
THE HON' BLE SRI  JUSTI CE S.V.BHATT  

 

W RI T PETI TI ON Nos.2 4 2 7 5 , 2 4 5 9 7 , 2 4 6 0 5 , 2 4 6 1 1 , 2 5 6 2 5 , 

2 5 6 2 6 , 2 5 6 2 7 , 2 5 6 3 1 , 2 5 6 3 3 , 2 5 6 3 4 , 2 5 6 3 6 , 2 5 6 3 9 , 2 5 6 4 1  

2 5 6 4 4 , 2 5 6 4 5 , 2 5 6 4 7 , 2 5 6 5 1 , 2 5 6 5 6 , 2 5 6 5 8 , 2 5 6 5 9 , 2 5 6 6 0 , 

2 5 6 6 1 , 2 5 6 6 5 , 2 5 6 6 8 , 2 5 6 6 9 , 2 5 6 7 1 , 2 5 7 0 2 , 2 5 7 2 8 , 2 5 7 9 6 , 

2 6 2 8 7 , 2 6 3 6 1 , 2 6 3 7 7 , 2 6 3 8 1 , 2 6 3 8 3 , 2 6 3 9 7 , 2 6 4 0 1 , 2 6 4 0 2 , 

2 6 4 0 5 , 2 6 4 0 7 , 2 6 4 0 9 , 2 6 4 1 0 , 2 6 4 1 1 , 2 6 4 1 8 , 2 6 4 2 3 , 2 6 4 2 5 , 

2 6 4 3 3 , 2 6 4 3 5 , 2 6 4 4 3 , 2 6 4 5 7 , 2 6 5 5 3 , 2 6 5 5 8 , 2 6 5 6 0 , 2 6 5 6 3 , 

2 6 5 6 4 , 2 6 5 6 6 , 2 6 5 6 7 , 2 6 5 6 8 , 2 6 5 6 9 , 2 6 5 7 2 , 2 6 5 7 3 , 2 6 5 7 4 , 

2 6 5 7 5 , 2 6 5 8 2 , 2 6 6 0 9 , 2 6 6 4 6 , 2 6 6 4 7 , 2 6 6 5 1 , 2 6 6 7 4 , 2 6 6 8 4 , 

2 6 7 4 2 , 2 6 7 4 7 , 2 6 7 4 8 , 2 6 8 0 1 , 2 7 4 2 0 , 2 7 4 2 2 , 2 7 4 2 3 , 2 7 4 2 4 , 

2 7 4 2 6 , 2 7 4 3 6 , 2 7 4 3 8 , 2 7 4 6 0 , 2 7 4 7 3 , 2 7 4 7 7 , 2 7 4 7 9 , 2 7 4 8 1 , 

2 7 4 9 6 , 2 7 5 2 4 , 2 7 5 4 4 , 2 7 6 3 9 , 2 7 6 4 1 , 2 7 7 9 5 , 2 7 7 9 7 , 2 7 9 5 1 , 

2 8 1 3 8 , 2 8 1 3 9 , 2 8 1 4 0 , 2 8 1 4 3 , 2 8 1 4 7 , 2 8 1 6 0 , 2 8 7 9 3 , 2 8 7 9 4 , 

2 8 7 9 6 , 2 8 8 0 6 , 2 8 8 0 7 , 2 8 8 0 8 , 2 8 8 1 3 , 2 8 8 1 4 , 2 8 8 1 6 , 2 8 8 3 4 , 

2 8 8 3 6 , 2 8 8 5 0 , 2 8 8 5 1 , 2 8 8 9 0 , 2 8 8 9 8 , 2 8 9 0 6 , 2 8 9 9 5 , 2 9 1 3 7  an d  

2 9 1 3 9  o f  2 0 1 6   

 

COMMON ORDER:  

 

 

Heard Mr. A. Mogili for Mr. K. Lakshm an and all the learned 

counsel appearing for pet it ioners, learned Governm ent  Pleader for 

Panchayat  Raj  for respondents 2 to 4 and Mr. G. Narender Reddy for 

respondent  No.5. 

 

2. The grievance of pet it ioners in the instant  batch of cases is 

substant ially sam e and sim ilar and is directed against  the not ice dated 

14.07.2016. For convenience, the circum stances stated in 

WP.No.24275 of 2016 are adverted to and would suffice reference of 

circum stances in other m at ters as well.  

 

3. Pet it ioner is the owner of plot  No.49A and 50 part  in total extent  

of 267 sq. yards in Sy.No.570 at  Dam m aiguda H/ o. Nagaram  Village, 

Dam m aiguda Gram  Panchayat , Keesara Mandal, Ranga Reddy Dist r ict . 

On 13.12.1985, the pet it ioner purchased the plots and his case is that  

the vendor of pet it ioner has already applied for LRS and was pending 

considerat ion. On 21.04.2016, the fifth respondent  sanct ioned building 



 2 

plan No.GPD/ BP.No.79/ 2016-16 and the const ruct ion in accordance 

with the sanct ion plan is also com pleted. While m at ters stood thus,  

the fifth respondent  issued not ice No.GPD/ 07/ 2016 dated 14.07.2016 

calling upon the pet it ioner to show cause why the alleged illegal 

const ruct ion act ivity at  subject  site shall not  be dem olished. The 

not ice, apparent ly, is an offshoot  of an order passed by this Court  on 

20.06.2016 in WP(PI L) .No.47 of 2016.  

 

4. The case of pet it ioner is that  the basis for issuing not ice 

im pugned in the writ  pet it ion is the order dated 10.06.2016 of the 

fourth respondent  canceling the building perm issions granted in this 

behalf. Adm it tedly, before canceling the building perm ission, the fourth 

respondent  did not  put  on not ice any of the building owners,  

exam ined each one of the cases or passed any order in this behalf.  

But  it  is contended as fact  of m at ter that  all steps are undertaken 

behind the back of pet it ioners and finally the not ice im pugned in the 

writ  pet it ion proposing to dem olish st ructures on respect ive plots is 

issued. The pet it ioners contend that  the respondents acted in a 

m onotonous and arbit rary m anner only to show com pliance of order 

passed by this Court  in WP(PI L) .No.47 of 2016. 

 

5. On 25.07.2016, this Court  granted stay of all further 

proceedings pursuant  to not ice im pugned in the writ  pet it ion. The fifth 

respondent  filed pet it ion to vacate the inter im  order dated 25.07.2016. 

The other respondents have not  filed counter affidavit . 

 

6. I  have perused the counter affidavit  filed along with the vacate 

stay pet it ion. I  am  of the view that  the fifth respondent  m erely refers 
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to the orders passed by this Court  and/ or the orders passed by the 

fourth respondent . The crux of the com plaint  is not  adverted to.  

While considering the cases of pet it ioners or the explanat ion of 

respondents in m erely issuing not ice of dem olit ion, it  shall not  be 

understood that  this Court  is expressing view on the observat ions 

m ade by the Hon’ble Division Bench in WP (PI L) .No.47 of 2016 and 

direct ing dem olit ion without  following the procedure of law. What  is so 

evident  from  the not ice im pugned in the writ  pet it ion is that  the fifth 

respondent  exhibited cyclostyled approach in issuing not ices and the 

basic facts are not  verified either by the fourth respondent  or the fifth 

respondent . 

 

7. Learned standing counsel adm its that  the not ice im pugned in 

the writ  pet it ion is bereft  of reasons and procedure required to be 

followed before com ing to the stage of dem olit ion on case to case 

basis. He subm its that  liberty m ay be given to fifth respondent  to 

proceed against  illegal const ruct ions as directed by the Hon’ble 

Division Bench. 

 

8. I  have perused the averm ents in the affidavit , counter affidavit  

of part ies and taken note of the subm issions including the adm ission of 

fifth respondent . I  am  sat isfied that  exist ing st ructures, which are 

stated to have been brought  into existence after building perm ission, 

ought  not  be subjected to laconic not ice of dem olit ion further with 

hardly any details. The not ices im pugned in respect ive writ  pet it ions 

are set  aside. The fifth respondent  is given liberty to proceed in 

accordance with law and keep in m ind the observat ions of this Court  in 

WP(PI L) .No.47 of 2016. 
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The writ  pet it ions are ordered. As a sequel, the m iscellaneous 

applicat ions pending, if any, shall stand closed. There shall be no order 

as to costs. 

____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 
November 17, 2016 

DSK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


