village, Serilingampally Mandal, Ranga

Reddy District.

10. l,earned counsel for the petitioners in W.P.No.13477 of

2023 and W.P.No.22539/2023 filed two Memos on 16.07.2024,

wherein it is stated that:

"lt is submitted that on the instructions of the writ

petitioner, the counsel for the Petitioner has earlier filed

Ietters before this Hon'ble Court seeking withdrawai of the

writ petitions in W.P. No.13477 of 2023 and W.P. No.

22539 ol 2023. Now, as an abundant caution, the

affidavits of the trustees of the writ petitioner herein and a

letter are filed along with this memo seeking withdrawal of

ttre writ petitions in W.P. No. 13477 of 2023 and W.P. No.

22539 of 2023."
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11. The relevant extract of Order XXIII Rule I and 3 of C.p.C.,

reads as follows:

Rule l.Withdrawal of suit or abandonment of part of claim.
At any time after the institution of a suit, the plaintiff may
as against all or any of the defendants abandon his suit or
abaldon a part of his claim:

Provided that where the plaintiff is a minor or other person
to whom the provisions contained in rules 1 to 14 of Order
XXXII extend, neither the suit nor aly part of the claim
shall be abaldoned without the leave of the Court.

Rule 3. Where the Court is satisfred,- (a) that a suit must
fail by reason of some formal defect, or (b) that there are.
sufficient grounds for allowing the plainiiff to institute a
fresh suit for the subject matter of suit or part of a claim,
It may, on such terms as it thinks fit grant the plaintiff
permission to withdraw from such suit or such part of the
claim with liberty to institute a fresh suit in respect of the
subject-matter of such suit or such part of the claim.

12. Thus, the above said provision clearly reveals that the

plaintiff at a,y point of time after institution of ttre suit is

entitled.to seek withdrawal of the suit or abandonment of

pa-rt of claim against all the defendants or any of the

defendants. In Sarguja Transport Service (supra), the

Hon'ble Apex Court specifrcally held that the provision,of
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Order XXIII Rule 1 of the C.P.C. is applicable to the

proceedings under Articles 226 and 227 of the Constitution

of India. Similar view has been taken in R.Rathinavel

Chettiar v. V.Sivaramane and K.S.Bhoopathy v. Kokilaro.

13. Admittedly, the petitioners have Iiled memos dated

16.07.2024 for seeking withdrawal of the writ petitions

unconditionally and respondent No.S, who is the contesting

pilty, submitted that it has no objection for withdrawal of

the writ petitions. The petitioners in l.A.No.2l2023,

I.A.No. Ll2024, 1.A.No.212024, and I.A.No.4l2024 and

counsel for the petitioners in W.P.No5982 of 2OlO and W.P

(P.I.L.) No.38 of 2024, who have objected to withdrawal of

the writ petitions, admittedly, a-re not parties in the two writ

petitions i.e. WP.No.13477 12023 and W.P.No.2253912023.

14. As per the provisions of Order XXIII of C.P.C., the

respondents/defendants a-re entitled to oppose such

withdrawal. Admittedly, respondent No.5 1S not having

'g 1tsss1 + scc es
10 (2ooo) 5 scc 458
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objection for withdrawal of the writ petition. The persons,

who are not parties in tleese writ petitions, have made an
objection for withdrawal of the writ petitions on the ground

that if the writ petitions are withdrawn, the same will aJlect

the adjudication of other writ petitions, is not tenable under
law, on the ground that questioning the very sarne impunged

Memo dated OS.0S.2023 ald G.O.Ms.No.45 dated

06.05.2023 issued by respondent No. 1, the petitioners in
I.A.Nos.2 of 2023, I of 2024,2 of 2024 and 3 of 2024 have

already filed independent writ petitions, whereih the
petitioner Trust as well as respondent No.5 are part5r

respondents and the said writ petitions are pending. By

virtue of withdrawal of the subject writ petitions, no
prejudice would be caused to the parties in other writ
petitions on the ground that they have already questioned

the very same impugned proceedings and the same wourd

have to be adjudicated on merits.

i5. It is also pertinent to mention that this Court is not
adjudicating the rights over the subject propert5r and validity/'
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of the impugned Memo dated 05.05.2023 and G.O.Ms.No.4S

dated 06.O5.2023 issued by respondent No.1. No benehciar5r

of the trust or the trustees has come forward to oppose

withdrawal of the writ petitions.

16. It is pertinent to mention that the persons, who are not

parties to the writ petitions a_re not entitled to object for

withdrawal of the writ petitions nor this Court can direct the

petitioners to proceed with the matter on merits when they

want to withdraw the writ petitions unconditionally. Though

learned counsel for the implead petitioners raised severa_l

contentions by entering into merits of the case, this Court is

not inclined to go into the said aspects on the sole ground

that the petitioners are seeking permission for withdrawal of

the writ petitions unconditionally. Hence, this Court is of

the considered view that the petitioners are entifled to seek

withdrawal of the writ petitions.

17. Accordingly, both the writ petitions are dismissed as

withdrawn. It is needless to observe that this .order'.of

-1
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withdrawa-l will not prejudice to the rights of any of the
parties in any other pending proceedings in respect of the
subject properer and the said cases will be decided on
merits.

18. By virtue of dismissal of writ petitions, I.A.Nos.2 of
2023, I of 2024, 2 of 2024 and 3 of 2024 are dismissed.
However, the petitioners in the above said interl0cutory
applications are granted liberty to raise all grounds which
are available under law in the pending writ petitions.

Miscellaneous petitions, pending if any, shall stald closed.
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COMMON ORDER

lA.Nos.2 OF 2023 & 1,2 AND 3 OF 2024
IN/AND
WP.Nos.13477 AND 22539 ot 2023

DISMISSING THE IA'S & WRIT PETITIONS
WITHOUT COSTS.
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