
THE HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE P.KESHAVA RAO 

 

WRIT PETITION NO.4076 OF 2015 

ORDER:  

1. There is no rep resenta tion on beha lf of the petitioner. 

2. The p rayer sought in the Writ Petition is as under: 

“ ….to issue an appropria te Writ, Order or d irec tion more in the na ture 

of a  WRIT OF MANDAMUS dec la ring  the ac tion of the respondent No.2 

rejec ting  the app lic a tion submitted  by the petitioner for return of 

Orig ina l title deeds and a lso pass suc h other order or orders as a re 

deemed fit p roper in the c irc umstanc es of the c ase. The respondent 

No.2 ac ting as a rb itra ry, illega l, c ontra ry to the p rovisions of the Law 

and  a lso viola ting  Fundamenta l and  Constitutiona l rights guaranteed 

to the petitioner under Artic les 14, 19, 21 and  300-A. The respondent 

No.2 has no authority under the law to reta in the doc uments on the 

Ground of genera l lien by taking rec ourse to the p rovisions of Sec tion 

171 of Ind ian Contrac t Ac t.”  

 

3. Learned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for respondent  Nos. 1 

and  2, p lac ed  on rec ord , a  Xerox c opy of the orders passed  in 

Consumer Compla int No. 06 of 2017 filed  by the petitioner before 

the Distric t Consumer Disputes Redressa l Forum, Kadapa  Y.S.R. 

d istric t, seeking the very same relief sought in the p resent Writ 

Petition i.e., returning  of the orig ina l title deeds.   The sa id  c omp la int, 

a fter hearing , was d ismissed  by orders da ted  4.9.2017. Aga inst 

d ismissa l of the sa id  c ompla int, the petitioner filed  appea l in 

F.A.No.349 of 2017 before the A.P. Sta te Consumer Disputes 

Redressa l Commission, Hyderabad , orig ina lly (a t p resent transferred  

to Vijayawada) and  the sa id  appea l is pend ing c onsidera tion.   

4. The Xerox c op ies of the above sa id  order as well as the 

memorandum of appea l a re made part of the rec ord . 
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5. Having heard  the lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner and  

having regard  to the fac ts of the c ase, this Court is of the op inion 

tha t the petitioner c annot be permitted  to run two para llel 

p roc eed ings before this Court and  the Sta te Commission seeking 

the very same relief.   As suc h, the Writ Petition as filed  is not 

ma inta inab le. 

6. Ac c ord ing ly, the Writ Petition is d ismissed . 

7. It is need less to observe tha t the d ismissa l of the p resent Writ 

Petition will not c ome in the way of the petitioner to pursue the sa id  

appea l pend ing before the AP Sta te Consumer Disputes Redressa l 

Commission, Vijayawada . 

Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll a lso stand  

d ismissed .  No order as to c osts. 

 

__________________ 

                                               P. KESHAVA RAO,J 

 

Da te: 23.11.2018 

 

KPM 

 


