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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

MONDAY, THE TWENTY FOURTH DAY OF AUGUST
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL NO: 669 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Against the Order
dated 09.06.2026 in WP No 30236 of 2026 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

M/s RPM lnfra, O and M Contractor, F No C-2 6-3-8831N10 Padmavathi
Place Somajiguda Hyderabad - 500018

...AppellanURespondent No.6
AND

1. Sri Kongara Saida Rao, S/o Apparao Aged about 36 years Occ Business Rl/o
HNo 1-61/2 [Vladhapuram Village Mudigonda Mandal Khammam District -
507170

2. Smt Kongara Rajyaiakshmi, W/o Saida Rao Aged about 43 years Occ
Business R/o H.No 1-6112 Madhapuram Village lVludigonda [\/andal
Khammam District - 507170.

3. Ms. Kongara Nandini, D/o Saida Rao Aged about 43 years Occ Business Ryo
H.No 1-61/2 Madhapuram Village Mudigonda lVlandal Khammam District -
507170.

...Writ Petitioner's/Respondent No.1 -3

4. The Union Of lndia, Rep by its Principal Secretary Department of Road
Transport and Highways Transport Bhavan 1 Parliament Street New Delhi -
1 10001 .

...Respondent No.1/Respondent No.4

5. TheNational Highways Authority of lndia, G 56 Sector 10 Dwaraka New Delhi
- 1 10075

...Respondent No.2/Respondent No.5
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6. The State of Telangana, Rep by its Principal Secretary Department of Road
anrl Buildings Secretariat Hyderabad - 500022

...Respondent No.3/Respondent No.6

7. 1,4/s Gl\zlR Group, O/o New Udaan Bhawan Opp Terminal 3lGl Airport New
Delhi India - 110037

...Respondent No.4/Respondent No.7

8. tr4/s GlvtR Hyderabad - Vijayawada Expressways Pvt Ltd, 2511 skip House
l,4L seum Road Bangalore Karnataka - 560025

...Respondent No.S/Respondent No.8

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI SIRGAPOOR SAHIL REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent No.1 to 3: SRI YERRAGUDLA VIKRANTH REP.
FOR SRI ASHOK KUMAR KOTAGIRI

Counsel forthe Respondent No.4: SRI N. BHUJANGA RAO,
Deputy Solicitor General of lndia

Counsel for the Respondent No.5: SRI MADISHETry RAMU, SC FOR NHAI

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI R. POOL SINGH NAIK, ASST. cP FOR
ROADS & BUILDINGS

Counsel for the Respondent No.7 & 8: Ms. RUBAINA S. KHATOON

The Court made the following: JUDGMENT



- IN THE HIGH COURT FCIRTHE STATE OFTELANGAIFA
.AT HYDERABAI)

THE HON'BLE THE CHIEF "'US"ilCE SRI APARESH KI'ITTAR SINGH
AI{D

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G,M.MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL No.669 of 2026

DATE:I4 .c,A.2ci26

Between:

ivl i s. RPUI Infra
.,..Appellant

And

Ilongara Saida Rao and 7 others
, " ",I{espoadents

JUDGMENT

H.-:-rd Sri Sirgapoor Sahll Reddy, learned colrrrSr-i appearin,g

l-cr the erppeiiant; Sri Yerragudia Vikran'uh, learneii counsel appcarlng

ti-,i' tii Asnck Kumar Komgiri, learrred counsei for respondeni l,los. i

to i; Sri N.Bhujanga Rao, learned Deputy Soiicitcr General of Inciia

appearing for respondent No.4; Sri Madishetty Ramu, learned

Standing Counsel for National Highways Authority of india (NHAI),

appearing fo:- resporrdent No.5; Sri R.Pool Singh Naik, iearned

Assis'Lant Governrtent PleaCer for Roads and Buildings Departmenr

appearing lbr respondent No.5; Sri Srithija Reddy, learrred couirsel

represcntin8 Ms, Rubaina S. Khatoon, learned counsel for

::espondent Nos.7 and 8 and perused the record.

2. This writ appeal is prefe::reci uncier Ciause 15 of the Letters

i)atent, against tre order rjated C9,O6.2026 nassed b.r ihe iearned



}

Sing-e Jucge rn W.,--.Nc.30236 ol 2C25. tst the saici order, the

iearner; Singie juige . riisposerj oi lhe writ pr:tition by granring iibe; q

to the u'ri',, perltion.rs (respondent Nos. L to 3 herein) to approach

the {:ornpetent ivlot.jr Acctdents Clairns Tribunai (MACT) and f,-irr-her

directed tht:.t'the aspect ci i.i:nitati.on shall no! cotne in the ti:ay of

a-CjL,,ii:ating ti,.e ci.t:.r:t i-.tl :,ke T,|bun.cl'.

Factual matrlx

3. i\n i2.i:':.rO22. iie r-..rii peti-Lioners,/ responcient Nos.i to 3

rvere travellii..q ir';m il,".r]erabad l:-, Kha:nmam in a Nrssan Terranc

yehir:le l--,earii:g F.cgistra: or No 1'S-G7-r. iJ- 1455. The 1si petitioner

rvas rinving :he sai,j i'ehicie. At about 3:5O p.m., near Pedda

Kaoa.rthr Villaqe a,l N.{-55, the vehicle colljcied- with the stationary

i,ria-te r tanker be::rii.g R-^g:st:ation No. AP- 12 V-5655, .,a'hich "..ras

statior.: ed ileai t tc c:n'-re median r,r,hi1e watering of the mediar:

planla.ian ri",as being un.ie rtaken.

4. "he -,r,ril .De titjcneis alleged that the tanker hz:d been pai-ked

negligerrtly wi,-ho:-it adr:c-.raie cautionary rneas;rres or- warning signs

an<i ai :ibr-r.:ei-l negligan.€ to th; resporLdents in tiie maintenance ar:d

safeLv- iranagtn:eli cr' '.,-re high-*a1,-. The-,. claiineC rnjuries ai-id

sought compensaticn ol Rs.50,O0,000/-. These ailegations vvere

specifi<:ailv disorrted bv the respondents. u,ho contended that

requisite safeti' p:-ecaur-lons .]ad been aciopted anc that the accidect
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was attributable, inter alia, to the negligent driving of the 1st

petrtloner

5. The writ petitioners issued a 1ega1 notice dated 14.06.2022

seeking compensation of Rs.5O,00,000/-. GMR Hyderabad-

Vijayawada Expre ssways Pvt. Ltd., by reply dated 2a.O6.2022, stated

that the water tanker bearing Registration No.AP- 12-V-6555

belonged to M/s. RPM Infra and was not owned by GMR and advised

the petitioners to address their clairn to M/s. RPM Infra. Thereafter,

no claim petition before the MACT or other adjudicatory proceeding

was instituted by the writ petitioners, and the writ petition came to

be filed only in September 2025, rnore tlirarr 3y2 years after the

accident. The appellant specihcally rgised the issue of unexpiained

delay and laches.

6. The appellant, M/ s. RPM Infra, fi1ed its counter-affidavit

raising, inter alia, objections regarding the maintainability of the writ

petition under Article 226 of t}l,e Constitution; in view of the disputed

questions of fact concerning negligence, contributory negligence,

liabiiity and quantum; delay and laches; the petitioners' aileged

suppression/ misstatement concerning ownership of the vehicle; the

absence of an FIR or police investigation; and the availability of the

statutory remedy before the MACT.

1. The learned Single Judge held that the rival pleadings

disciosed serious disputes concerning negligence, contributory

t\
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;reglig€fice, safei) pre.auiions, rhe manner in'*iiich,:he tai-rke;: *.as

stationerl and olerated. the inter se liar,iiii-v cf the concerred

respondents and the qu.a4.lum of compensation, rvhich required

appr:ciation cf oral and documentary evidenr:e anrl could nol be

adjud:,:ated uldei Article 226 cf llne Constitution. The learnerl Single

Judge accordingll, held 1,ha1, the proper rerrLed-v ,"vas beforc the

compeient h{ACT rriei :l tr eie ss. rn view- cf ihe irluiies pieacieci arr cl

the benellcrai nalure oi the Motor Vehicles Act. i9Bt-l (for short'MV

Act'). ihe Coi-, :t permitted the pe titioners to approach the Tribunai

$,ith-:n cne rnorrtl iroin the date of receipt of a copl. of the order and

directe C that iir::iralir: should nct come in the rvay of acijudicati.cn ci

the :iaim, ani aLsr: he 1d that all questions. inciud.ing neglige nce .

contriirutorv :regiigel-rce. 1iabi1it1 and quantum, u-ere left opel for

det,:.'nl na.ior hi the -i-ir'-rnai

8. .lggrieveci t"rere!y-, i:he apoellant has preferred the present: Wrir-

Aopea.

Submi.ssions on behalf of the appellant

9. -.earnei cor-ns:l ici- the a,ppeliant. assaijed the tmpugned ortiei

and hils advancecl 'rne iciiou.ing submissions:

r) 'l'hat ih,^ learned Singlc Judge erred in granting relief altei

lroldrng _har ihe rvrit petition was not maintainable. The claiar

r:, essei-i t:aii1. fi:.r .1a-raage s arising out of a I;icto: vehicle
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accident and involves disputed questions of fact including

negligence, iiabiliry and compensation. That such a claim is

required to be adjuCicated by the competent MACT and does

not warrant exercise of jurisdiction under Article 226 of the

Constitution.

i1) That the alleged accident occurred on 72.02.2022 and the 1ega1

notice was issued rn J.urLe 2022. Thereafter, the petitioners did

not take any steps before the competent Tribunal and

approached this Court only in September 2O25, without

explaining the deiay of more than three years. That the learned

Single Judge ought to have dismissed the writ petition on the

ground of delay and laches.

iil) That though writ petitioners claimed purchase of the vehicle

ior Rs.10,00,000/-. However, the documents relied upon by

them, particularly Exs.P4 and P5, show one Rao Sasikant as

the registered owner of the vehicle, and that he was not

impleaded as a party. This material discrepancy was

specifically raised by the appellant.

ir) That no FIR was lodged in respect of the accident and there

was no police investigation or charge sheet attributing

negligence to the appellant or any other respondent. The

ailegations of negligence therefore remain disputed and require

evidence Lrefore the competent forurn.
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1'.i)

vii)

./iii)

'lhat il:e r:la.lr:. iil.'ci-res disputec ,.--Llesrioirs regarding thc

rlrannei- of ihe accicLrot, negligence , .:ontri'lu:o:.i negiigen.e,

,.he manncr rn u,hich ihe tanker ",r.as stationed, safe!].

jareasltres and the quantum of compensation. These issues

iequire evrdence and cannot be properly. adjudicated in

,rrcce edrngs under Article 226 af the Constituiion.

'ihat the l ilt pe titicners have claimei Rs.50.00,OCOi - rviiho.;t

r:rociucing a;'rv material much less sr-rfficient materiai ro

r,r.ppori the ciaim. Medicai bil1s and receipts have no: been

trroCllced. iinci rqecical recorci.s -.,l.ere placeci cn reccrd lrtl-,' :n

r',-spe.t ci pet:tiorer No.3. The petitioners ha-,,e alsc, rrc;

lrroouced dcc"Liixents establishing their iau,ful o\r,nership cf the

,;ehicie.

i.laving heid that ti-re writ petition was not maintainable, the

learned Singie ,rurige ought not to have directeci that limitaticn

:;hail not cc,i.'-re ir i.e:riay of the claim before thr Tribur-ral. Thr

l.ruestion ci lirnttaticn ought to have been ieit open fcrr

rietermiila-ticn c',,. :.rrl ccmpetent T;:ibunai in accorciance r,vith

larv. This is par:ic-,-ilarly reievant sir-rce the acr:ident occurred

ofi 72.02.2A22. w'heieas the amendment io Section 166 oi the

l{V Act cirn:c inlc force on Ai.O4.20'22.

In suopoit rf i:-c case, the teppellant placeC i-eliance cn the

:' i,Orr-1il( Ce .tSt 1lii s
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a. State of Jammu and Kashmir u. R.K. Zalpuil - lt ts
con[ended that unexplained delay and laches are
relevant considerations for refusing relief under Article
226.

b. Shankara Co-operatiue Housing Societg Ltd. u. M.
Prabhakar2- It is contended that inordinate and
unexplained delay is a valid ground for declining to
exercise discretionary writ jurisdiction.

c. Amar Singh u. Union of Indias - \t is contended that a
litigant who suppresses material facts or approaches the
Court with unclean hands is not entitled to discretionan,
relief.

d.. State of Oissa u. Madan Gopal Rungtaa- at Paragraph 15

Submissions on behalf of the respondents

10. Learned counsel appearing for respondent Nos.1 to 3; learned

Standing Counsel for NHAI appearing for respondent No.5; and

learned Assistant Government Pleader for Roads and Building

Department appearing for respondent No.6 have advanced the

foilowing submissions:

i) Respondents Nos.1 to 3 contended that the water tanker was

stationed on the highway without adequate safety measures or

warning signs and that the accident occurred due to negligence

on the part of the persons responsible for the maintenance of

the highway. Respondents Nos.1 to 3 claimed that they

sustained serious injuries and sought compensation of

Rs.50,00,000 l-. Tlne lega1 notice dated 14.06.2O22 was issued

'(2015) 1s scc 602
2{201 1) 5 SCC 607
3(201 1) 7 SCC 69
r1951SCC 1024

)
l
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::lieging negiigence in '.hl; rnaintetal-r.e cJ- the hlghlvE---l, a1.r d

.laiminl r-,;; pq n s..r l ini.r .

ii) lhat th..: clarn .:,ught tr: be adjudic-ated on inerirs and that the

L-,eneficial nature cf the M 7 Act -justified pertnitring ihe m tc

,ipproach the cornpetent ?ribunai.

iii) ?espcr..den: I'Ii:,.3 ret-.ieci a1v negi;gr:rct;.1 the;:naintei-':arice or

::reretian n' ':-,r [i q].',y21, and contended t:]at lne u..ate r tar:ke I

rr:aring Reqistiaticn Nc. hF i 2 \, 665.5 was not ow-ned c.y it, i:

itated :ha. the tanker lle].ongec to ancl was opera.teci b1,

:esponient i.ic.5 and. that fhe iretitioiiers -*'ere advrsed tc

.:.oproach re-soo]:.de;-rt llo.5.

ir') ?espcnien' r'Jc.5 r:cnteirr:leC that the :,r'rjr peri'iol -\n-as ifj

raintairable '.;ri,or Artick 226 of the Cctrstit;-rticr: as;.i

'n-,".olveti d:spured questions of firct rela.ting to negli5ience.

con tribulon' negligence. liabiiity and compensatron, anci thal

,.ne 'Jetilio:'ie::s h.cj an alternative remedyr before the.oinpeteqi

'l ribunal.

v) iiesponciei:.1 i.ic.6 contendec thai the petitioners hzrd

ilpproachei the Ccurt with unclean hands bv clatming rhat

ihey hail purchasei the vehicie for Rs.i0,00.000/-, u,-hereas

t. n ie:<- rnr;,,rir:.e r,t1:.1 registration i-ecords allegedly showe.l one

Iiao Sastka-rth as tit:t c-.,vner. ir_ '.vas further conten.led thal
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respondent No.1 had not disclosed under what authority he

was driving the vehicie nor produced his driving licence.

vi) That the tanker was engaged in watering plants on the central

median while following the prescribed safety precautions and

that the accident occurred. due to the rash and negligent

driving of respondent No.1.

vii) Respondent No.6 further contended that the petitioners had

not produced medical biils, treatment receipts, medical records

reiating to respondents Nos. 1 and 2, or documents

establishing ownership or purchase of the vehicle.

11. We have taken note of the respective contentions urged and

perused the material on record.

Consideration by this Court

12. in the present case, the learned Single Judge held that the

disputed issues arising from the motor vehicle accident could not be

adjudicated in proceedings under Articl.e 226 of the Constitution.

The learned Singte Judge noted that the claim involved disputed

questions relating to negligence, contributory negligence, iiability and

quantum of compensation, r,r,hich required appreciation of evidence.

The Court accordingly held that the proper remedy was before the

competent MACT. This Court is in agreement with the learned Single

Jucige on this aspect. The underlying writ petition essentialiy sought
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compe.nsalcn arrsing out of a motor vehicle accident and in.,",olved

disputed questions of fact. The MV Act pro,,,ides a statLttol, rerned-r.

befo:e lhe corrpcterlt Tribunal for adjudication cf such ciairns.

Therehre, ihe r:rat.cr Jrght ro have been iursireC bef::e the

Tribur a1 rather tllan unCer Artlcie 22G cf the Constifiltion Howevei-.

the learned Srngle J.idge , havirig arrived at the above conclusion,

erred n iirecting rhat limttation shati not corne in the rvav of ttte
petiLio iers be lbre the Tribunai, for the fo11ow-ing reasons:

r) ()nco iire rea;.ne rj Single Judge declineri tc acij udicate rhe

cDrnDensati,)r i:ia-rrr. ,,tndcr ,.l.ticie 226 of t,L e Clnsttir-:tio;- ar.C

reiegatec ihi petitioners to the Trjbunal, the qltestion u,,hether

tae clarrn rvas rl,ithin limitation.ought to have been ieft open for

c casideraticn b1' the cornpetent Tribunai. The direcr:ion rhat

1 rita-it.r: srall ro-. :o;re in the u-a.". eilectlvelv re mG'res

ralsec e lence ',r'h:.ch tl:+: a.ppeilant is ctherwise er titled to

beiore the Tribi_,-ral.

ii) The ap;:ellant reliei upcn the principle lard rlovrn b1, th.:

Fon'ble Supi-ene Ccurt in Madan Gopal Rungta {_*upra 4)

tl:at ';uhere the Higil Court cioes not adjuciicate lhe substani;irze

right-< ci tl'rc parties and directs the pari-ies to pursue thei:_

r<:med1r before the appropriate forum, it cannot grant relief
mereiv tc faciiitate s

prrncicir appJrs here

rrch subsequent proceedings. The same

. Fiaving relegated the petitroners to the
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Tribunal. the learned Single Judge ought not to have granted a

direction which effectively pre-determines the issue of

limitation in their favour.

iii) The question of limitation is a matter to be considered by the

competent Tribunal in accordance with the applicabie

statutory provisions and the law. The writ Court ought not to

have directed, in advance, that limitation shall not come in the

way of the c1aim, particularly when the wrlt petition itself was

nct being adjudicated on merits.

13. It is well settied law that a litigant, who approaches the Court

u'ith unclean hands and suppresses material facts, is not entitled to

discretionary relief.

L4. In the present case, respondent Nos. 1 to 3/writ petitioners

ciarmed that they had purchased the vehicle for Rs. 10,00,000/-'

However, the tax invoice and registration documents relied upon by

them were pointed out by the appellant as showing Rao Sasikalt as

the registered owner of the vehicle, although he was not impleaded

as a party. The respondent Nos. 1 to 3/writ petitioners have not

produced any document establishing their purchase of the vehicie

from the registered owner or otherwise establishing their 1awfu1

ownership. The appeilant also specihcally contended that respondent

No.1 had not produced his driving licence or disclosed the authori[z

under which he .was driving the vehicle.
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15. The saiC c:rcurnst:tnces raise a mater:al Ciscrepancl, regar.jjrg

respoloent Nos. 1 ro 3's ov:nership and their ca se concerrring :itt

vehicl.:. ?he resocncicni Nos.1 .,o 3 v;ere rec-oireci to make a full a.n.-l

canCiri qisclos.-;re .rf th.:sr far:i,s before irvokir:g tite dis..re.-i:r,.an,

jurisdiction ol' tbis a.ir:1 . The,. faiiure :,o do so js a re evant

clr'curtstance aqa.tnsr grant of cisr:retioqaru rrlief

L6. Fr:rther lt is:ct tn d;spute that nc FIR w:rs reqisret-eC tr.

conne :tion i,;it,i ':i,e mntoi 'ehicle accirleni <Jateci 12.C2.2 i.)22 at:ct

ihat ln..rie i,.:l,< tic ,.,il::- '-r;-s.r'...i1or. ,-,r -h_-igt l;ireet e.,-tr.l_,i itri

regiigr:rrce io ii,1 ,1]-j5!.a.i-] i, i--i an-,".Otltcr resp,:lrien!_. Thc abs.::tce ,ji

anv Plil, policc tn-,,es r:iqal-ion ci- cha.rge shec: j.s re le.,-a.r: t ber:a,_ise

therir s no c,.l:tt-er't:p{-.,r:ane {,rus rnaterjai supporting ti-re aliegaticns ci

negi:gt:nce rra,J: .--1; 
i-esnonrieal Nos. 1 tc 3. ?he manlter in r,uhtr:h th.-

acciC,eai cccu:rcr:l^ i1,r- aliegecl ii:girgence of tt-ie r,alties. t.ie sait.r;,

ineasures adi;ctlrl a^t th: sii:c and lhe issr_re r;f crrrrt:il.:lroi-,;

aegiigt'r'-:e lhcre flrr .!-',rain disputed questioirs .eq-uiri:rg ei,irienr--e .

'lhtr:i,:re, ihe a:p:i;ani su-brritted

adjuCi':ate.j ire::ir- Lrn tie basis

:.hat ai\c claim co uld rle

respondent ir*r; s. i tc .l ii-, their affidar,its, ,s these iisp,rleci factual

issues ai-e rnore a pi_.:-oltiialeh' considereci bv the compeien-r I,.4ACT

after allcwins lae parties io'lea<i approoriate ,-viricnce.

17. l.loreover. rescor-,dei:ts Nos, i to 3 have ciajraed Rs.50,00,000r,_

tolva;-d -r :o:rpt_'it sr. :: i.'l

ci the a\.'et- ients r:raCe br.

..t.i !,-ir ,rr:r. the appeliant has pcirted oul titat
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sufficient matcrial has not bccn placcd on rccord to substantia te the

claim. .ln particular, medical records have been produced only in

respect of respondent No.3, while medical records and bills relating

to respondents Nos.1 and 2 have not been produced. The

respondents Nos.1 to 3 have also not produced documents

establishing their purchase or lawful ownership of the vehicle and

rcspondent No. I has not. produccd his driving licencc.

18. lt is also to be noted that the rospondents, rncluding the

appellant, would be prejudiced if the clirection of the learned Single

.Iudge is allowed to stand, as they n'ould be required to defend a

claim before the Tribunal despite thc serious objections raised

regarding limitation, suppression of niaterial facts, absence ol police

investigation, disputed questions of fact and the lack of supporting

docume ntary material.

19, In particular, the appcllanI has raised a specific objection

regarding limitation, while the respondent Nos.1 to 3's ownership of

the vehicle and other material facts had also been disputed. Thus,

Lhe direction that limitation shall not come in lhe way of respondent

Nos.1 to 3's claim would deprive the appellant of an important

defence before the competent Tribunal and woulcl cause prejudice to

the appellant.

[.

I
;
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Conclusion

20. For the loregoing rcasons, this Court is of the considered vieu,

that the iearnecl Singk: Judge rightly held that the writ petition was

not rnaintainablc undcr Artrcle 226 of thc Constltution. However,

havirLq so hcld. the k:arnecl Singlc Judge r:rred in drrecting that

Iimitzrtion shall nor comc in the u,ar. of re sponclcn,- Nos.1 to 3/w-rir

petitioners before the Tribunal. The questions of limitation,

neglillence, 1iabilit1., quantum and other objections raised by the

appellant oughr to have bccn left open for determinatron by the

competent Tribunal in accordance u,ith lau,.

2L. Accordrnglr', the Writ Appeal is allou,ed. 'l'ite order dated

09.OC,.20'26 passed b-r Lhc lcarned Single ,Judqe in W.tr.No.302116 of

2O25 is set asidt:. to thc cxLcnl- rt grants liborty to the writ petitioners

to approach the Tribunal and directs that limitation shall not come

in ther r,vav of adjudication.

As a sequel, miscellaneous petrtions, pendirrg if any, stand

close(l. No co sts.

To,

N,l\
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6. One CC to SRI SIRGAPOOR SAHIL REDDY' Advocate [OPUC]

T.oneCCtoSRlN.BHUJANGARAo,DeputySolicitorGeneralof
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9. One CC to Ms. RUBAINA S. KHATOON, Advocate [OPUC]
10. One CC to SRI ASHOK KUMAR KOTAGIRI, Advocate [OPUC]

ll.TwoCCstoGPFoRRoADS&.BUILDINGS,HighCourtfortheStateof
Telangana. [OUT]

12.fwo CD CoPies
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 2410812026

JUDGMENT

WA.No.669 ot 2026

ALLOWING THE WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT COSTS
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