
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

[ 34881

WEDNESDAY, THE EIGHTEENTH DAY OF MARCH
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDD]N

WRIT APPEALNO: 195 OF 2026

writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent prefened Against the order
datd.20-11-2025, in WP.No.3S3OS ot 2025. on the file of the High Court.
Between:

1 . Y.I\4anohar Rao, .Q/o Ananthaiah Aged about 85 years Occ . Senior Citizen,R/o H.No. 1-1lA/4, Sy.No.295, - Mal lampet, Main noaa-. bunJioril
Gandimaisamma Mandal,-Medchat - Malkaioiri bisirict.

2. M/s ASPTRE SpACE tn.fra, LLp Office aiit No g-2_2g3tN21ZtN1,2 and 3
Road No 17 Jubitee Hitts. Hyderabad Rep by its Managing pirthtii.V.
Narsimha Reddy S/o T V Venkata Subbaiah o6c Business-R/6 H flo ls_is8
East Anand Bagh Near Andhra Bank NMDC colony Secunderabad.

...APPELLANTS/RESPONDENTS No.6 & 7

AND

1. M/S. SRL BUILDERS and DEVELOpERS, office at ptot No. 276,
Raghavendra Colony, Kondapur Seritingampally Ranga Reddy district, rep. by
its partners

i) lnturi Lakshmana Rao, S/o.parvathalu Aged about 40 years, Oec.
Business, (o.H.No. 1 -83, Kancharagunti Kandukur M6ndal,
Prakasam District.ii) Nalluri Sreenu S/o.Nalluri Ramaiah, Aged about 52 years, Occ.
Business, R/o.H.No. 1 -1 1 1 /B/276, Raghavendra Col6ny, (andukur,
Prakasam District.

2. Smt. Unnam Jyothi, Wo. Unnam Venkateswarlu, Aqed about 46 vears. Occ.
House Wife, R/o.H.No.7-1-41-4l2l,fo 30, Flat No.603, Sai Dhamlm Aits.,
Srinivas Colony, East Lane, Ameerpet, Hyderabad. - 500016.3. Ponnaganti Venkateswarlu, S/o Kotaiah, Aged 52 years, Occ. Business, R/o
It tlSl -+S Edlurupadu village, Jarugumalli -Mandat, pra(asam district.- ' - -
52326(J

4. Gurram Venkata Narendra., S/o Venkateswarlu, Aged 26 years, occ.
B.usiness, R/o Plot No. 201-6011, Kalidasu Vari ve-edhi, K6ndu(ur, prakasam
district. - 523105.

5. Kothuri Venkata Subba Rao, S/o Lalshminaravana. Aqed about 45 vears.
Occ. Business, Wo H.No.3-97, Main Road, N'ear Wati:r Tank, pofrinr,
Prakasam district.- 5231 13.

6. Smt Narayana..Pa.dmaja, 
-Wo.-V-enkateswarlu, Aged 47 years, Occ. House

Wife Rl/o Puretipalle, Gudluru Mandal, Prakasam Oistrict.-SZe2St.



, 
Bi:,iltgi,fi,51fffi-?'f,',ru'SY^'J"i,,?lfl{il1;f"%?9*:i":il$',1[3lho[i"',",-
523116.

s i,i;;irlt v v Golla, S/o. Haribabu Golla' Aged about.3l. years' occ 
-'" ffi.ile;;,'Fvo H r.r6.zo-z-ioii,-Si1itnl ^clqgen 

Hospital' Kalidasu vari

Veedhi. Kandukur, Prakasam dlstnct-czJ I uc'

s. il7."Hli,iEl;";6;;' il'Eijiri!'i, ri*i^g lts office at,Plot No '182 and 183'

Flat No. 504, Eenaou Herq:hG, E"n"JJ so"ciety-and colony' Kukatpally' 
,-

iiAtn? ri ji rlisiri tist,i"tl-Boboi2 nep bv- its Manasino oartner Ram esh

,.g[:.$r$]'$Hl#;3jx**A*,tritfrtffi-fi*.$*
6rltl3pp ttu,e ro*n,,Mivapur'Jln:iJ3*:l; -€333flAg"a 

"oo,t 
51 years,

1 1. Smt. Arumalla Bhargavi' \'' il:'Fir;; wite nv6 H.tlo. I -i ii Ausoz, Flat No 502',APoA?hll' 
*"00,il;ild;il;, 

-d;idL 
Nallagandta Flvover' serilineamp:

district.-500019.
12. Kamineni Papa Rao, S/o. late K'Raghavaiah' Aged about 71 vears' Occ'

Service. Rvo H. No. 1 - 1 2 1 /Htii/c/io6;'Ft] rld' iiif^'^uemadur{a Towers' c-

,,.9'k$il'E;liit:uul',i31|i;[i'.'-Tii:i'""-x:E9i,?-s,occBusiness
' " HLiSi.nrr"iJm Viriage, Prakasam district'-s231 1.3'^

'- gn'ffiligttyix5r?:?i9"6"",x'i$sr *:':":::'::.:'"
r s. Li["irl'*i|.J"' tt/ldrZ, bl" ir]V.ni'" nio cttowda.ry' Aoed about 2e vears'

occ. Brsiness ruo H.uo.'z'-'ii-iffC itil'ro r-r'i6arianuman Temple'

5J6i,5,iJvii"r"n y, ku katpoar r y, H yd.d*St 

^rr."T:fr 
out 48 years, occ. 

. _16. Nalluri La-kshmiralYam, M

;;[$u[t#i#-affitr[{x'.g'$ffi=ryf'd#ffi;;
Prakasam district. - 523113 '

.' 
HH'Hi$:JB?r,:h;:[il;iltl,"lx[#3,?i'fi 3fi Hlf tl"',ffi ;3T';?i"?1i"""
52311i'

"f':',1!*:mu*:fl ;73,i.ft l?.'ifi !t-1Y"nx,x'r""t3?,{:3:h?,"&;':i'1""'"
523113.

20.Smt. lrtalleswari, w/o. D.Brahma Reddy, Aged ?bgy!48-y9?lsj Occ House

- ;ii;: Fi; K;iiip;?" villase-ano r/landal' Gun-tur distnd" -522304'

,'t iiifii sl""ii'r"t'fta!; s/-""i;ii V"nr-'t"t*"ti n-"odv' Aoed 41 vears' occ'

Emotovee R/o Ftail.r". iCii"pi"i"r\rfl+0, eit"Ji Swiinap-uri colony, Moti Nagar,

Errio:r'Oda. Hvderabad. - 500018'
zz. b,]itZi iirieiJv"i,rlrti o""'tlii,' 5io vent<ateswa-rlu ased 25 vears' occ'

Businr:ss Rl/o H.No zor_'otii'k"]iirii ilii sL ranaulkur. Prlkasam district. -

523105.

:'lrii'r.li"&r'H"i!fi ig:i?UllH:effi i&ilil'.fr;lullLi;hg:T:Ili
z+.VJnii'tl ri"ra Rao Madata, S/o Late china Kondgy!'- ;o"G;: ii;cl ausinesi R/6 n.t'to' t -a-ozslt00/2Rt' Prakashnasar'

,u B*;il['ni1oll$:'A:f i,:t3:lnl;,u"",u Swamv, Aged 42vearq Qcc' Pvt
'" Effi [;;;F ; ilaier;i,i-prte,'iliase, Nekunamipuram' Pokur' Prakasam

district. -5231 13.
zo. V8iltlii" 

-x?y"i, 
R"o Vunnam, S/o suraiah, Aged about 42 y-e-ani' 

-o^cc'* il;il;;r Ry6 H-r.ro. z-aA ct'outa palem, Praka--sam District - 523 109-



27. Venkata Kal yana Rao Vu n nam, S/o. S u raiah, .Aged aqoyl !2 y-97rp,' 
^oec.

Business R/ir H.No. 2-45, Chouta palem, prakasam district. -523109.
28. Jesta Raveendra, S/o. Jesta Kotu, Aged about 40 years, Occ. Business,

R/o.Flat No.103, Sai Pujitha Residen-cy Commrinity Hall Lane, AS Rajunagar
Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500 072.

29.A. Kri5hna Rab, S7o A. Singaiah Aged 45 years, Occ. Business Rl/o. H.No-S-
38, lppagunta Village RamElayam Street, Ponnalur Mandal, Prakasam District
- 523 109.

30. Smt. Gurram Dhanalakshmi, W/o. Chinna Brahmaiah Aged about 52 years,
Occ. House Wife R/o H.No .2-63, Dappalampadu, Gudluru Mandal, Prakasam
District - 523113.

gt. enitamalasetti Seshachalam, S/o Late Ch. A njaiah Aged 67 years, Occ.
Business, R/o. H.No. 16-31-9, MIG-1, 188,9th Phase, KPHB Colony,
Kukatpally Hyderabad. -500085.

gZ. Bbnkarippa, Sio.Late B.Eswaraian, Agg-{ lbouJ 47.y.ears, Occ. Busines.s,-- 
R/o.Flat trici.Zbe, Sri Sai Nikethan, Opp. MIrtR school,-Kukatpally, Hyderabad -
500 072.

gg.Aiikatla Srinivasa Rao, S/o Singaiah Aged about !7 years, Occ.-Business,
R/o H.No.5-38, lppagunta Ponnaluru, Prakasam District - 523 109.

... RESPON DENTS/WRIT PETITION ERS

34. The State of Telangana, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, Revenue
Departm ent, Secretari at Bui ldi n gs-, Hyd erabad.

35.ihe Commiisioner and Director] Survey, Settlement and Land Records,
Hyderabad.

36. The Dist. Collector, Medchal-Malkajgiri Dist.
37.The Dist. Collector, Sanga Reddy Dist.
iA. f ne Hyd erabad M etropolitan Devel opment Authority, Swarnajayanthi

Comp[ex, Ameerpet, Hyderabad, Rep by its Commissioner.

RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENTS 1 TO 5

lA NO: 2 oF 2026

petition under Section 151 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 order of learned Single Judge in WP No.35305/2025, dt. 20.11.2025,

pending disposal of the Writ Appeal.



lA NO: 3 OF -26
Between:

1. M/S. $RL BUILDERS ANd DEVELOPERS, Offi-CC At PIOt NO. 276'
r ' ffi;h;;il; c;6;; Gdrpl;Seririnsampaily Ransa Reddy district, rep. bv

its oartners''o Y)-''"'' inturi Lakshmana Rao, S/o.Parvathalu Aged ab.out 40-yea-r's, Oec'tt ii;i;;;, Rlo.H.r.ro.r+3, KancharaguntS KandukurMandal,
Prakasam District.

ii) 5fariuii-SieJnr-576.Nalluri Ramaiah, Aged about 52 years, Occ'.
guslne;; ]d;. f : N". i- i t t Btzt o, Raghavendra colonv' Kandukur'
Prakasam District.

2. Smt. lJnna*lyotfii,'Wio. U,inqp-Venkateswarlq, 499d gb.o!! 46 years' Occ'

Hilif,W''f;, Ri6.H.h;.i4-qtiizt, To 30, Flat No.603r.Sai Dhamam Apts',

Srinirli CJronv, rJsiLane, fm99rp9t,. Hvderabad' - 500016'

3. F6ii,i rg"nti n"1ir,"Gd*iiiu, Slo rotaiarr, Ageo 5!.ve^arq, Occ' Business, R/o

H.No. 1 -4S f Of uruiaJu- ritia'g", Jarugumalli llandal, Prakasam district.-

523260.
4. 6-u"r* Vunkata Narendra, S/o Venkateswa.rlu, Aged.26-yeqr9' ocg.'

6;;il;;r, Ryo pjdir.io. iOr'-OOit, Kalidasu Variveedhi, Kandukur, Prakasam

distric:t. - 523105.
5. (;ihi;i Venf<atJbubba Rao, S/o Lalshminarayana, Aged abou!4p years," 

Oli.-grsiness, iVo H.tlo.-g--'S7, Main Road, N-ear Wat-er Tank, Pokuru,

Prakzrsam district.- 5231 13.
o. biiiiliilvi.Z iJorqir, w/o..venkateswarlu, Asqp 4/ ve-{9,,.91"' House

wii; Ry; prretiparr", Gu',oturu Mqlda!, prakasam district.-523281.
7. gaftirii-Bafa frii"tila, Slo eatini Mala(ondaiah, Aged about 42years, Oc,c'.

Busirress nyo ff .No.'-+S Singimanenipatti, Voletirlaripalem, Prakasam district-

5231 1 6.
g. tlanc,f,ir V V Golla, S/o. Haribabu Golla, Aged about.31 years., Occ.

iiJiii'"Jr, nyo f-f .Ni.ZO-Z-S-OII, Sahithi Chid'iren Hospital, Kalidasu vari

VeeOni, (andukur, Prakasam district-523'1 05'
9. fr4Tr fiii" OerefopLisind Builders, having lts office at,Plot No' 182 and 183'

Fi;t i,6110+, r"["Ou Hei ghrs, Eenadu sdciety. and cglonv,_ [y!glq1ry:^r

l[ilxitilUalflgitnlllij^33:'#E:L',6'B%il?f::g,'f, fi :,[1[?31',
gid;r;rip"ie* Viilagi, Votdtivaripilem Mandal Prakasam District'

ro. ramineni eapa rii"i$t,i tqtq!.nagnavaiah, Agedabout 71 vears, occ'
service, nvo n.rlo]i'':Jiiariiic/106: Flat Nci -t6-0.39maduria 

Towers' C-

Of oti., 6pp.-Tal kie Town,. M iyapu.r, Hvd erabad' -500049'
11. Smd hirifiaria rjhlrdvi,'Wi6..A.Venkateswarq .Regqy, {oe$ qQgut 51 vears,

ffi. House wiie nl"o H.No. t -12tALt5O2, Flat No. 502, App_le Lily, ^
N;i-[,g;"dtl, e"iiit NaiiaganOta Flyover, Serilingampally, Ranga Reddy

district.-500019.
f Z. Kimineni-eapa'Rao, S/o. f.qtg.{ Bqghavaiah, Aged.about 71 vears, Occ'

Service, nyo n.No.i'-iii+oiiJtrd6, qlrt Nci, t"oB^,39madur{a Towers, C-

of'6t1,, tjpp. fait<ie Tory!, Miyapu.r' Hyderabad' -500049'

13. Davuturi Suooa R1;, 5i; O.V[nt<hte.,i;warlu, Ag^ed.62 years, Occ' Business'- 
R/o iiakhavaram Village, Prakasam district'-523113'

1 4. Smt. R.Swapni,'wi;Rl5ainzq couo, Agio .abggllgJears, occ. House wife"' 
nyo-it.tto.a-b-tOs, Znd Bazar,Secunderabad' -500003'

15.LLkesh Sriram'fr,fiki,bi"nl.V.nama Rao thow$a1y, Aged about 2-9 years'

Occ Busin"s iiio Hl io-Z-dz-t qAiC, plot 
No.-11,^N gar-Han uman Temple,

SuUhoOiy;colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad' - 500072'



t/
I

16. Nalluri Lakshmirajyam, Wo, Nalluri 6reenu, Aged about 48 years, Occ -' - 
House Wife, Fl/o.'tt.No. 1-11118,1276, Raghavendra col-olty Opp' RTA ottice
kondaour. Serilinqampally, Ranga Reddydistrict. -500084.

17. ij;h;m irari aa5u, S/o fhirupa-thaiah Aged about 39 years' occ' Business
nyo H.No. t-S2, Nu(avartam Eiadevaripalem village, Voletivaripalem mandal'
Prakasam district. - 523113.

f S. i lailuri6uUbi Aio, Slo Peddakotaiah' Aged about 44 years, Occ Business- 
Hlo ft.no.s-+1, Kancharagunta, Kandukuru mandal, Prakasam district' -

523113
f g. f nluri Lif.hran, Rao, S/o Parvathalu, aged about 40 years, O.cc' Business- ni" nltl". i-aa kancharagunta, Kandukui Mandal, Prakasam district -

523113.
20. Smt. ilitteswari, Wo. D.Brahma Reddy, Aged qbogt 48-y9qp, Occ' House-- 

wife. Rl/o Kollipa'ra village and Mandal. Guntur district.- -522304'
zr . iiiirii siinivi! Reoov, sio Kolli Venkateswara.Reddv, Ase{ al veap., gcir 

- -
Employee R/o FlatNo. 203 PlotNo 40' Balaji Swarnapuri colony, Motl Nagar'

Errioadda. Hvderabad. - 500018.
zz. e un"am tlZsiveniaia Datadri, S/o Venkate-swa-rlu ?ged 2p years, occ . .

- eJ.ini;s. Rio H.No 201-60/.1. Kalidasu vari St. Kandukur. Prakasam district. -

523105.
ze.iritirih-imesh, S/o Kondaiah lnturi, Aged 40 years'.Occ Business, R:/o H'No'-- 

Filt tlo.ioi-pioi tto.t ts, K.P.H.B. colonv Medchal-Malkajgiri Diskict 
.

24. Venkata Rama Rao Madala' S/o Late China Kondayya Madala' Aged about- 
zO veiis, Occ. Business R/o H.No. 1-8-629/100/2Rt, Prakashnagar,

zs B:tsn'iil 
pM"lol 

Ii:|.aH: 6,t"t3: Jnln i v"",, Swa mv, Ased 42v ears,occ. Pvt.

Employee Ri/o Badevaripalem village, Nekunampuram' PoKur, PraKasam

district. -523'1 13.
zo. VEnliia katvana Rao Vunnam, S/o Suraiah, Aged about.42 y-e-ars, 

^occ'-- B;"i;6s Ry6 H.No. 2-45, Chouta palem, Prakasam District - 523 109'

zz.Ventata fatvana Rao Vunnam, S/b.Suraiah,.Aged about 42 yg?F.r 
^occ- erlinils R/6 n.t',|o. z-as, chouta palem, prakasam district' -523109'

za. iJi;'-R'a-v'eeniii, st". Jesta rotu, Rged dbout 40 years, occ' Business, R/o'
- Ffaino.iof, SiiPuiitha Residency Ciommunity Hall Lane, AS Raiunagar

Colony, Kukatpally,'Hyderabad - 500 O72.
zs.Iliiiidi,n;=Ri6, S7b n1 singaian Ased 45 vears, occ. Business Ri/o' H No 5--" '3'8, H;fii;Vil-;g" R;ffil"vam-street, i'onnilur Mandal, Prakasam District

- 523 109.
gO. Smi duiram Dhanalakshmi, Wo. Chinna Brahmaiah Aged .qbout S2^years'

Occ. House Wife Fl/o H.No .2-63, Dappalampadu' Gudluru Mandal' PraKasam

District - 523 1'l3.
sr . Ci;a;aiasetii'Seshachalam, S/o Late Ch. A nlaiah nSg!.9I vears, occ'- 

euJineii, Rvo. n.No. to-gt-s, [rlc-1, 188, 9th Phase, KPHB colonv'
Kukatoallv Hvderabad.-500085

sz. ij.-Cjnii"t"i,pi, t;GG B.Eswaraiah, Ased qboul 41 v.gars, occ' Business' 
.* 

R;.ihi[6rb5, sri Sai tlitetnan, obp.-tvtt'tR school,-Kukatpallv, Hvderabad -

500 072.
*eistl'r-:tul3$1",i"',i",:'lf:'rx,f ,.:i:3#3[Li?Ti3f !aBl''**'

... PETITIONERS/RESPONDENTS
ANO

l.V.ManoharRao'S/oAnanthaiahAgedabout35yearsocc.SeniorCitizen,' R6* 
'i.iG.i-17ru+,- Sv.tlii.zss, -Met lampet, 

-.Main Road, Dundisal-

Gindimaisamma Manddl, Medchal - Malka,igiri District.
2. ME'ASFihE SFAcEGira,-iLC orfice a[H No 8-2-2e3tN217tN1,2 and.3- ii'b",i'rl" i7 luoiree niiti' nvaeraoao Rep by its Managing Partner T'V'



Narsinrha Reddv S/o T V Venkata Subbaiah Occ Business Rl/o H No 45-198
Easi Anana Bagh Near Andhra Bank NMDC colony Secunderabad.

... RESPONDENTS No.6 & 7/APPELLANTS

3. The Slate of Telangana, Rep. by its Principal Secretary, Revenue
Deoar:ment, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

+. ini: Crmmiisioner and Directorl Survey, Settlement and Land Records,
Hyder:rbad.

5. The D st. Collector, Medchal-Malkaigiri Dist.
6. The Dist. Collector, Sanga Reddy Dist.
7. The Hvderabad Metrooo'iitan Development Authority, Swarnajayanthi

Comp'ex, Ameerpet, Hyderabad, Rep by its Commissioner.

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENTS 1 TO 5

Petition under section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

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

vacate the orders dated 02.o3.2026 in w.A.No.35305 0t 2025 and dismiss the writ

Appeal No.195 ot 2026.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI VEDULA SRINIVAS, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR
SRI K.RAMA KRISHNA

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 TO 33: SRI G.MOHAN RAO' SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI A.PRABHAKAR RAO

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.34 TO 37: GP FOR REVENUE
Counsel for the Respondent No.38: SRI V.SIODHARTHA GOUD FOR

SRI V.NARASIMHA GOUO, SC FOR HMDA

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT
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l/ l

INTIIEHIGHcoI,RTFIoRTHESTATEoFTEI"AIIGAI{A
AT ITYDERABAD

TIIE HoN,BLE TIIE CHIEF JI,sfficE sRI APARESH Kt,lt[AR SINGH

AND

TIIE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHTUDDIN

DATE:18.O3-2O26

Between:

V.Manohar Rao and another

..Appellants
And

M/s. SRL Builders & Developers and 37 others
....Respondents

JUDGMENT

Heard Sri Vedula Srinivas, learned Senior Counsel representing

Sri K.Rama Krishna, learned counsel appearing for the appellants;

SriG.MohanRao,learnedSeniorCounselrepresenting

Sri A.prabhakar Rao, learned counsel appearing for respondent Nos.1

to 33; Sri V.siddhartha Goucl, learned counsel representing

SriV.NarasimhaGoud,learnedStandingCounselforHyderabad

Metropolitan Development Authority (HMDA) (respondent No'38) and

perused the record-

2.ThiswritappealispreferredunderClause15oftheLetters

patent, against the order dated 2o-L1.2o25 passed by the learned

Single Judge in W-P'Nos'353O5 of 2025' By the said order' the

learnedSingleJudgedisposedofthewritpetitionattheadmission



2

stage, .'^dthout notice to the present appellants (respondent Nos.6 and

7 in thr: writ petition), and directed the District Collectors of Medchal-

Malkajgiri and sangareddy (respondents Nos.3 and 4 in the writ
petitior:) to conduct " "rio"y of two Villages namely - Mallampet and

Bollaram for fixation of boundaries and to submit a detailed report in

terms <lf a letter issued by the commissioner & Director, survey,

Settlement and Land Records, dated 2Z.O/.2O2S-

Factual. matrix

3- The /zs in the present case arises out of a dispute concerning

the iderLtity, location, and inter se overlap of certain survey numbers

situated at the border of two vilrages, namely, Mallampet Vilrage

(presently falling within Medchal-Malkqigiri District) and Bollaram

Village (presently falling within sangareddy District). The respondent

Nos.l t. 33 (arrayed as writ petitioners in the writ petition) assert

ownership over plots carved out in sy.Nos.g r/2 and 297 of Bollaram

village, Jinnaram Mandar, sangareddy District, admeasuring in all

Ac'4'01 Gts. The appeflants, on the other hand, craim right, titre, and

possessi'rn in respect of land admeasuring Ac.4.14 Gts in Sy.No.295

of Mallampet Village, Dundigal-Gandimaisamma Mandal, Medchal-

Malkajgi::i District, forming part of a larger extent.

4' The craim of titre set up by the respondents (writ petitioners) is
traced to e supplemental sethwar allegedly issued during the years

1983-95 by the Assistant Director, survey and Land Records, Medak



3

District, pursuant to proceedings of tl:e District Collector in File

No.C2l1506/83, whereby Sy.Nos.8l /2 (Ac.O-25 Gts) ard297 (Ac.3.16

Gts) came to be created in Bollaram Village in favour of one Sara

Narsimhulu and his brothers. It is their case that the said lands were

subsequently alienated by the Sara family in favour of Ahmed

Mohiuddin Khan under a registered sale deed dated 01.O4.1985, and

through successive conveyances, the predecessors-in-interest of the

respondents herein acquired plots from P. Madhavi and others, who,

in turn, derived title from the said Ahmed Mohiuddin Khan.

5. On ttre other hand, the appellants predicate their claim upon

an original patta land in sy.No.295 of Mallampet village, which,

according to them, finds consistent reflection in the revenue records,

including pahanis, from the year t96L-62 onwards. It is their specific

case that an extent of Ac.4.14 Gts out of the said survey number was

conveyed by Madasu Venkatesham and others in favour of Md. Buran

and others under a registered sale deed dated 30.08.1993 bearing

Document No.6625 /L993. Thereafter, in the year 2oo7, the said Md.

Buran and his co-owners executed registered Agreements of Sale-

cum-General Powers of Attorney (AGPAs) in favour of the appellants

and their co-owners uideDocument Nos.282 to 287 of 2OO7.

6. Further, the appellants including appetlant No.1 have been in

continuous and peaceful possession of tl.e subject land, having raised

a compound wall, cattle sheds, and having secured electricity

\
.\
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conneclrons and municipal property tax assessments from the
Dundig,el Municipality. The possession of their predecessors is arso

stated ::o have been recognised by virtue of a decree of perpetual

injunction dated 2g.t2.2oog in o.s.No.169 of 2oog on the fire of the

learned Principal senior civil Judge, Ranga Reddy District.

7' 'the respondents association had filed o.s.No.3g of 2oog

before the court of the senior civil Judge, Medak District, seeking

perpetuzrl injunction in respect of lands in Sy.Nos.Bl/2 and 297 of
Bollaranr village- The said suit, however, came to be dismissed for
default <>n 2o.oz-2oro, and no furtrrer proceedings appear to have

been pur.sued thereafter.

8' llhe dispute pertaining to the village boundar,r and aileged

overlap .f survey numbers had earlier engaged the attention of the

survey au*rorities, culminating in joint suryeys conducted by the

Assistant Directors of Survey and Land Records of the then Medak

and Rang;a Reddy Districts. A joint spot inspection was carried out on
L7'O3'2Oo8 followed by a joint panchanama dated 2O.OS.2OOS. The

said exercise, as reflected from the record., concruded that the
boundarit:s of sy.No.gl of Bonaram v,lage and Sy.No.295 of
Mallampet Village were intact and in consonance with the ground
position. ilignificantly, it was recorded trrerein that the lands claimed
under Sy- l[os.8 L/2 and 292 of Bolraram Vilage were not borne out by
the villagqinaps and were not found in existence on ground.
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g. Subsequently, the commissioner and Director, survey,

Settlement and Land Record.s, Telangana, by proceedings dated

27.O9.2O25 bearing Rc.No.Fl ll63L/2024, addressed to the District

Collectors of Medchal-Malkajgiri and Sangareddy Districts, noted the

existence of an apparent overlap issue between Sy.No.295 of

Mallampet Village and sy.Nos.8l/2 anLd 297 of Bollaram Village, and

called upon the said authorities to examine the matter and submit a

comprehensive rePort.

10. In the backdrop of the aforesaid developments, the respondents

instituted W.P.No.353O5 of 2025 seeking a mandamus to direct the

District collectors to submit a detailed report in accordance with the

said letter dated 27.09.2025, and to direct the HMDA not to issue

building permissions to the appellants pending determination of the

location of the survey numbers. The learned Single Judge, upon

hearing the matter at the stage of admission and without issuing

notice to the present appellants (respondent Nos.6 and 7 in the writ

petition), disposed of the writ petition by directing the District

Collectors to act upon the said proceedings dated 27 -O9-2O25 and to

conduct a comprehensive Survey of the two villages, by fixing

boundaries, issuing notice to att stakeholders, considering objections,

and passing appropriate orders strictly in accordance with [aw.

11. Aggrieved by the said order the appellants has preferred the

present writ appeal.

Jr'

\.\
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Submissions on behalf of the appellants

L2- Lr:arned senior counser for the appelrants, assailed the

impugne d order and has advanced his submissions as under:

i) That the respondents approached the court by suppressing the

mztterial facts, by not disclosing the joint surveys conducted in

tht: years 1998 and 2o0g by the competent survey authorities of

thr: then concerned districts, which had co.crusively

der.ermined t].e village boundaries. The said surveys are stated

to have confirmed the existence of sy.No.295 in Mallampet

Viliage and the non-existence of sy.Nos.gr/2 and 2gz of

Bollaram Vilrage on ground. It is further urged that the

respondents suppressed the dismissal of their earlier suit in
o.S;.[te.f,g of 2o0g and also failed to discrose that the

apF,ellants' predecessors hacl secured a decree of perpetual

injrLnction in o.S.No.169 of 2oog, thereby confirming their

possession.

ii) That the writ petition directly impinges upon the identity and

existence of Sy.No.295 of Mallampet Village, in respect of which

the appellants claim ownership and possession. However,

desl>ite being necessary and proper parties, the appelrants were

not afforded an opportunity of hearing. The learned single

Jud;ge disposed of the writ petition at the stage of admission,
\
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without issuing notice to the appellants herein, thereby

violating the fundamental principles of natural justice-

iii) That the dispute between the parties is essentially one relating

to titte and possession of immovable property, which falls

squarely within the domain of the civil Court. The invocation of

writ jurisdiction under Article 226 of. the constitution, for the

purpose of directing a survey in the absence of any subsisting

legal right, is stated to be wholly misconceived.

iv) That the relief sought in the writ petition was limited to a

direction to the District Collectors to submit a report in terms of

the proceedings dated 27.O9.2O25. However, the learned Single

Judge, while disposing of the writ petition, proceeded to direct a

detailed and comprehensive Survey, including issuance of

notices to all interested parties and consideration of objections-

According to the appellants, such directions travel beyond the

scope of the relief sought and amount to prejudging the

necessity and ambit of the proposed survey-

v) That the respondents do not possess any registered title deeds

or continuous revenue entries in respect of the alleged survey

numbers. The very survey numbers relied upon by them are

stated to be of recent origin, purportedly created in or around

the year 1985, and are not reflected in the original village map

of Bollaram Village. It is further contended that the respondents

have never been in actual physical possession of the subject

\
t\
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land and that their craim is merery documentary and

str,eculative. In such circumstances the writ petitioners, having

agrproached the court with unclean hands, were not entitled to

any discretionary relief.

vi) TtLat the impugned order, if allowed to stand, would seriously

prejudice and unsettle the vested rights of the appellants, who

have been in peaceful and continuous possession of sy.No.295

fo'over 15 years, as their craim is supported by a valid chain of

titte, a decree of a competent civil court, and statutory

rer:ognitions, including permissions and land use certificates

iss,ued by the HMDA, which acknowledge the existence and

ide:ntity of Sy. No.295.

Submissions on behalf of the respondents

13. Learned Senior counsel for the respondents has supported the

impugnec order and has advanced his submissions as under:

i) Th,rt the order passed by the learned single Judge is purely

procedural in nature, directing the revenue authorities to act

up,rn the communication dated 27.og.2o2s issued by the

co:nmissioner & Director, survey, Settlement and Land

Rer:ords. The said order does not adjudicate upon or determine

an5, substantive rights of the parties.

i0 Thurt the direction to conduct a survey, with notice to all

intt:rested parties, in fact ensures compliance with principles of
-*

II
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natural justice and affords the appellants an opportunity to

present their case before the competent authorities- Thus, it is

contended that no prejudice whatsoever is caused to the

appellants.

iii) That there exists a bona fide dispute regarding the precise

location and identity of the survey numbers in question-

Reliance is placed upon the proceedings dated 27.09-2025,

wherein the Commissioner himself noted the existence of an

apparent overlap between sy.No.295 of Mallampet Village and

Sy.Nos.81/2 and, 297 of Bol.laram Village. In view of such

recorded ambiguity and conflicting positions, a fresh and

comprehensive survey is stated to be necessary to resolve the

dispute.

iv) That the respondents have placed reliance upon the

proceedings of the commissioner, which thernselves

acknowledge the existence of a dispute. As regards the earlier

joint surveys, it is contended tl-at the same were conducted

without issuing notice to the respondents or their predecessors-

in-interest and, therefore, cannot bind them'

v) That the learned Single Judge has merely directed the

authorities to act in accordance with the already existing

directions of the commissioner, which was the very relief

sought in the writ petition. The use of expressions such as

"conduct survey of the two(2) Villages i.e., Mallampet and

1

t
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C'andimaisamma-Dundig,l Mandal, Markajgiri-Medchar District
and Bollaram vilrage, Jinnaram Mandal, Sangareddy District
rrreticulously by fixing boundaries, issuing notices to all the

iriterested parties, considering objections if any raised by alr the
c.ncerned parties, as experlitiously as possibre, strictly in
a<:cordance with law, with the help of Village maps, Tonch maps
and all other

consideration

Commissioner,

relevant material and upon taking into

the relevant circulars issued

Survey, Settlements and Land

by the

Records,

exercising powers under Telangana Survey and Boundaries Act,

1923 from time to time i-e-, R.c.No.N1 /6543/gg, dated
25.OT.2OOL, R.C.No.N' /t4OB/OT, dated t3.OZ.2OOZ and
R'O-No-N2 /L74L/20Lo, dated 1g.o5.2010 and pass appropriate

orclers" is stated to be onry crarificatory in nature and does not
expand or alter tJre scope of the relief granted.

14' we have taken note of the respective contentions urged and
perused the material on recorrl.

Consideration by this Court

15- up.n consideration of the material on record, it is clear that the
dispute tretween the parties cannot be characterised as a mere
administr,rtive exercise relating to boundary demarcation. on t].e
contrar5r, it pertains to competing claims of title and possession over
immovablt: property, which have been the subject matter of prior
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litigation as well as official surveys. The claim of the respondents (writ

petitioners) is founded upon a supplementary sethwar of the year

1985, which, as borne out from the record, was itself placed in

abeyance by the then Assistant Director, Survey and Land Records,

Medak District, vide memo dated 29-06-1987, in view of an existing

viltage boundary dispute. Further, the joint surveys conducted in the

years 1998 and 2OO8 by the competent authorities of both districts

have consistently recorded the existence of Sy.No.295 of Mallampet

Viltage and the non-existence of Sy.Nos.8l /2 and 297 of Bollaram

Village as private patta lands.

L6. tt is also not in dispute that the title and possession of the

appellants' predecessors have been recognised by a decree of

perpetual injunction in o.s. No.169 of 20O8, dated 29-L2.2OO8, on

the fite of the learned Principal Senior Civil Judge, Ranga Reddy

District, which has attained finality, there being no challenge thereto

by the respondents or their predecessors-in-interest. Conversely, the

suit instituted by the respondents-association in O.S.No.38 of 2OO8

came to be dismissed for default. Therefore, these proceedings lend

finality to the respective claims as they stood-

L7. In the aforesaid backdrop, the filing of the underlying writ

petition seeking a fresh survey, in effect, amounts to an attempt to

reopen issues which have already attained finality, both

administratively and judicially. Such recourse, in our view, is
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rmpermissible in exercise of jurisdiction under- Article 226 of the
constit:rtio, of India- The appropriate remedy, if any, availabre to the
responclents is to approach the competent civil court by duly
challenl;ing the earrier surveys and the decree relied upon by the
appellants.

18- It is to be noted that the writ petition was filed on rz.Ll.2o2s
and war; disposed of by the learned single Judge on 2o-rr.2o2s, and
it is evident from the record that no notice was issued to the
appellarLts prior to the passing of the impugned order. Though the
order relects the appellants arrayed as respondent Nos.G and,z,there
is notl:ing to indicate that they were heard or afforded any
opportu*ity of placing their case. It is a well_settled and cardinal
principle of natural justice that no order adverse to a party can be
passed vrithout affording such party a reasonable opportunit5r of being
heard' Irr the case on hand, the impugned order, though couched as a
procedu.ar direction, directry impacts the rights of the appellants,
inasmuc.r as it mandates a survey in respect of the very land over
which they assert ownership and possession. Such a direction carries
the potr:ntial to unsettre their asserted possession and title,
particularly when earlier surveys are stated to have attained finarity.

19. on perusal of the affidavit in the underlying writ petition it is
evident that the respondents have remained conspicuousry silent on
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t
several material facts, which have a direct bearing on the adjudication

of the controversy. Notably, there is no disclosure witll regard to:

i. The joint surveys conducted in the years 1998 and 20O8, along

with the panchanamas, which are stated to have conclusively

demarcated the boundaries between Mallampet and Bollaram

Villages;

ii. The decree dated 29.12.2008 in O.S.No.169 0f 2008 in favour of

the appettants' predecessors, recognising their title and

possession over Sy.No.295;

iii. The dismissal for default of O.S.No.38 of 2OO8 instituted by the

respondents' association;

iv. The absence of Sy.Nos.8L/2 and 297 of Bollaram Village in the

authentic village map, as well as their non-reflection in the

HMDA Master Plan, as asserted by the appellants; and

v. The public notice issued by the appellants in Eenadu daily

dated 04-01.2008 cautioning against encroachments, to which

no objection was raised by the respondents for over a period of

15 years.

The omission to disclose the aforesaid facts, in our

considered view, amounts to suppression of material particulars and

results in presentation of an incomplete and misleading case before

the Court. It is trite law that a litigant invoking the extraordinary
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jurisdiction of this court under Article 226 of the constitution must

approach with clean hands. Suppression of such vital facts disentitles

the resp,ndents from claiming any equitable or discretionary relief.

2o- Further, it is also evident that the retief sought in the writ
petition 'vas confined to a direction to the District Collectors to submit

a report in terms of the proceedings dated 22.og.2o25. However, the

learned liingle Judge, while disposing of the writ petition, proceeded.

to issue . much wider direction, mand.ating the authorities to conduct

survey ot the two villages meticulously by hxing boundaries, issuing

notices tr all the interested parties, considering objections, with the

aid of village maps, tonch maps and other rerevant mater.ial, and upon

taking irrto account the applicable circulars, to pass appropriate

orders. The said direction, in our view, travels beyond the scope of the

relief sought and, in substance, amounts to ordering a fresh and

comprehe:nsive survey.

2l- It is to be noted that such an exercise, particurarly in the

absence cf any determination as to the necessit5r thereof, and without

examininlS whether earlier surveys had attained finality, was not

warrantei.. More importantly, the same was directed without affording

an oppor-unity of hearing to the appeflants, whose rights stand

directly affected. Therefore, the learned single Judge fell into error in
granting relief beyond the prayer ancl in the absence of adherence to

the prinClp$:s of natural justice.
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Conclusion

22. In the result, the writ appeal is allowed. The order dated

2O.1L.2O25 passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.No.353O5 of

2025 is set aside, and consequently, W.P.No.353O5 stands dismissed.

The interim order dated 02-03.2026 in the writ appeal shall stand

vacated. There shall be no order as to costs.

As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions, pending if any, stand

closed.
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