
[ 34181

IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY, THE TENTH DAY OF SEPTEI\IBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE J, SREENIVAS RAO

WRIT APPEAL NO: 1017 OF 2024

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Lefters Patent preferred against the order
dald 0210512024 in\N P No 30193 of 2023 on the file of the High Court

Between:
1 Blue Print Projects LLP, Having its office at Plot No.43, Jayabhe-ri Pine.Valley,

Gachibowli, Hyderabad, Rep by its Authorised signatory, Patiballa Venkata
Naga Raja Gopal, S/o Late Sri Durga Prasad.

Sri Sai lnfra, Having its office at 4-1lBl2, Khanapur, -Narsingi 
Municipality

Represented by its fiartner and authorised signatory, Sri B Aga Reddy, S/o
Sri B Gopal Reddy.

...APPELLANTS/RESPONDENT Nos.11 & 12
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AND

1 Rock Hills Realty Private Limited, Registered under Companies Ac.t,.2013.
Having its office-at H.No.35-5-109, Vi'lla No 35, Whisper.Valley'. $.aid.urg'
Serlinlampally, Hyderabad. Rep by its authorised signatory, Sri Venkata^^
Naga 

"Ganga AOitfrya Tirupathi,'S/cl Sri Surya Prakash Rao, Aged about 36
years, Rio. Guntur, Andhra Pradesh.

...RESPONDENT No.1 /PETITIONER

2. State of Telangana, Rep by its Principal Secretary (Revenue) Secretariat,
Hyderabad.

3. The District Collector, Ranga Reddy District, Kongara Kalan, lbrahimpatnam,
Ranga Reddy District.

4. The RDO, Rajendranagar, Ranga Reddy District.

5. The Tahsildar, Raj endranagar Mandal, Rajendranagar, Ranga Reddy District'

6. Smt. Debbad Pushpavati, W/o Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao, Agq 83 years,- 
Occupation. Housewife, H.No.5-9-30/1/10, Road No'2, Baseerbagh,
Hyderabad.

7. Sri Debbad Vinay Kumar, S/o Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao. Age 60 years,
H.No.5-9-30/1i16. Road No.2, Baseerbagh, Hyderabad



r

8 Sri Debbad-Raj Kumar S/o Late Debbad Visweshwar Rilo, r\ge 59 years,
H.No.5-9-30/1/10 Road No 2, Baseerbagh, Hyderabad

9 Sri De_bbad-Vinay Kumar, S/o Late Debbad Visweshwar Rac, Age 58 years,
H.No.5-9-30/1/10 Road No.2. Baseerbagh, Hyderabad

tO 9rt'l Vljalrq t-gk9!r 11, D/o Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao, Age : 57 years,
H.No.5-9-30/1/10 Road No.2, Baseerbagh, Hyderabad -

Respondent Nos ) to 10 rep by their GPA holder Sri Lingrala Jaya Reddy,
aged about 64 ye trs, Occupation. Business, R/o Villa Ni,.70i2lA, lstana 

-

Homes, Gandipet Ranga Reddy District.

11 Sii Lrn_gala Jaya F eddy, aged about 64 years, Occupatior. Business, R/o Villa
No.702lA, lstana lJomes, Gandipet. Ranga Reddy District.

...RESPONDENT Nos.2 to 11/RESpONDENT Nos.1 to 10

Petition under se ction 151 cPC praying that in the circumstances stated
in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court miry be pleased to
suspend orders dated 02.05.2024 passed in W.p.No.30193 c,f 2023 pending
disposal of this Writ App eal.

lA NO: 3 OF 2024

Counsel for the Appellants: SRt P. SRt RAGHU RAM, SR. COUNSEL REp. FOR
SRI VASIRAJU KALKI CHARAN

Counsel for the Respondent No.1: SRI D. PRAKASH REDDY, SR. COUNSEL REp.
FOR SRI D. JAGAN MOH,AN ITEDDY

Counsel for the Respondent No.2 to 5: GP FOR REVENUE

Counsel for the Respon dent No.6 to 1 1: SRI B. BHARATH REDE y

The Court delivered the following: JUDGMENT
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THE HON'BLE THE CHIEFJUSTICE ALOKARADHE

AND
THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE J. SR]DENIVAS RAO

WRIT APPEAL No.l0l7 of 2024

JUDGMENT: (per the Hon'ble the Chief Justice Alok Aradhe)

Mr. P. Sri Raghu Ram, learned Senior Counsel

represents Mr. Vasiraju Kalki Charan, leamed counsel for the

appellants.

Mr. D. Prakash Reddy, leamed Senior Counsel

represents Mr. D. Jagan Mohan Reddy, learned counsel for

respondent No.l.

2. This intra court appeal is filed against an order dated

02.05.2024 passed in Writ Petition No.30193 of 2023 by

which order dated 06.10.2023 passed by the District Collector

granting succession certificate in favour of respondent Nos.6

to I I has been set aside and it has been observed that the order

passed by the learned Single Judge shall not preclude

respondent Nos.6 to I I from approaching the competent civil

Court to challenge the sale deed dated 19.10.2022 executed in

favour ofrespondent No.l by raising all the grounds.
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3. Leamet Senior Counsel for the appellants submits that

the District Collector had exercised the jurisdi:tion in excess

and therefore. the learned Single Judge has rightly set aside the

order dated 06.10.2023 passed by the Dislrict C,rllector.

However, aft(,r setting aside the order dated 06.10.i02-l passed

by the District Collector, liberry ought to have beerr granted to

the appellants to take recourse to the statutory re,meJy which is

available to the appellants under the law. In support of

aforesaid sub nission, following passage from Adr nin istrative

Law, I lh Edi ion, by Professor Wade, has been conrmended to

l'Judicial review is thus a fundamental mechanism firr keeping

public au thorities within due bounds and for upholding the r.rle of

law. Instr rad ofsubstituting its own decision for that of: ome other

body, as happens when on appeal, the court on revit,w i;

conceme I only with the question whether the act or o-der rnder

attack sh:uld be allowed to stand or not. It the Home Secctarv

revokes r television licence unlawfully, the court may s mply

declare trat the revocation is null and void. Should the case be

one involving breach of duty rather than excess of powe-, thr:

question *'ill be whether the public authority should be ordered to

make gord a default. Refusal to issue a television licence to

someone entitled to have one would be remedies by ar or<ler o[

the court requiring the issue ofthe licence. If administra.ive z ction

is in excess ofpower (ultra vires), the court has only to,luaslr it o.

declare it unlarful (these are in effect the same thing) arrd th:n no

one need pay any attention to it. The minister or tribun;rl or othcr
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authority has in law done nothing, and must make a fresh
decision."

5. We have heard the leamed Senior Counsel for the

parties.

6. The order dated 02.05.2024 passed in Writ petition

No.30193 of 2023 has already been upheld by a Division

Bench of this Court in Writ Appeal No.ggg of 2024 vide

judgment dated 31.07.2024. Consistency in the orders passed

by this Court needs little emphasis. For the reasons assigned

by a Division Bench of this Court in the judgment dated

31.07.2024 in Writ Appeal No.Sgg of 2024, this Writ Appeal

fails and is hereby dismissed.

Miscellaneous applications, if any pending, shall stand

closed. There shall be no order as l.o costs.
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To,

SD/-B. SATYAVATHI
DEPUTY REGISy'RAR

//TRUE COPYII t /
sEcTtoN &rercea

1. One CC to SRI VASIRAJU KALKI CHARAN Advocate [OPUC]2. One CC to SRI D. JAGAN MOHAN REDDY, Advocate IOPUC]
3. One CC to SRI B. BHARATH REDDY, Advocate [OPUC]4. Two CCs to GP FOR REVENUE, High Court for the State of Telangana.
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HIGH COURT

DATED:10109i2O24

JUDGMENT

WA.No.1017 c'f2024
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DISMISSING I'HE WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT COI}TS
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