IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, AT HYDERABAD
FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA & THE STATE OF ANDHRA
PRADESH

*kkk

HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. NAVEEN RAO

WRIT PETITION NO. 41229 OF 2016

Between:

Sri N. Raghavendar Goud s/o Sri N. Bhaskar Goud

....Petitioner
And

The State of Telangana represented. by its Principal Secretary,
Department of Municipal Administration, Secretariat and six
others

....Respondents
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HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P. NAVEEN RAO

WRIT PETITION NO. 41229 OF 2016

ORDER:

The petitioner claims to be the owner of Plot Nos. 224 & 225,
admeasuring 167 sq. yards in S.No. 81/Ru, Ward No. 2,
Block No. 1, within Uppal Revenue Mandal of GHMC.

Petitioner alleges that when there was an interference of a
person byname N. Venugopal Rao, vendor and the developer, he
was compelled to file a suit for injunction in O.S.No. 728/2009 on
the file of II Additional Senior Civil Judge, Ranga Reddy District.
Initially, an ad-interim injunction was granted on 27.4.2009 and
subsequently the suit was decreed on 26.4.2010. Petitioner now
alleges that without issuing any notice to him, at the instance of
respondents 5 to 7. (private parties), respondents 3 & 4 have
started interference with the peaceful possession and enjoyment of
the petitioner and threatening to dispossess from the subject plots.

The averments made in the affidavit filed in support of the
Writ Petition would show that at the instance of respondents 5 to 7
the official respondents are trying to interfere with the property of
the petitioner. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that
there is no dispute between petitioner and official respondents,
however counsel is unable to satisfy this Court as to how the
respondents 5 to 7 are concerned to his property and why they
seek to interfere by using respondents 3 & 4 and to dispossess the
petitioner. This appears to be a case of dispossession by private

parties. If that is so, petitioner has to work out his remedies as
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available in common law and this Court in exercise of Writ
Jurisdiction under Article 226 of the Constitution of India cannot
entertain such grievance, more particularly, when no material is
placed before this Court on alleged illegal interference by the
Municipal Authorities at the instance of respondents 5 to 7.

There is no cause for the petitioner to come before this
Court. Hence, leaving it open to the petitioner to work out his
remedies in a Civil Court if he is so aggrieved by the alleged illegal
interference by any one at the instance of respondents 5 to 7 the
Writ Petition is dismissed. It is also open to the petitioner to make
a complaint to the Commissioner, GHMC or to the DGP. On such
complaint, the Officers of GHMC and,the Police Officials are
directed to examine and take action in accordance with law against
illegal interference with the petitioner’s property. . There shall be
no order as to costs.' As a sequel thereto, miscellaneous petitions,

pending if any, shall stand closed.

P. NAVEEN RAO, J

Date: 05.12.2016
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