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Smt. Pinmani K. Mehta.
2. Girish K. Menta.

%, Subash: K. Mehta,

4. Balakrishna K. Mehta,
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“veess APPLICANTS.

A_H_ B
1. Sri H.B.S. Purshottam.

. 2. Sri Soham Medi.
3, Sri Sourabh Modi.

L, sri Anil Rupani, Cesees RESPONDENTS.

‘This case coming on 2~L2~199? for flnal ieofing-'

before us in the’ prwspnce of- Sri G. Mathew, counsel for

“the applicants and of Sri M,S.R, ubramanyam, counsel for

respondent No.1l. and Sri C. Balagopal, counsel for'respondents?'

No.2 and 3 and of S .S . Murthy, counsel for=re3pondent'

s No,4, upon pefusing the records and having stood over for

-

e consideration, this Court deliverad the following 3

JUDGEMENT

(Judgment delivered by tion‘ble Sri T, Chandrasekhara Heddy,
Judiclial %rmbet on behalf of thz Bench

ig is an application filed under Sectlon 8(1)

of the Andhra bradesh Largl Grabbing (Prohibition) Act KIT

of 1982 for the followlng reliefs : {1) to ordéer

~eviction

. o of the respondents MNo,1l to 4, their legal heirs,

4

successors

g- C- JTJ,.‘V- - -  ._




- and their agengs from the application sehedule_Iand(.

.prOperty and restoration_of bossession of the said

Ho.l to 4;. (2) to direct the réspondents No.1 to.h
to demolish and Pemove ull the unauthorlsed and
_illeéal structures arected on the'application--
échedule land; (j) 1o declabe_the fegpondenté

Noyl to 4 as ;andugraﬁber; under the prpvisidhs‘of

the AP Land Grobbdrg (Fr‘ohibition) Act XTI of jgap

No.1 to Q‘and Lo punish thﬁm uuder the pvovisionsi

of the AL, Land Grabbing (’rohibition) Act X1T of .,

1982; (4) t6 direct the respondents to pay compaﬁsétion

of'Rs.éb,OOO/w Per month fvom the date when the respon-
dents have 1]1egally ocoupied. ang constructed the

existlng 1ilegal structyres on the application‘schedule

“land; (5) to order ccstg of this-application, and

(6) to. grant ‘such other relijier Or reliefs s may bé'

deemed fit and proper ip the nature and,circumstances

of the cage,

O
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2. " The applicwtlon schedule jand is admeasuringf6
isq.yards equivalent to. 5 guntas n Sv No.uo correspond]
to T.S.Noﬁlo of Begumpe% villapge, Balanagarl HMandal, B2

1 corporation of

LNE

hega

' Reddy Disﬁridt, falling under HMunicipa
:‘HyAefabad; Secunderaﬁad Divisicﬂ;and vearing Muﬂidipal
Nos 1—1o~7z/2/3, 1-10-72/273/ A5 1~1o—;2/2/5/3 1—10—72/2./3/(:E
Road

w;th the: following boundarles. Narth: Begumpet Main

(Q:P Road), South. Door No.lﬂ10~72/2/2, East:Vlé fee

. poad, and West: Door Ho. 1~10-7>;h2.

L The case of the.applicants Mo.l to & as: pu
“in the concise statement o this applicétimn in bri

as foliéw; :.The applizaﬁion schedule property was
owned%by one Sri.Chotalal Spivram Vyas.. rhe rlrst
,;s the sole daughter of crotalal thivr%m vyas. hy
.Noizito b are the sons of the firmt qpp]lcant. T

Chotalal uhwram Vya= d:«d i Rajkou

After the death of the said Chotalal Shivra
heirs of the gaid Chc

applicants being the legal

shivram Vyas becawne entitled to the apglication

prGPEfty~and as such they &are the owners of the

g title to the ‘same

ule property and bhaving
s
Ao s

sched

!

in Gu;rat on 1

m -Vya

i wide-f

b forth

ef is
originaily
appllcént

)plicaﬁt$'

Ye said.

0~10}i983,é
s the
talal -i
schédéie‘

applibétion?




'Chronicle newspaper by

Road H\devdbad

an extent of 605 sq.yn

" as per the sald adve
'thlrd applicant leain

the first resj

the appiicetion scheduyle

b

: Al While so, on about 20th January, 1995,

the thzrd applicant While going through the Deccan

ohanoe came upon an advertise-'

ment for sale of the orfiee sSpace on. Begumpet Main

- As post . Of the Begumpet Main Road was

already well developed the third appllcant suspected

and on anesblgatlng furthﬁr he was shocked to see that

s be]onrlng to tho qpplicants
No.l to & which is the application ecnedule-properﬁy'

and which was Surrounded by g compound wall had been )

enoroaohed upon by the reqpondeuts No.h and 3 and @

oommercia] complex had baen oonstructed thereon and

that a portlon of the sapge hadg been offered for sale

rti senent in the Deccan Chronlcle

newspaper dated 20-1- 1995. On further enquiries the a

t Cram the records of the Municipxl

Corporat:on of Hydc ‘abad, Secundefabad DlVision thaf

ondent heredin had bean mlsrepresentlng

uxoperty 45 his property iﬂ _

3y .NoL 40 or Begumpet villype and on the strength of: the

said mlu:epreeentation han obtained bullding znction

_ror the canstruction of the commerc1al oomplex.
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The respondents No.2 and ¥ were sald to be.Builders/Developeré

of the respondent No.& said to have concluded agreement for ¥

the purchase/lease of uffiue space'cpnsfructed by réépondents

No.2 and % on the application s chedule 1and,belonging to the

applicants. The respondents Ho.k to 4 having no lawful

entitlement to the application schedule land, after prabbing

-agplication schedule land,structures had been rajiséd by the

a

rirst respondent in collusion with respondents No.2Z and 3

over the application schedule 1and. The respondents No;l_td;k

_are land-grabbers. 3o the prasent application is filed against '

reSpondents_No.l_to'h for ‘the reliefs as'indicaféd above.

5, - The first respondent had filed counter opposing

po

this application.  The fiprst respondent had maintained

in his counter that he is the owner of Sy.No.hl, Bekumpetﬂ3

,ﬁillage and the apulicsnis Ho.l to 4 are clalming the 1andf

of this respondent in Gy.Ho.4l ef Begumpet'villagei

According to Lthe first respondent, the application scheduie-

"Jand/property is in Sy.Ho.4l that belongs to the first

respondent and not in Sy .o, b0 belonging Yo the arﬁlicants.

Alternotively it is #lso pleaded, if any- part ol the

npp]ication schednle propnrty is covered by Sy.No%hO'of

o j ( Mmoo/
I

e st
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completed in 198% énd

to the Government and that

coﬂtinuous uninterrupted Possession of the saig
land. frop the year 1973 which is the date aof

purchase of the land in Sy.Nn, al that this respon—:

dent hag- perfevted title o bhe Samg by adverse

posséssion, It ls alsa annLaiued that this respon—.

dent delivered po°session on ?7 3—1982 of the applica~

tion schedule land to one M, Panjula Vakadla for

development of the land far shOpping complex and the

groundnfloor cohstruct.on was started in March 1982 and

*he pe:mlahlon Tor the construciion

or first floor and Secend floor wasg Submitted op 7=11-1985

Lhe' same was refused by the

“Gévernment by theip letter duteq 21-5—1986 and that'thereﬁ

uUPON this .respondent wys forced to fije W.P.No.16663 of

1986 to quash the order of +tye Govérnmeqf dated 21—5—1986

[

and that the same was quashed hy the order or ‘the Hon’ble

11gﬁ Court datea'23~3

'granted permission by G,

=199C and thereafter the Governmert

O.1tt.No, 205 M, A+ dated 16~7— 1491

for proceedjng‘fﬂﬂ”ﬂﬂﬂ w

ith further constructions and that
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ssion of the respondent with rep

" o the application schedule plopnrty, ir any s

- and the claim of the applicants

-of the application schedule pr

application schedule

tnereafter the first and second [loors were completed in .

the application schedule land.’ It s relterated that the

1pnd'thu§ claimed'by the applicants 18 ubviously in pos?e—

ssion and epnjoyment of the Tirst respondent’eversince dis

purchase in the year 1973 and dur1ng the 1ife time of. the

above Chotalal ghivram Vya ; through whom the applicant$ are

hereby claiming the appli*atiun schedule prOperty, tha% the

said Chotalal Shiviam Vorag hagd never qunst;oned the posse-—

.

rard to the applicatioé

schedile property and therefore, the right of the.apﬁiicants.
is extinguished

for eviction of the respon-

dents from the application seheduls property and restoration

operty is barred by time and

so it is the case of the first respandent théb.this:L.G;C.,

is Yiable to be dismiassed.

6. ' Respondents No.2 and 3 who are purchasers of the |

pxinxty from ttie first resyOndent while

supporting the countoer of

in the counter filed by thenm that the filist respoﬁdent had.

] . [~ f_,»? ?

the first respoﬁdent lﬂ\.ire main'tz’iinedé




."sur'renderé‘d 3_55 sq.yaz'ds of land in the applica-_
tion schedule property to the Nunicipal Corpora-
tion of Hyderahad Ior the pu ‘pose of wideninp or.‘
therroad, and thereafter:tue first-péspbndent.
delivered p03593310n of tho rumaining péytiahof.
'the land of the ﬂppliCdtLJn schedulé property to the
builders and developev: fnr'the_purpose of conséructf

. G ‘ 1ng shops after necessczy relaxation frop the Zonal

Regulation; and the constructton of the Tirst floor

was completed as 2arly as in the year 1983 The se
,j resiéndents (reapﬂndents MNo.2 and 3) have also maintaLned
Lin fheir counter thdt Sven if the applicants’ have right
to the - applicatjon schedule property which is ip posse-
ssion or thesé respondents, such rxpht had been extingu1~
'shedfby Séeration of law as the qpplicantq tave lost

posséssiﬁn or tie application hchedule pPDpePty more

'ithan 22 y«ars before ii]inp uf'the L.g.c. lﬁ is Turther
%pleaded‘hy these responﬂents (respondents'mo;2 and 3) that
Lhey are bonarlde-purchxsnr of the{gpplication schedyie

yroperty'ror_valuaple censideration, So it is the case
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of the respondents Mo.2 and 3 -that this applieation is

liable to be dismissed, Respondent Ho.4 also filed counter’
with similar pleas. ‘

7w The following issues are settled for trial i-
1) vhether Ehe agnlicants are the owners
of the application schedule prpperty'?'-
2) Whether the rival title set up by the
respondents 1s trus and correct 7
3) Whether the responiénts are 1and-grabbeps§
_ Within the meaning of Sec.2(d) and 2(e)
of the A.P.land Grabbing (Prohibition) |
©pct XIT of 1982 2 ]
4) To what reliefl ?
8, © ISSUE NOS. 1 AMD 2 :~ It is not in dispute in

this casethat the'aﬁpliumnts are the owners of oldiSf.No.hO

of Begumpet village and that the rirst respondent is the 0wn§f :

"of the old Sy.No.&l of Bagumpet village. It .1is the s?ecific

.case of all thé respondents herein that the applicatibn

schedule property is part and parcel of old Sy.Ng.hl Bf
Begumpet village'and‘thnt the application schedule pﬁoperty.'
is not in Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village. Respondents?No.l to:

4 do not claim any title to old Sy .o .40 of Begumpetévillage

but alteinatively pleaded that they hnve periected titie

[ [ PA (l'r_t.i)
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‘-,which'is Ex X~} under Rule 6 of the a.p,

! submitted by Lilm-op 2Y~Gu]
‘his report Fxex- before thig
- application schedule land nlong

. and that he had been served by this

w30 -

to the application schedule pProperty by adverse

yossession} Ir the applicgtion schedule bropertyj

_ is situated in old 5y NoL 4o of'Begumpet'villagé.-

S0 in view of the rival contention of the parties

‘.lt becomes very much necessary to 1dentify the app]i—

-

cation chedule property and to ascertaihlwhether the

applipation,schedule property ls in Sy.No.4o of
;Begumpe1 villﬁge which belongs to the applicants ‘or

in old Sy No. 41 of Lepumpot village'Which olaq Sy.No.41

of’Begumpet village ailmittedly belongs to the first

respondent,

H

G. ) P U.h @¥amined in thig case is one V. Ashok

Kumar, who is working as Mandal Revenug Ufficer,

‘Ba}anagar, Hyderabad, L LA had.submitted his report

Land Grabblng

(érohibition)_ﬂct of 1982 t¢ thls Court,. | P.H,z has -
stated in his evidence that the.said report Ex,X-1 ;;
395 and beroré submission. or
Court £hat he . inspected the
with the qudal Survnyor

Court with a'copy of

»)
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" this L.G.C., for submitting the said report and that
had referred to the copy of this L.G.C., at the time

‘inspection alohg with the Mandal Surveyocr and that ih

T.5.No.10 of Begumpet village. So from the eviden
P2 and Ex.X-1 it is quite evident that the appl

- schiedule property is in Sy.Ho.U0 of Beguﬁpet villn

T10, Ve may also refer to the evidence of P.Y.

- 11 -

he

of

column No.l2 of the copy of L.G.C., boundaries are ﬁentioned,"

that on verification he found that the boﬁndaries t& be

correct with regard to the applicafimn schedule proéerty.

Ve may mentlon herein that tie Town Survey with regard to
the Begumpet village had Dheen conducled in the year'196h

and the Town 3urvey had also been implementéd. About the

implementatioﬁ'of the Town Survey we will make-refefence

in our judgeiment at the avppropriate tima2. As couldgbe:seeh

_1n'001uﬁn No.12 of the LlG.C., boundaris=s with-regaid to
the application schedule property are mantioned. The

‘boundaries that are mentionsd in column No.1l2 of the L.%.C.,

are the same mentioned for the appllcation‘schedulé-propertg,
It is clearly mentioned in Ex.X-1 that the application.
schedule property is in Sy.Ho.40 which corresponds. to

ce oT .

ication -

Be.

3 one
B, Srinivas who is worklng as Tnspeotor of Survey in the

R
{
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office of the Asst, Dir ector) Survey and Lang

Rgcords, Ranga-Reddy District, On 5-7?1996 P.W.3

Produced the Town Burvey Nepistér ot Begumpet

village and also Town survey plan of Wapd Nb.9&, of
Bepuinpet villzge in.pursuance of order oi thls Court

~ dated £8w6-1996; Ex.XmS is the true extract or Town

[

-Survey Land Regisier of Begumpet villape in’ respnct

of Town Survey numbers 1 tg 10 .of Begumpet v;llager

Ex.X~5 ls lhe true extract of the Town Survey Plan of

Uard No, 9& of Begumpet Village WLth regard to Town
Survey Hos.1 to 10 or Begumpet; village. The hdvocates'
.on'recordlhave comparad Exs, X-5 ang X6 uith the origxnalo

and Were satisfieg 1hdt Exs, X—5 and X~6 are true'to'the

. orlbinals. L5 in clear and unequivocai terms has stated

. in h;s'evi&ence that T.S.No.lq %s bounded or the North by
the road which jg T.5.M0.1, on thé South:by T.S.NO;Q! in

.the.East:Road {minor} wh;ch is T.S.Nq;lé'and on the ﬁeét:
T'.s.uo.?;- As Seen [rom Exs.X~5 and X-g th.e ne'.w.T.Sr.-No.'i‘O
of Begumpcﬁ village cbrre3pouds to gla S;;No.ho of B?gumpet

village, In the Eross—examination e (I'.Y%.3) mas staled

Cthat there is a'corvelntion sketch prepared by the'ann

)
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Survey Department on the baszis of the vilinge map. The.

Town Survgy Plan is prepared in its turn on the basisiof
the correlation sketch., The correlation sketeh will

.De -

sketeh

superitmposed. on the Villapge Plan, before correlation
‘is prepared, e does rot kncw whether the said_cqrreiation
sketch is available with the Town Survey Department.-fue has

further stated. in the cross—examination that be had not

verilied the arens of old Sy o.40 and 41, and that in

EX.X~5 as apgainst T.5.N0.10 the cxtent in Col.No.B i@ Shown

asg five guntas equal to twelve cénts and the same isfmentibnéd

as 05/12, andthat the ehtire extent of old Sy .No.4l és seen f-

from Ex.X~% is shown as Ac.1-08 guntas eguivalent to!

he,1-20 cents. During the ccurse of arguments‘the-Béﬁch

. felt it recessary to have a look again at Town Survey Records

and plans to have a clear ldea aboul the demarcationgof
Sy.Nbs{QO and 41 of Begumpet village. Sc E.W.B_ﬁas ;nce
again ék;mined Dﬁ 28~11--1397 by this Court as‘C.w.j.é
C.W.3_(wa.3) produced tha Tuwa Suwvgy ﬁeg;ster aﬁdgthe
're}gvantlxerox certified cop.es »f Exs.C. 11, C.12, é.lj,'

C.1l4, C.15 and .16, BEx.C.17 is Loe ROIMOXK cnrtifieq copy

:of the correlated sketch with resard o old Sy.Nos.@i; 40

and 39 of Bepumpet village that ars correlated to néw

'”"‘ ¢ - [\—l"—*'c'l“‘i‘ ’
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Town Survey numbers,

-to é.l? were ai

- lfi_ -—

The orlginals or Exs,C.11

s0 rade avallable for peruéal by

the Advocate on record and the Advocates on recopd

arter comparing Exs.c,11 Lo C.17 with the orlglnals

Were sabisfied that they (Exs.c. ll to C, 17) ar

the” originals

certified copy

[ P Bx.Ci11 iglalneadyupuintad

e true to

——
“eut is the xerox

ol the Tuﬁn Survey Register of Hegumpet

" village pop T.S.Hos.11, 12,713, 14

» 15 and 16.  Ex.i o

is the xerox certifried Copy of the Town Survey 3egister

with regazrd to T.3.MNoz.17, 18, 1

Ex.C.13 is the

9 and 20 of Begumpqt

village.

Xerox certified capy of the Town Survey

Register with regard to T.S,Nos, 21, 22 23, 24, 25, 26,

27, 28/1 and 28/2 or Begumpet village, Ex.C.14 is the

certifisd nerox Copy of Toun

to 'l,»S- NDS!ZQ, jo!

Ex.C.15 is t,e

With regard to

Ex.C,16 13 the

with regard to

Lurvey Hegistep with regafd

31, 32 ang 35 orf Degumﬁét village.

certificd xeroux copy af Tuwn Survey lepgistep

m

L.S.NOS.SB, 59 and 60 or Begumpet village.

Xerox certifieq coﬁy of Towu‘Suryey Régister

T.S.l0s.61, 62, 63,

64, 65 and 66 of Degumpet
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shows that old

P.S.Nos. 5, 6,

village. BEx.C.17 is the certified xercx copy of the

correlation sketch with regard to old'&y.Noa.&l, 40 and

39 ol Begumpet village. Ex,C.17 which 1= covrelate% sketeh

Sy.No.bl of Degumpet village is correlated
to T.S.Hos. 5, 6, 7, B and 9 of Begumpet village. It is

éignificant to note that old Hy.No. bl corresponds énly to

the applicanis are_not claiming any title. AS a métter af
fac£ there is no disygte hefore this Court with re?ard to
old Sy.Ho.hl coprespondiﬁg to I.S;NO$.‘3, 6y 7, séapd_g of
Begumpet villape which admittedly beloruis fo tﬁE“éirsf”
respondent; E#-C.l? also shows that uld_Sy.NQ.ﬁO?ofl
Begumpet village is correlated to T.S"NQ.10. .Ex.é.i7
further shbws.that 0ld 5y.No.39 is coLrelétéd o éew
T.S;Nos.l}, 14, 15, 16, 2€, 33, 60, 62 gnd 63. Tﬁq

COrrélatiqn'of old Sy.No.%9 of Regumpet village ﬁo new

T.S.Nos. 13, 14, 15, 16, 26, 33, 60, G2 &nd 63 hag got

much imporfgnce. o from Bx.X~5 0 whigh a refeéence

isemate, 15 already wade which is_an satty in th% Town
Survey Register and as per Ex. C.A7 which isféxceétified
xerox copy of the correleated sketph we do not ha;e any

doubt in our mind to conclude thnt old Sy.Mo.hO?corres—.

O

7, Band 9 épeﬂéf Begumpet-viliage for which '

e g e TR
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pording to T.S Ho.1n or Begumpet village has

ot ;aagfar'znta* 1L§ert'ity aml the dqi: -pute in this‘
Case s only with rngard to Sy No 40 of Begumpet‘
_ villdheland not with regard-to old Sy.No.hl of’

Begumpe ¢ village that belongs to the ripst

" respondent,

12¥ : It iy neces;ary to dacertdin-whether the
Applicants have tLtLE to old Sy.lo., 40 or Begumpet
'villnge which admittedly co;vesponds to TS No. 10 6I
Begumpet vili§ge. Tha applicutmon'scheaglé prdpér*y

claimad ip thié Lut.o., is in oid Sy.lo. ho corresponding

" to T.3.Mo., 10 01 BmeumpeL v1]lnge as indicated by us

aiready.

13, The'applicaﬁion.schedgle propgrty.driginally
.bel§£ng to one uyed.Hohammed Azam, . The Sagd Syea Hohammed
Azam s0ld the abplication scﬁeddle prou3r£y which in extent
'Qag Ac.a~05 guntds in eold Sy, Ho 40 or Legumpet villsge and
SAe. 155 guntas in ola S; Ho.37 of Begumpet villaga to one
VHuralidhqr Jndvr the re Uistared snle deedrdated 27;5~1961

tiie registrating copy af whiep is ExoAL3,  myopalg i ke



— 1] -
plan-appended-té gx.h.j. Thus ihq saj@ Huralidhar beca;e the
ocwner of the said old Sy.lo.4Q ;f Begumpet village whic; in
extent was'ﬁc{0~05 guntas. 7he soid Nuraliﬁhar in his ;ﬁrn
s0ld the said 11\-0.0--05 guntas of land in old Sy.No.40 of -'
Beggmpet villa;é.under the régistere& sﬁie deed dated 1%—12~6&

%o Chotalal Shivram Vyas and put the said CUhotalal Sh;ﬁram

Wyas in possession of the same. .Ihe registration copy of the

311id sale deed in favour of Lhe said Chotalal Shivram ﬁyas
dated 12-12-1964 is Ex.A.2.

14, So in respect of the application schedule property

{(old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village +hat was purchased by the

abovesald Chotalal Shivram Vyas) the saild Chotalal Shiﬁram'

. Vyas had filed 0,5.No.36 of 1975 on the Tiiz of the 4th

"AddliJudpge, City Civil Court, Hyderalad. “he first

.

respondént herein was defendant Ho.7 in the =aid suit,

S foc sl .
The first respondent as defendant No.7 in the said sui.
h, . . :

roised plea that the property claiméd by the abhve said

Chotalal. Shivram Vyas was in raspect of old. Sy.No.4l of

old Begumpet village which did riot belong o the said |

Chotolal Shivram Vyns. The said- O.%. o536 ol 1975 Waé

filed both, for dcclnratidu ol Lltle to bh propoerty &nd

-3 . S
; £ /




" shows that Defendants Na.l to 6 in the said 0.S.No.36 -

~ 18 =
for permanent injinction, The extent claimed in

old Sy.No.4C 4in 0.3.MH0,.36 of 1975 on the file-of

the_hth Addl.Judge, City Civil Court, Hydeérabad,

was {or 800 sq.yards of land. The prayer for

declaration of ‘title was up held for the extent of

605 sq.ygrds out of the saidVBQO sg.yards in the

sald old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village and relier
for permanent injunction = was however. refused.

x.A.8. 418 the certified copy of the Judgement dated

29-3-1980 in 0.$.MNo.36 of 1975 on the file of -the -

4th Addl,Judge, Clty Clvil Court, Hyderabad, and

lix.A.9 1s the certified copy of décree passed in the
$aid 2.3.N0.36 of 1975 on the file of the 4th Addl.

Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad. Ex.A.8 judgément

e

of 1575 on the file of the 4th Addl.Judge, City Civil

Court, Hyderabad, were vendors of defendant No.7 in the

-said suit. The seid defendant Ho.7 in the sald 0:8.

Ho.36 of 1975 k% as nlreédyrpoihted'out, is the Tirst

respondent in this L.G.C. In the said suit (0.5, 10, 46

of "1375) atter toking into consideration‘the pleadings,
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Vthe Court framed approprihte Lssuss and had 'u;timdﬁely

delivered the judgement, thie operative portion of wﬁich

reads as under .:—

M. ee the plainbliff is deeclared as tlie cwner :
anq posseszor of an extent ¢f & gunﬁas équivalént
to 605 square yards'in 3Survey Mo.4T within theé
‘boundaries set out in this plaint-schedule. '1‘}§1e
7th Defendant shall pay the proportionateAcost$
of the plaintiff end the Plaintiff shall péy the
propcftionate costs. of the 7th Defendaht. The%

sult of the plaintiff sgainst Defendants 1 to 6
is dismissed without costs.”

Ex.f.9 as alrendy nointed out is the decrée in

the said 0.8.No.36 of 1975 on the file of the 4th Addl,

.

© “Judge, City Ciyil Court, ilyderabad. Sc as could be seen

from Ex.ﬂ.?,'the boundaries given 1n the suit sche¢ule

and 1n thé application schedule property herein are one

and the same. So from the judpgement and decree which are

Exs.A.8 and 4,9 it 1s not open fer respondent Ho.l and

respondents No.2 ond 3 who are claiming through beﬁpondent

. Ho.l the applicntion schedule property. witich is #n

Sy.lle.40 belones to them. he Jdpement and decrde,

Exs.A.8 and .9 in the said sult C.9.H5.36 of 1975

- ¢ -
l

1
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T operats as,reé Judicata as armainst respondents
. Houdl tn 4 so .far a3 the ﬁitle id concerned of

0ld Sy.No.40 or Begumpet villapge which_corres—

ALY L S |"§

ponds ‘ta 1.$.No.10 of Begumpet villape. .Epﬂm
Exs.n.8 ond 5,9 thé respondents Ho.l to 4 are
estoppvd Lrom putt;nb 10rth any claim to the appli-~
ICation scheduleAprope#ﬁy which is in old SY.No,4g "

of Begumpet village,,

, }5. But one of the main contentlonu advénced on
behalf of. respondents HE,2 and 3 by HMr Balagoéal the.
Jearnea coun%pl Abpearing for respoudents No.2 and *
thqt the commereial complex called as "liodi Bulldlng"
had been bUllt in 8y.No.4l and the same is not. in old
By .No.4u or LegumpeL village which'corresponﬁs to. T.5.

Ne.10 cr Bepumpet village,

’

16, C.id.1 eﬁamined in this case is oue 4, Ranga

Reddy who is working as Asst.Director, S&rﬁey and Land:

Records, ,4.1 was 2ppointed as Commissioner by this
Lourt as per orders daled P6-8-1990 in L.A Mo bt or

. 1996 on tbe. 1ile of Lhis Court énd he was asked to

et
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identify the applieation scheduls property and for-notiﬁg
the physical features and to file his report. Ex.C.a’ié the

roport of the Comhissinner (0.4 1) and £%.¢,3 is the plan

appended to his report (Ex.€.2}. In Ex.C.2 plan the old

Sy.Ho 40 is identified by C,%.1 and the application.schédule

property-is also identified in old Sy.No.40, It is aisé

clear from a perusal of the plan, the building known‘asj

- "lodd Buildingv ﬁhich is the disputed structure -in thisELJ:.C.,

bad come up In old 3y.No.40 corresponding to T.5.No.10 bf
Legumpet villapge. The first respondenf in his chiief-

§ ek

examination had stated he is in pocsesslon »f the application
o ) . :

schedule land by whatever survey number it Was known, whether

ho'dr 41 (page Ho.4 of chief-examination).

i

In para 5 %f the
counter R.4.1 had pleaded - "Assuning that without adﬁit{ing

tyat the land in the possessisn of this.respondgnt is éoﬁered
Oy a portion of S;No.ho as clilaimed by the applicanté L;......"

Yhen specifiecally questioned, in the cross-—examinntion at

© page 11 "What is the portion of Sy.MNc.40 that RWM.1 (first

respondent) had referied in parn % of his counter 70

Hu0L.1 ansvers @ "1 ecannot gay"., Decnuse it had been very

inconvenient for R,¥.1 to answer the extent of land hefis

_Th ( . ;‘u-—--ta-v":’ ‘

(.
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in possession in Sy.No.40, R.W.1 had given an
evasive reply. 8o frow the Commissienar's plan
Ex.C.3 and from the. evidence of R.W.1l referred to

above béuring in mind the alternative plea taken Ly

the respondents herein that they have perfected title £

-to the application scheduyle property by way of adverse

bossession it is evident that the dispute is with-

regard to old Sy,No.40 of Begumpet villapge and a majof.‘

fpart_of the sald Modi Lullding is i old Sy.No;ho'of:

Begumpat - village. As already polnted out the respoh-

dents do not claim any title to the old Sy.No,40 of the -

Begumpet. village, R.M.2 in & clear and unequivocal

terms at page 12 of his evidence admits that all the

documentary evidence riled in this case relates to
3y.No.4L of Begumpet village. (See page 12 of the
deposition of R.u.235 who is Respondent No.3 in this

L.G.C)

Pa

17. ’ i.W.1 alsce in his examiﬁation-in-chief

. (rirst respondent) stated that a decree was passed in

U.S.0l0.36 of 1575 declaring the 'r‘i.ght of the plaintirse

Tpueredln for the part of the Fand Torthe exlent of

ey

PN
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605 sq.yards in Sy.Ho.40 of Begumpet vi liape but reiief for

injunction was refused and the land 2laimed by Chothlal

Shivram Vyas was not pgranted in the D.3.{lo.36 ol 1975 and

S0 he was in possession of the propecrty covered by Ex.B.1l

sale deed and tiwt he hmé;made coﬁstruction in partgof the .

- Sy.No.41 of Behumpet viliage through his developer§ and

that he is in possession of ths construction tbereén. So
a8 seen insplle of the decree in the snid 0.5.HNo. éﬁrof 19?5’
on the file of the 4th Addlaqudge,'GLty Clvii Coufé, Hyderp-
bﬁd,.iﬁ favour of the_said Chotélai Shivram Vyas aéd as

against the first responden: hercein, the first resﬁondent

had been wWrongly claiming Sy.No.4L0 UGlénging to the appli-

_cants as his under the guise of Sy.Ne.hl. DBefore ﬁaking any -

constructions in the application scheduie land)in Qiew_of_

-

the saidrjudgement and‘decree i Exs.A.8 and A.? i; the
.said 0.S.N0;36.0£ 197%, it was very much necessgryéon‘the
part of the first.respéndert and also respondents No.z and

3 to get demareated old Sy.Hm,hO of Bepumpet vilim;e througsh
a qualified’Suvvcyor arnl tg linve started<conﬁtruc€ions
tﬁerenftér in theiv own 1o in-n]d dy.Ho 41 of Béﬂumpﬂt

village, But verv strangely, thyroushout the respondents
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maintainqd‘that the dpplication schedule

Property is not in old Sy.No.4o of Begumpet

village but only in- 8y.No, 41 of Begumpet village.

Even during the course of arguments Mr. Balggopal

lééfned counsel for Péspondents No.2 and 3 had

stréxuuﬁusly contended that thg said Modi Buildiné

is not inrold Sy.No.40 but in éy.N;.ﬁl. We are - . 'f : Jﬁf>

thoroughly convineed in thig case that the szig

Modi Building eifhgr completely or ma jor part of jt

15 in old Sy.No.h0 of Bebumpet village corresponding

to T.5.No.10 of Beﬁumpet village.

To r‘c:m[ll:'n that the appliCants are the owners

of the application schedule land/property, We may also

refer to Ex.A.11 which is the pahanlpatrika for the year

1993-94 regarding ola Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village wherein f«}
the original ownerp Syed. Hohammed Azam 1s mentioned as the
pattedaf‘of oid Sy¢No.ho. As the name pr the‘sé;d-Chdtalg;
Shivram Vyaé hgd net been mutatgd-in the original'pahanies;

the original pattedar’s name is continued in- the pahani.

It is signilicant to note that the namebof the respondents



. shown as 668.90 sq.mts., Unless the
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are not at all mentioned in the'pahanies in respect df

old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet viilagze.

i9. Ex.A.7 15 the speciei ﬁﬁtice of property ta%-
démanding.property tax from Chobtalal Shivram Vyas fo? the
half'year'cOmﬁencing from 1--4-1972. Em.ﬂ.iolis'the'%rue
extract of G.0.Ms.No.212, dated 11-2-19€1 issued by ;he
Government ovandhra Pradésh Revenue {(UC I1) Departm;ﬁt
granting.exemption under Eec“éo(l)(a).and 20(1)(b) o%
ﬁrban Lana Céﬁling Act in Tavour of the abo?e saild Cﬁotalal
Shivra@ Vyas. _;n Ex.A.00, serial No.2 is shown-és vécant
land in Sy.No.ﬁO-of Begumpét village and its exfehb is
Sy.%o,40 of Beg;mpet
village b;longea to Chotalal Shivram Vyas and the sa;d-
Chotalal Shivram Vyas was in possession of the same %ill
his. death in the yeaf 1983, we are unabls to dnderst%nd
why th.e said Chotalal Shivram Vyas, the mater‘nal.-gra%nd—
father of.appiicanta No.2 te 4 snd father of épplic%nt No.l
should have filled fhe declaration under Sec.6 of th% Urban

Land Ceiling Act, which declaretion as seen from Ex.A.10

i& dated 16-3-1979. So Exs..7 and A.10 also go to! show

‘that the. sald Chotalal Shivram Vyes had been exercising

. _T_ . (-.. . a”&--—-——f-—(ﬂ

+ eperem g o o
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the rLghts of ownerahlp on the said property and

had been in-possession of the sape till his death,

It is not in dispvts that the applicants had Suodesad-

" ed to the property of the said Chotalal Shivram Vyas

property ang they nave got title to the saméi As the
réspondents have not pyt up any title to the old
Sy.No.4Q or Qegumpet village ané in view or.the'eviﬁence
fo whish we héve already made a-rererence, wé are-'

satisted thdt the appllcants are the owners of olg

Sy.No.4Q of Begumpet village which corresponds to T.s

No.lo or Begumpet viltlaga.

20, ‘As already poinfed out, C.N:l was appoinféd.as'.
COmmis.sioqéi- by this Court to identify the application
Schedule property. He was also diéected 5} this Court
while tocating %he application schedulg-propérfy‘that he

should take into consideration the village map and also

" the coérelated sketch prepared at the time of' Town Survey.

He was also fiven Iiberty to use the tippons, record or

i



“to Ex.C.2, Objéctions are filed by the épplicants to the

‘

measurements, etc., available at the time of executing the

warrant. Ex.C.2 is his report. Ex,C:% is the plan appended

report of the Commissioner Ex.Z.2 which i3 Ex.C.4. Ex

.C.5.
is the obaecﬁions filed by.requndents No.2 and 3 fileh to

the report of thé Commissioner. C.W.1 when he was in the

"witness box was not cross—examlned’ by the counsel for the

- respondents. C.W.l was cross-examlnediat 1ength by the

counsel for the applicants, The Commissicner in his evidence

as well as in the sketch hes stated that old Sy.No.39 of

Begumpet village corresponds not only to T.S.Nos.13, ih,'

15, 60 and 63 of Town Survéy nusbers of Fegumpet vilﬁage

but also coresponds to T.S.No.10 part, T.5.No.12 part and

T.S.No.62 part, of Begumpét village. So on the basis of the

- avidence of €.,W.1 and on the basis of the sketch Ex.é.S it

is strongly contended by Mr. Balagopal learned couhéél for

the respondents No.2 and 3 tuat the entire old Sy.No.4O of

" Begumpet village is not corr:lated in fuil to T.S.Wo.10 of

Begumpet village at the time of Town Survey and so the

"applicants having title to T.S.Mo.10 of degumpet yiilage

e —

' T L
after excluding the road pertlon c¢f Nortgnéide cannot be

T F’*——r’
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~accepted,

Survey numbers referred to above.

To answer the contention'of the learned

counsel for respondents Ne.2 and 3 Mp, Balagopal,

we have again to refer ‘to the evidenge of c. w.3

(who 1is also examined as P.V, 3) " As already pointed

- CW.3 hag produoed the origlnals of Ixs,C, 11,

c, 12, ., 13, C.14, 0.15, C.16 and C.l?.- Ex C 17 is

‘one of the moet Amportant documents as it happens to'

be.the correlated sketch with regard to old Sy Nos. hO

and 41 of Begumpe» village that are correlated to new

survey numbers. AS already pomnted out, Ex.C.17 shows

>‘that old ‘Sy.Ne.4l of Begumpex village is correlated to

+

T.S. Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8 and ¢ of Begumpet'village. (o1a

——

Sy.No, AL adm:ttedlj belongs to the respondents) aﬁd

“Ex.C.17 2lso Shous that old Sy No.4o of Begumpet village

| S
is correlated to T.5,No.10, Ex\C.17 would further show e
that old Sy.Ne.39 is correlated to pew sy.Nos.13} 14, 15,

16, 26, 53, 60, 62 and 63, Ve have carefully gone through

the origlnal of Ex.C.17 while nearing the arguments in

this case. The superimposition of old Sy.Nos, &0 and 41

and 39 in Ex.C,17 perfectly tallies with the new Town

T.S.No;ll'as couié bhe-



to the road Yeading from Bepuapet to Airmport;._As al

-The extents as per the old survey and
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seen from Ex.C.11 {(Ex.X~-5) is

2 road and no part of éldi

Sy.Nq.&O had beun correlated as sezen from Ex.C,.11 (Ef.x-ﬁ)-

ready poin-—

ted out, Exs.X~5 and X~6 also show that old Sy.No.40 only 1%

correlated to new Town Survey No.l0. Town Survey had been-

completed in the year 1964 =ni videning of the road ﬁrom

50.feet to 100 feet or whatevsr might be the widening had

taken place only after theTown Survey. ' So even partéof the

‘old Sy.No.40 had gone in widening‘of the road as'seéé from the

evidence of C.¥W.2, the same could not find place in ?own

Survey due ﬁo'the fact that Town Survey had been comﬁleted
priodor to wildening of the said road lea111g from Begumpet to
Air-port which as already pointed out is North of old Sy.No.40 "

correspondlng to T.S.No.10 of Begumpet village, OleSy.No.hO

. and T.5.No.10 as seeh froh the sketeh ix.X-5 are identical.-

as per the newésurvey'
as . mentioned in the Town Survey arz also identical. ;So the

evidence of C.VW.1 that part of T.S.Nou.l0 of Begumpetévillage

_ as having been correlated to old Sy.No,39 of Begumpét village

cannot be éqcepted. C.W.1 ia kis evidence has Statéd to a

Lzenmod
specific questlon put by tine counsel for the applicant that
~

7o

P
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"on the basis of the superimposed map I could
imdﬁnnat ascertain that all the five survey .’
numbers namely Sy.Nos.l13, 14;715} 60 gﬁd 63

-

and part of T«S}No.io, part of T.5.No.12 and

. part of T.3.No.62 had been correlated to old

Sy.No.39 of Beguupet village." From Ex.C.17

the superimﬁosedAplan that is filed in this court.

and from Bxs.X-5 and X-6 the evidence of this

witness (C.W.1) is falsified to the extent that '

part of T;Saﬂo.lo also had been correlsted to old

Sy.No.39 of Begumpet village. At the risk of

repetation, yé wmay again say.from Ex.C.17 and

Exs.k_B and X-6 it is clear tha£ nq'pgré of oldr
Sg.NQ.hO is correlated to old Sy.No.jglat the ﬁime-

of Town Survey. Hé;idéauth&S,ige Town Suriey ﬁgcords
and Town Survey Plans referréd fo above are ﬁrépared;f
under the orders of the Staté Covernment. ‘The entries
and conténis therein have got to be gith.high_
evidahﬁiary.value, . Even thqggh CoW.1 (éommissioner)
hos stated ' in his evidence as alread; referred to

tﬁét in:the sketeh Ex.C.3prepared by hiﬁ (Comﬁissiongf)

that part of T.5.Mo.1l0 of Begumpet village 1s correlated

et
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to Pown Survey numbers that cofnesphnds to the .0ld

Sy.No.39,_the’same_cannot be accepted; Obviously iﬁ_

the matter of cofélation df old

0

Sy .No.40 and oid Sy€N0.39
to the new Town Survey numbeps, G.w.l.lmd gone Wroné.
S0 we are not prepared toasccept that'any papt of T;é.
No.lo haﬁ been correlated zc the new Town.Su;vey nuﬁbers
that corresponds to oid 8y.No,39, Thué-the néw Towg Survey
also establisﬁés that the applicants are thé“owngrséof
. T.S.Nollé‘of Begumpet village whi;h is old‘Sf.ﬁo.aoéof
'Begumpet village. C.W.l in his arosé—examinatibn aé page j
stated that new Town Survey h@s been notified; thététge

same has not been 1mblemuﬁted. On the basis of the

statement made by C.Y.,1 in the cross—axamination th?t

" Town Survey had not been ilmplemented, it is argued py

Mr. Balgopal the learned ccunsel for the respondents
No.2 and 3 that no reliance can be placed on ‘the Town
Survey and that no relief can;be granted to the-applicanté
on tﬁe basis of the Town Survey. Ex.C.10 is the cépy of
the Gazette notiflecation dated 31»12*1996.thut is filed
in this case. ©x.C.10 shows that for Begumpet village
Block - . ) ‘

for Ward . Wo.94/ A to G notice is given under Sec.l3 of

o / :

the A.P.Survey and’ Boundzries Act of 1923 that the detailed

: -T - 0 ~M_.Z1-
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Town Survey of Begumpeﬁ.village and of other

villages mentioned in Ex.CJl0 ig completed and

“unless the survey nobified in Ex.C,10'1s modified

by a decree of a Civii Court uhder the provision
of Sec.l& of the above said Act i.e.,_A;PﬂSurvéy
and Boundaries Act af 1923, the records of the Survey

shall be conclusive proof that the boundarlies deter- -

mined and recorded therein have been correctly

determined and recorded. We see absolutely no truth
in the evidence of C.w"f{ when he had sStated.that the. . .

Town Survey had not been given effect to in view of

.

Ex.C.10 Qazette notification. Genuireness of Ex.C.10

is not at all in doubt, The'correctnes;'of the contents
therein (Exac.ld) with regard ‘to completion of survey of
: o ’ ) Block '
Begumpet village with regard to Ward _No.gﬁlh to G and

the ‘impiementation of the survey is not at all in doubt.

Admitledly, the respondenis lnve never raised their little

finger and objected to the said Town Survey. #s a matter -

of fact ne such objections can be thoere on the part of

the respondents with vegard to Toun Survey as no part of

)



old Sy.No,41 had been correlated to Town Survey Nd.io

belongiﬁg to the applicants, %o we see ne meaning‘én the

. part of the respondents in contendivg ¢nd rhising a ihue. and

ery that Town survey had noet been netified and that%the Town

Fweur Survey is not implemented, Ye are satisfied that

there has beepn Town Survey of Begumpet village inclﬁding'

for the 'old Sy.Nos.40, 4L and 39 of Begumpet village and

the said survey had been duly notified. The fact that ény
mistake creeping in theTown Survuf in view of the fécts

and circumstances.of the case,cannot be accepted, ?hus

thie material slvendy relerrad Lo nuit only establishhs that

the applicants herein yere owners of old Sy.No.4o of -

Begumpet villape but in the Town Survay also old Sﬁ.No.hO

aand T
alone had been correlated to T.0.Mo.1l0 that the applicants
it o

are the owners of T.S.No.l). As already pointed odt,
no part of old Sy.No.4l of Begumjpet village which &clongs

to the respondents is claimed by the applicants herein.

.

21. Evidence is let in to show thzt Sy.No.40 belonged
to Chikoti family. Hxs.B.lS to 3.26 ale also markéd to

show that the-application schedule propefty belqng% to

Chikoti -family. ©Chikoti thwily weople are not par%ies

A
’ 4
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to this L.G.C., before this Court. As a matter
ol fact, at pages 5 and 6 of his evidence R.W.2 .
-

has spoken that the Sy.No.40 and some'othér survey

L

numbers belong to Chikoti family apd-he.hags~aleo
Ceferroed- bom—in-Isis- evddense, In the_absegce of any

of the members of tne Chikoti _f.‘a‘mil.y.as parties before
us in “his L.GTC., it will not be fair to decide‘elther
¥hisfwuy or that way about the alleéed titie of thé

old Sy.No.h0D of Beguwpet village Qith referencé h;'the
ﬁaid menbers of the Chikoti fami}y. So we aée not
prepared o gEo inte the contention thaf old Sy.No.ﬁaAof

Begumpet village wiich correépbnds to_new'T.S;No;lﬂ of

" Begumpet village, belongs to Chikoti family.

22. S0 as seen thé rival title set up by-fhe.respgn~‘
dents-with regard po the application sche&ule.property:
cannet'be.aéceptedv But as already pointéd dgﬁf.the plea
of respondents Ho.l %o 4 1s that thé reépondents have
perfected title to ‘bhe applicagion schedule pfoperty by

ndverse possessiocn. 5o it wiil be pertinent te decide

whether the respondents herein have perfected title to the

appliéation schedule property by adverse possgssidn.
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Already we have held tuat the applic&nts‘a;e own&{s of
£he property ol old Sy¢No.§D of Begumpet vi1lage ghich
corﬁégppnds to T.S.No.10 of Begumpet village. Thé-burden‘
is heavily cast on the fesﬁondents te shoy thaf téey.have
perfected title to the application schedule p?opeéty by
adverse posse$sion. fhis-L.G.C., s Tiled on 10—%—i995.
So it is necessary for the respondents ﬁé‘shbw th%t they
had bgen'in possession of the application schedulé property
in unlterfupted possession for a nperind of 12Ayea;s prior
. .
to 10-7-1995 to the knowlsdge of .the applicanﬁs a?d o
-their predééessor—inthtlef We may refer to_Exi{xx the
sale deed ﬁxén.z whereln tﬂere is a uentionlof cémpéund
wall to the schedule property. The

wroperty menﬁioned in

Ex.A.? sale deed has reference to btha applicatioﬁ schedule

. QU .
property and not to other property. The decree in 0.5.
~ o

No.%6 of 1975 Ex.A.9 on thé-file §f the &4th AddliJudge,
City Ci;il Court,‘uyd&rabad and judgement EX.A;é havé
also #eference to the application schedule prop%rty
herein, wn;ch .is' proved to be old Sy.No.40 of Bt;gum'pet
villapge éorreSDOnding to T.3.1M0.10 cf Bepgumpet ;1llqge.
Exs.A.2, A8, A9 and ALLD eStablisL—as alreadyépointed

— “4——--“/1
i ¢

Crammy e brimaes s




Sy.No.4L, The property tihus sold under Ex;ﬁ.l is not

Begunpet villape for which the
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. Out that the applicants have title to the

apﬁlication schedule property, The presumption

under Sec.110 ofltne Evidence Act is, that pbssé—

ssion‘follows title. 'Bo as the application schedule”

land wasg ﬁdnﬁf&edly 2 vacant piece of lénd, fhe
preSﬁﬁption is that the applicants were in poséesé—
ioﬁ of the application schédule property. s§ as’

already pointeq out, it is up.to.the respondents to

show that thpy were Ln contlnuous uninterrupted pObse—

ssion of the application schedule property prior to

10-7-1995 continuously for a pePlDd of 12 years to

the knowledge of the applicants. We may refer to

Lx.B,1 which is registeration extract or sale deed Gated

9-7—19?3 executed by one S, Maisaiah and others in

favour of the Tirst respondent éonveying 411 sq.mtrs. ,

ef land Qf'Begumpet village. In Ex.B.2 plan appended to

Ex,B.1 the property sold under kx.B.1 is'mentioned as

0ld Sy.HNo. 40 of Bepumpet villape but is Sy No.4l or.

applicants are not claiming
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any title. So lxs.B.l and 1,2 abselutely are of no heip

to 'establish the possession of the respordents with reéard
to old Sy .No.40 of Begumpet village which coﬁnespbnds io

T.5.No.10. EX.B.3 is the Xermwx copy cf the agraémentédated_

9-3-1981 executed by M.B.S. Purushotham the firSt feépondent

e &-“,,\—-Wn_ ey The R . :
Ler peremd ssiort £rem Municipal Corporation of Hyderabad,

agreeing not fo claim any compsnsation if the constru&ted
porticn is demolished for roszd widenl&g¥ The 1earnedicouhsel
Mr. Balngopal.appearing for respendents No.2 and 3 ue%y
fairiy'conce»ded that the widening of tie road haﬁ beén'in
Sy;No.ﬂl also,” In Ex.B.3 thé referance is to Sy.No.&%_of

‘Begunpet village,

Ex.B.4 is the plan shoslng pérmission
dated éh—3—1981 obtained by Lir%t resp ondznt for cpns%ruétion
oflthe compound wali fof hig plot in Sy.No.bl of‘Beguépet'
viliage. ‘Ex.B.4 is appended o Ex.B.%. As seen theré-was
élready a compound wall for the application schedule groperty'

—

from the sale deed Ex.A,2 datad 12-12-1364. So there can not
n ) . X i -

be any question of eonstructinag a compcund wall by tie first

respondent for the application schedule property (Sy.ﬂo.ho)

- and obtaining permission fcr the same from the Hunicipal

Corporation of Hyderabad, Ex.B.% is the xefox'COpy Qf the

—y—

i R W f\;-—r«l.(//
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e Rl Rla e 0 vty

- 38 -

-letter dated’ 16-9-1981 addressed. to the . first

respondent by the Special‘Ofricer,'Municipal
Corporstion of Hyderabad (M.C.H.) seeking

coéoperation of the firslt respondent for demoli- .

Ll

tion of the compound wall for widening'or,the foad.

+

Ex.B.6 is the plan that hqd been prepaxed by the

Munictpal Corporation of Hfderahqd for widening of
the rosd. [Lx, B 5 hib SLgnlflcance as reoad had been
widened in Sy.ND.QO also. As could be seen Tfrom’

Exs.B.,% and B.5 there is no reference to old Sy.No,40

of Begumpet village.

23. - Ex.B.7 1s the receipt dated 20~5-1982 ‘issued to

H;w:l by the Municipal Corporation of Hyderabad dgmahding

. property tax for the period from.1-10-1981 +g 31—5%1982,

In Bx.B.7 also the survey number mentioned is 41 and not

40, Ex.E.8 Lg the receipt dated 20f5—1982 showing-the pay—

ment of property tax by the first respondent for Sy No, &1

orf Begumpet village. I'hiu recelpt also does not show that
any taa nad been Ddld by the first respondent for old

Sy,No.hO of Begumbet village.



Sy

“

2#. R.W,1 had applied to the Government for rélaxaw

-tion of the Zonal Regulation fer the zors truction éf.the

complex. As per the G.0.Ms.MNo. 372 M.A.; dated l9-—§h-1982 :
relaxation was given tc E.W.l permiting him to con;truct
a shopping cowplex in Sy.No.Ll of Bégumpet villag%.. In
Ex.B.9 ;lso there islnc referernce to cld Sy.Nofhoéor
Degumpet vililage but there is referense to Sy.No.él ol

Begumpet village. Thus Ex.B.9 also dies not go té show

- that the first respondent nad been exercising rigﬁt of

ownership over old Sy.Mo.ud of Begumpe{ village tb the

knowledge of the appllicants.

25. R.w.l in his evidence has stéted.that heéhad
handed over the application sehedule proﬁerty.inéthe_
year 1981 to Mrs. Manjula Kakadia for Qeﬁelopmeﬁf of the
épplication gchedule property and that in thé'geér 1981
itself Mrs, -Manjula Kakadia started constructiépéof the

complex.and-completed the ground-fliocr of the‘sa@e in

the yeéar 1983 and the said shopping cémplex stands in

the application sk schedule property. Thus as éould be

seen for the first time R.W.1 admittnd in his efidence

- O

—ammey s
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before this Court that the said shoppiﬁg
complex being in existence in the application

schedute property tdmittedly in old Sy.No.40 of
, _ :
Begumpgﬁ village curresponding to T.S.No.10 of

Hegump: t village, R.W.1 has continued in his
evidénce angd stated thoat he. had ‘applied to the
Governaent for construction of 2nd floor on the

.ground ~floor on the saiﬁ shoppihg complex.and that

in the year 1986 the Government of Andhra Prééesh
as per its pfoceedings Ex.B.10 &étéd é1—571986

_ refdsed permission for the construction of fhe 2nd-r
floor and that he had filed W.P.N0;16663.qf 1986 in

the Hon'ble High Court of "‘A.P., to quash the procesd-—

ings Ex.B.10 and tu direct the Government of -A.P., to

grant permission for construction of the first and *

-

second floors on the ground—rloor_of the saild éhbpping _ _ I

complex. The Hon'bie High Court allowed the W,.P.

Noilé66% of 1986 as per its orders dated 23-3-1990

»

and Ex.B.11 is the copy of the orders of the Hon'ble

—

High Zourt in W.P.No.16663 of 1986 and thes thereafter

the Goverament of A.P., issued Ex.B.12 G.O.(It.)No.905



R—_—

.who is my aunt.

- 41 -

‘-

M.A.,;datéd ié~7—1991 givipg relaxaticn of thé éirét

and sécond.floors on the.existing gré@ndwfloor shoés.

R.W.1 further adds in his evidence that he is in pésse—
ssioé.og the application schedule land eversince Eé.B.l

apd he contihued therson i)l 1994 when he sold thé same to

the'other respondents. He added in his evidence tﬁat he

“is in possession of the application schedule land by

whatever survey number it 1s krown whather 40 or 41.
As already polinted out, th2 main guestion that coﬁeé up
for conslderation in this L.G.C., is, from which date

onwards the first respondent started to exercise ﬁhe

. riglt 8f ownership over tlie application schedule.ﬁroperty ?

For-this we get an answer from tﬁe evidence éf R.é.e at .
page 3 in exﬁmination_innchief of his depo;i£ion.§

“in the yeéar 1982, R-1 {Purushotham) gave an agre?ment
for developing the ground-floor te one Manjula_Kékgdia,

—

As my aunt, Manjula Kakadia cqaéd»not
could not complete the ground-floor, the same waé given
to my father, Satigh Madi. Ex.B.1T7 dated l—hf19é5 is

the agreement in between R-1 {Purushatham) and mf father

Satish Modi rop completing the construction of.tbe

e |

R e mpe et

¥
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ground-1laorp, By the year 1986 the‘ground—flooﬁ'

in the sald vacant site Govered by Bx,B.1. sale

deed wasx completed, In ‘the year 1986 arter the

.completzon of the’ Bround rloor there  was house—
warming céremoqy. Ex.B.18 is the grinted invita—-
tion- card by MLSbes M. Kameswara Devi and Mp, Pﬁru~
'_shotham (R-l) extending invitatiﬁn:rér the saig house;
Wa;ming ceremoney at 8-30 3;m.L'on Ugad&, Thursday

éhe 10th Aprii, 1985, At present,fon the ground-
rJUOp;'tnewe are two more rlogrsr By the time I
burchased the ﬁaid budiding, undeﬁ registered sale
deed dated 2471393 £

om the rirst respondent

(Pﬁruthotham)‘the 2nd floor was slmost at the stage

'of'comﬁleticn.” In the cross-examination'at page 7

. of his depnsitioﬁ, R.W.2 has’ stated that his predece-
ssérs we:e never in possession of Sy.No 40 of Eegumpet
village and that rior to Ex.B.15 sale deed dated
24~7-199% that his Tather,; Satish Modi develaped the-
applicaticn Echgdule proéerty and thafihis father
Satish lody had.been engaged by the first feSpOndeat_‘
for development of the application schedule property

and that his rather Was enguged in the yearp 1985 for.

development of the property under Ex.B.17. R.W.2



_ There is no mention absolute 4
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admitted that it is recited in Ex.B.17 which is clause (7)
that Ex.B.17 becones opérntive with etf'fect from lmh-le6.
So Ex.B.17 is the crucial document to determine the'qhestion

of adverse possession, as 1%t gives clue when exactlyéthe

construction

in the application schedule properiy wa§ started.
Th#E agreement Ex.B.1l7 as already pointed out, is daﬁed.

1-4-1985. We extract the relevant portidn clause (b) in

Ex.Bfl? which reads as hereundzr i-

"b) Being desirous of puttilng up cons truc—
tion on a portion of tie said property
viz., on a portion admeasuring approx.

411 sq.metres described in-the schedule

‘ hereunder written ard shown oh.ﬁhe plan

héret& annexed thereson sarrouhded by red

colour boundary lines (hereinarter

referred to as 'the sald property[)the N

.Owners agfeed with the Developur to allow.?

the Developer to dzvslop the sald

property and to carry oul work of con-

struction thereon on terms and condi-

tion mutually agresd upon by and between

the parties herétc which arae hereby

reduced to writing and recorded.t

- —

in Ex.B.17 as.any

constructions having beer in existence in the appli—

cation schedule proeperty prior to 1-4-1385, Thereé

~ - ;r_?@




" Kakadia

. o ) .
_tion schedule proparty should have commenced in . oy

Y

is also nc mention in Ex.B.17 that Mrs. Manjula

had madg any constructidns prior to .;

Ex,B.1Y. So the constructions in the applica-

' ﬁion schedule property called as "Modi Buildings“

should have commenced only after 1-4-1985. -So

© tlie adverse possession with regard to fhe applicé~

this case after 1-4-1985. So but for the appli~
cants filing tnis L.G.C., in the year 1995 the =
respondents would have comp}eted title to the

applicsation scheduls pﬁoperty some where in the

year 1997. So as thils L.G.C., is filed within a

pericd of 12 years from the date the adverse posse;
ssion had commenced, it is -not open for the respon-
dents to contend that they have perfected title to

thé application schedule property by adverse posse- . =

ssion. Thus Ex.B.17 in this casé-cuts,at the root

.

of he respondents! case with regard the plea ralised
by them with regard to adverse pbssession. Thgs
the respondénts having perfected title to the appli-—

catlon acnedule property by adverse possession cannot
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at all be"acqepted by any streteh of imagination. [The

other documents filed is this case are not at all ﬁateplai

in deéermining the guestion of adverse posseséion.E From
the abqve gﬂscussion ourr Tinding..on {usue No.l is éhat
the-applicants have title to the application séhedéle
propgrky whiqh is old Sj.No.hO zorresponding to T.é.No.lO.
of Begumpet village and our finding on issge.No.Z‘is_that
thg rivgl title.set up by the-respondnnts withlreg;rd to
the appllcation s chedy Le property is ﬂut true and ;ence

issues one and two are decided. . in favour of, the aéplicants

and as agalnst the respondernts.

26. ISSUE ND.3 31-- Ve tad decidad on issueséNo.l and
2 that the respondents de not have title to the abplication

schedule property and that they have aot'perfectéﬁ title

-to hhe application schedule property by adverse pbssessionf

27.

.

It is contended by the learned coqnéel ﬁor the

respondents that the reSpondents No.2 and 3 are ﬁonafide

purchasers of the application schedule property ﬁrOm first

respondent under Ex.B.2¢ sale deed dated 24=7-1993 and they

beihg bonafide purchaser: that respordents No.2 énd 3 cannot

T
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- be deseribed as land grabbers. In view &f the

‘contention réised'by Mr. Balagopal the learned - -

-

rcoun 21 ior respondents No.2 and 3 we may refer -

to th: decisions of the Hon'ble High Court of
Andhra Pradesh K. NARSING AND OTHERS v. SPECIAL

COURT UNDER A.PL.LAND GRABBING (PRG%IBITION) ACT

reported in 1996(2) Andnra Legal Decisions, page

717 wnich reads as-fellqws 1
"10. fThe last contention of.Sri Pratap Reddy,
learned senior counsel for the petitieners, is
that in any event this is not a case of land
Erabblng 'since the pefitiqners bonafide bélieved
that they had good title for the schedule 1and. and

the menserea . that ig required for estd:lishing the

offence of flamd grabbing' could rnot be attributed

~ bto thenm. We are afraid that this contention is
dewoid of substance.

ll. Section 2(e) of the Act defines Yland
qrabbing’ which means.
.‘every activity of grabbing of any land by
‘a person without any lawful entitlement and
with o view to 1llegally taking possessicn
of such lands ..... or to construct unautho-.

rised constructions thereon ...,......}

i
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-and that the term to“grahland"Shail be éonétru%d
accordingly. Section 10 of the Act also is relevant

in this context, which is extracted as follows 3

-

'jSectiog 10 Burden of Proof :- Wherein any
proceedings under this Ac':‘l:,i a land‘is allged?
to have been grabbed, and such land is primai
facie provéd to be»tha land owned by the. i
Government or byiprivate person the Spedial H
Couft or as the case may'be, the Special

Tribunal shall presuse thal the person who Qs

alleged to have grabbed the land is a 1aq§;j' 5

grabbér and the burdsn of proving - thatsthér
land has not been grabbed by him shall be oﬂ

such person.!

.From a perusal of the above provislons it 1s cléér

that the offence of 'lard grabbing' is cbmpiete,%if,

in a consideration of evidence on record it is féund
that the person who approached the Tribunal is i
iprima facie! Imdved e be the land owner andzﬁﬁét
%he offender is found to be In possession of'su;h
land. .The Tribunal shall presume that such perébn
is a "land—-grabber'. Immediately the burden of
priovipng that hie has not grabbed thﬂrlandAand th#t
he is_thé owner of the said land, shifts to sucb a
person. The offence of land grébbing consists ﬁn
occupyiﬁg'a land by a perscn wi&hout any ;gwfgﬁ
entitlement. In this case thegrespondeﬁts Weré
found to be prima facie the trie owners of fheéland
in question.  The preéumptioh énﬁer law is thaﬁ the

petitioners are the land-grabbers. The burdeniwill

_be discharged by the. petitioners only if they

. - i e To- /'

K
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Ehont i st s g et

The observations

‘%, This is a clear
had construc‘ted a buildj_ne,

cants

28.  Issuk NOL4

.-L.Gﬂc., is fill‘:’d fD.‘c"

- 4y o

. establish that they'are the real

owners of the propérty." '

in the above judgement apply

oh all’ fours o the factks or the cqse dné the

enly to the contention
i

alagopal counsel ror respondentstn§2 and Hf 3

Judgment is @ complete r
of Mr, B

. : -
¢ase where the respondent' had ( ;

grabbed the land belonging to the applicants cnd

dlled “Modi Euildjng”
Hence this issue is decided ip favouﬁ of the appli--

and against the :esrondents bylpiv1ng a

finding that. the respondents ape landLgPabber
Within the meaniny of Section 2(q) and 2(e) of the

“Andhra Pradesh Land Grabbing (Prohibition) set xir

ol 1982,

As alréady pdintedgout, this

Pessession of ap extenm of 605 squane

. : : i ,
vards equivalent to fiVL puntas in o0ld Sy.Np, QO cbrrpspondv

ing to T.5:No.10 of éegumpet villege,-Balanagar Mandal, .
i : . .
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Corperatlon of Hydexabﬂd for wjdenlng oi

=~ hg o~
Ranga Reddy Distric:. The applicants seem to haveéclained
in this applicetion, the land in the said 61d'5y.N&.ho-of

Begumpet village that has been acquired by the Municipal

the road,on Northern

side of Sy.No.40 thet leads aacunderabad to Begumpet Air—port...

The 1earned counsel for the app]icants had summoned C.W.2 one

D. Kishore Kumar who is working as Section Officer; Town

Planning Section, Municipal Corporation of Hyderabéd,

-

Secunderabad Division, to speak before this Court ﬂhe
correct extent thast nad bean acgulired by the MuniCLpal

Corporation of Hyderabad in Sy.Nn hO of Be umpet villa e
g g

for widening of the roud, C.W.2 after referring t& the -

*

concerned file naintained in his office stated that Ex.B.23

plan_shows the widening of the rcad in the appiicaﬁion

‘schedule property, in an extent ol 303.33 sq.yards;and that

is the affected ares in the application ;chedule péop?rty
for widen;ng of the rosd as per Ex.B.EB gnd that tée balance
of the extent afte; wvitening of the road in ‘the afélication
séhedule propertj is 285.3% sq.yardsr In the crps§~e3amina—:
?ipn it is suggested fo this & witress b§ the.coén%gl for '

the applicant Mr, . Moithew that after the widening of the

v




29,

- B

road in the applina#ioh schedulé land, that

the balance of the lend lelt over is 347 sq.yards.
éﬁt C.W.2 had denied an& has stated in his‘évidence
that the recordé that afe produced would show

285 .sq.yards a#_%he baiaqce of land in old Sy.No.hOJI

So in the circumstances of the case we are of the

opinion that a decree in favour of the applicants

directing the respondents to deliver possession of

the entire extent of lard in old Sy.No.40 correspon-

ding to- T.S.No.1l0 of Begumpet village with reference
to Ex.X~-6 plan {after excluding the public road on

the northern side) would meet the ends of justice

and protect the interest of both the sides.

Even though the prayer of the applicants is

to pay compensation at the rate of Rs.50,000/- per monﬁh

from fhéclate'the respondents had grabbed the appliqation‘

scﬁedule property, no evidence has. been let iﬁ'by the
applicants to shos on what basis the said compensation

should be gﬁaﬂtad in favour of the applicants arnd as

4

ageinst the respondents. The Hon'ble fligh Court of

A

g
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Andhrd Pradesh in 1996(2) A.L.D., page 896, GUDLA BALA-

KRISHNA REDDY v. SPECTAL COURT UNDER. §.P.LAND GRABBING

(PROHIBITION) ACT ARD ANCTHER, had held as follows '—é

.

it

+

Secticn 3(7) makes it clear that the
compensation in terms of money ror_ﬁrongful
possession of the land grabbed shall not be :
~less than the 2mount .agulivalent to the markét
value of the‘land graobed as on. the date.of;
“the opder and the prollts ucgrued From the iénd
payable by the loand grebber to the owher. ;
Thus, the provisiocu authorlses the'Special C?urt
to Iix the compenzation which shall not be 1§ss
than the market wvalue and also the p.r'oi‘:l.ts‘ |

accrued from the land as om the date of-théé

OTdEr vevaresanee?

-80 in view of the facts and ciroumstances of the case,

we have not fixed compensation for grabbing the appli-
catio." schedule land by the I;eszaonde;nts. But it will
be fit and Péoverlto permit the aﬁpliéanﬁs to fiie aé
separate application rOFVQEterminntion ol the ﬁesne '
ﬁrofits ﬁayable to the applleants by-résponden;S &O_i'to
3 under the provisions of owerlx:(, Rule 12- C.R.C., I}I“om
the date of this L.G.C., till the date of delivery of

possession of the applicatiosn schedule property to the

dpplicants.




~ticns thereonr

'-the.property are
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30. In the result, a decree and Jjudgement

'+ is passed in favour of the applicants and as .

again;t the respgndents No.l to 4 to deliver"

vacanf posses;ion of the propertyain 0ld Sy,No.40
of Begumpetlvillage corresponding to I.S.No{lo ﬁf
Begump;t vlilage.nf Balanagar ﬁandal,;Ranga Reday
District with the Municipal numbers and boundaries

mentloﬁed in the senedule to this applicention what—

ever extent.is avallable 1i the old Sy.No.40 of

. Begumpet villaﬁe-corresponding to T.8.No.10 of

Begumpet village after excluding on the Northern
side the road portion, within one month. from the

date of this judgement; faiiing which, the appli-.

cants will be at liverty to move this Court for

.possession of the same together with all the construc

The neshe profits payable by the
‘respondents to the applleants Irom the date of the

L.G.C.; up to the date of dzlivery of possession of

}iable to be determined on a separate

application filed under Grder ZX, Rule 12, c.P.C.

+
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In the cireumstances of the case

» no prosecution of

'respondents No.1l to & is ordered under the provisions

‘of the Andhra Pradest Lard Grabbing (Prohibition) Aot

XII of 1982. Respondents HNo

of this L.G, C., to the applicants No.l to 4.

.1 to 4 shall pay the costs

Append ag

copy of Ex.X—G(?lan)to the decree and Judgement for

identifying T.5.No.10 of Begumpet village (correspond—?

ing to old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village) at the time of

execution of the decrse and Judgemant in this L.G.C.

The application is mllowad aceordingly.
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JUDICIAL MEMEER REVENUE MEMBER

Witnesses examined f(g;ﬁppchahts Had

DATE: FRIDAY,

the 19th day of December, 1997.

APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE;: -

V/;.W.l
Vo

SENLE

-

Subhash K. Mehtz, son of K.V.Mehta
{Applicant No.3).

V. Ashiok Kueor, son of Prem Kumar, M.R.C.,
Balanagar. o

‘B. Srinivas sorn of Hugobhushanarao,

Inspectur of Survey, Office of Lthe Asst. Dixcctor,
5.L.R., Rangn Feddy Dis trict,
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Exhibils marked fTaor Applicnnts_:~

_\572;.A.1 :

: Notarisedq G.P.A., dzted 27-6-95 sxecuted
by Applicants Ho.l, 2 aud 4 appointing P.W.1
as thelir agent to act on theilr behalf.,

N;?éx.A.2 ! Certified copy of sale deed dated 12—12~196h\:,4’
; LR - executed by A.H. Muralidhar in favour of
‘ . ) © Chotalal Shivram Vyas conveying Sy.No.4o )
: of Begumpet village,
: (/é;.A.B ¢ Certified copy of sule deed dated: 27-5-61 .
executed by Syed Mohammed Azam in favour o/
of A, Muralidhap conveylng Ac.0-09% puntas

and Ac.l-3% puntas in SY.Ho.40 and
Sy.No.37 of Begumpet village.

| \yff/;x.A.h : Registered plan enclosed to Ex.A.3
“dated 30-4-62,

;ffé;.A.S : Death Certificate dated 18-11-83% issued bx
in the name of Chotalal by the office of

- the Registrar, Births and Deaths, Rajkot
. Municipal Corporation, in Gujrathi language.
#C/gx.A.s

English trenslation of Ex.A.5.

“g?ﬁx.ﬂ,? i Speclal notice of Property T
lssued to Chotalal Shivyram

property tax for the ha

from st April 1972.

ax doted 15-5-72
Vyas demanding
1t year commencing

\éﬂgx.A.B H

Certified copy of judgement dated 29-3-80
pronounced in 0,5.Mo.%6 of 1975 on the file

of -the 4th fddl.Judge’, City Civil Court,
Hyderabad. ,

T 1 v/éx.A.g * Certified copy of decree passed in pursiance
S N © - Of Judgment in 0,.8.No.36 of 1975 on the file

of the Lth Addl.Judge, City Civil Court,
Hyderahad, )

| @,/EQ.A;lo: True extract of 3.0,Ms,No.212 dated 11-2-8]
P : issued by Govi.of A.P., Revenue (UC IT
T Department, granting exemption U/s 20(1¥(a)

44/// " oand 200(1)(1) of U.L.C.Act,
Ex,A.11:

True extract of panani for the year 1993-94
in respect of g

. ¥.No.40 of Begumpet viliage,
/C// : Balangar ¥anda, Ranga Reddy District.

Ex.A.12: Order dated 11-4-B& passed in C.C.C.A.No.BY of
: 1981*en.the file of the High Court of AP.,
Tiled by Chotalal Shivram Vyas over the Judge—
~ment in 0.5.No.%6 of 1975.on the file of the
4ih Addl,Judged, City Clvil Court, Hyderabad.




: Certified copy of judgement dated 20-2-9h
pronounced in C.C.T,A.Ho, 169 of 1980 on
the riie of the ligh Court of A.P.

r/ Ex.A.14 3 Encumbxdnﬂe zertificate dated. 26-8-95 obtalnéd
: by Chotalal Shiveam Vyas for the period 12—l246Q
to 27-6~8C. :

yaélfx.n.lﬁ 3 Encumbrance certificate dated 26*6—95 obtalred
: by Chotalal Shivram Vyas for the pEPiOG

2B-6-80 to Hl-3-82.

7@//;x.n.l6 : Encunbrance certificate dated 28-8-95 obtained
by Chotalzl *hivram Vvas for the period

1-4-82 to 25..8-95,
\g/(/;x.h.lT 1 Paper puﬁlicatlon dated 11-1-9% got issued ﬁy

ohe Anil Fupanl Iegard;ng application schedule
land in Decvun hroniule News paper.

e {J/é;.ﬂ.la : Paper publication dated 20-1-95 got issued i
: ) in Deccan Chronicle news paper.
qv/éx.A.l9 : Paper publication dated 26~1-95 got issued by
e the applicants in Deccan Lhronlcle news paper

asserting thelr rlght over. the appllication :
schedule property. :

\ﬁfé;.A.ZO: Office copy of legal notice dated 24-1-95 got
1ssued by applicants to respondents.
gg/gk.A.zl

{J/EX-A-ZZ 3 Survey plan u£ land bearing Sy.No.40 of
Begumpet willage.

'

Reply noticeé dated 2~3-95 got issued by
respendents No.2 and 3 to,Ex;A.20.

Witnesses examined (lor Respondents :— ' T

:" : C”/k.w.l : M.¥.3. Purushotam son of Subbarayudu,
o - : {Hespondent Ho.l).

P
i .

'xe/n.w.z : Sourabn Modi son eof Satish Modi,
{(Respondent Mo.3). :

Exhibits marked Tor Respopdents :—

F//EX.B.l ¢ Registration pxtract of the sale deed
. dated 9-7-73% executed by S.Maisalah and

3% others in favour of respondent MNo.l-
conveying Sy.fHo.ul of Begumpet village.,
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lﬁ//g;.B.2': Plan attached to Ex.B.l.

executed by M/s Purushotham in favour .
of Addl.Commissioner, M.C.H., Secunderabad
Division, agreeing €e not to c¢laim compen-

- sation if the corstructed portion affected
by road widening.

L/EX,B\3 ¢ Xerox copy of agreement dated 9-3~81

%.B._h : Permlssion dnted 24-3-81 oblained by
- respondent No.l for constructi on of a -

compound wall in Sy.No,41 of Begumpet
village. ’

!;/§:.3.5 : Xerox co

py of letter dated 16-9-81 addressed
‘to.respondent No.l by Speicial Officer, M.C.H.

K\/é;.B;E : Plan showing the alfected portion in red
. colour in S.P.Hoad widening of Begumpet
fcéc.u.?'-

village.
: Hotice dated 20-5-832 igsued to respondent \No,1
. demanding property tax for 1-10-81 +to 31332,
h/(gx.B.a

t Receipt dated 20-5-82 shawing the payment of
property tax by respondent No.l for By .No.4l
#T Begumpet villaga, .

'&//g;.B.Q  True extract of G.0,Ms.No,372 MiAo, dated
. 19-4-82 issued by Govt.of Andhra Pradesh,
Hunieipal Adminlstration and Urban Develop~

nént Deptt.,, regarding construction of shops
in Sy .No.4l of Begumpet village.

-%9/;x.3.10: Mehqrqndum Mo 3774 /1M1 /86-2, M.A.; dated

21-5-86 jssued Ly Munleipal Admintstrntion
and Urbanp Development Deptt., rejlecting the
application of respondent No.1 regarding

C - relaxation of Zouning Rules,
2

-B.11: Xerox copy of order dated 23-%-90 in W.p.
No.1€665 of 1986 op the Tile of the digh.
Court of A.P.Hyd,, filed by respondent No.l.

T//ﬁx.B.IZ: Xerox copy of G.0.Rt.No.9a5 M.A., dated
16-7-91 lssued by Govt.of Andhra Pradesh, :
Municipal Administration and Urban Develop~ .

meny Dapit., regarding relaxation of Zoning
Regulation. )



u//Eg.BﬁIB

/

i Ex.B.14

s
4

< /Ex,B.15
N\/;-:x.s.is
(/Ex.B.17
L/gx.B.IB

§J/gx.ﬁ;19

(\J/EK.B.EO'

6;/5;.B.22:

C//g;.B.ZSI'

ET

'S

ar

Registration extract of . ths sale deed

‘dated 24733 executed by M.B.5.Pury- \//

shotham and Satish Modl 1n favour of
respondent No,2 conveying 160 sq.metres

‘situated at 1I-10-72/2/%, Begumpet

village.

Registration extract of the deed or :
bartition executed by end betwoen b3
Cheekotl kliah, Cheekoti Veeramma and
Bheekoti Cangaidh. '

Registration extract of the sale deed N
dated 25-9-531 executad by Cheekoti Linga-—

iah and others in favour of T.5hamnantha-
kumar conveying land in dy.Nes,30,39 and 40
of Begumpet village.

Registraficn extract of the plan showing thef
land in Sy.Nos.30, 39 & 40 or Begumpet village
belonging to Cheekoti Lingaiah and sons o

*

Articles or agreement made at Hyderabad on |
1-4~-85 between M.B.8, Phurusho tham and Satish .
Modi reparding development of g portion of
land inSy.No.zl of Begumpet village.

Invitation card ECt printed hy respondent No.X
on the occasion of "Grubapravesham® (house-
warming ceremony) at Begumpet. .

Régistfation'extract of tiie sple deed dated :
1-4-61 executed by Hacharla Veerabhadiaoe . v

in favour of Satis Chandra, dirs. Giri jabai,

Mrs. Kusumdevi conveying entire Sy.No.37 and
part of Sy.No.38 or Bezumpet village,

Registration extracy of the plan enclosed
to Ex.B.19,

Begistration exteact o7 the sale deed dated & - :
26-10-60 executei By Datla Annpapurnammna in favour L//(

of C.Janardhana Reddy tonveying 2210 sqsyards
bearing Munieipal No.2547/44 Ward No.2, S.Nos.30,
38 to 40 of Rix Begumpnt villa ge. _ i

Registration extract of the plan enclosed . to

Ex.B.21.

Notice issued to respordent Ho.l U/s 452 of Hyd.,
Municipnl Corporation oy I£.C.H,, Secunderabad;
Division,‘dated O~1.0-82, : i :
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(”\/ék.B.zh Letter dated 26.2-83 addressed by

‘ Addl.Commissioner, M.C.H,, Secundera-~
bad Division to respondent No.l regard-
ing revised plan for construction of

 building on an open pladt in Sy.No.4l of
‘Begumpet village, '

as

‘JL/E;.B.25 Reglstration extract of sale deed dated

: : 122-5-58 executed by Mawab Azam Jung
Bahadur in rfavour of Macharla Veerabhadra--
rao conveyving 8500 sq,yards in Sy.No.37
- and 38 part of Begumpet vi Llage ‘

(/ Ex.B.26
' M.x .B.27

Registration extract of the plan enclosed
to Ex.B.25.

Sanctioned plan dU.20-5-82 obtalned by . e
respindent No,l from M.C.H., regarding C R
construction of buliding in ground floor '
in 8y.No.4Ll of Begumpet village.

2.

Sanctioned plan dt,15-2-92 obtained by
respondent No.l from M.C.H. regarding
construction of building in first floor,
second, floor in Premises No.1-10-72/1/3
of Begpumpet village. )

\M{Ex.B.ZB

Registration ew¥raect of the sale deed dated 7
24-7-93 executed hy Nespondent No.l and L ;//
Satish Modi in favour of respondent No.3

conveying L85 sq.yawd®x metres at HilNo,1-20-72/2/3/A
of Begumpet wii3muwy llyderabad., . )

( \)&.B.zg

.

i‘,'/ﬁzx.s.ao

@4.:{5.31

Extract from the assessment book of M.C.H.,
Secunderabad Division for the year 1990-9..
in respect ofr H.No.1-10-72/2/%/A of Begumpet.

Extract from the assessment book of M.C;HP,
- Secunderabad Division for the year 1990-9: .
7 - dn respect of H.Na.1-10-72/2/% of Begumpet ',

’ ? Qféx;B.Bz  Drainage comnection permission obtained by Lo
: respondent No.l from M.C.H.,Secunderabad Tor
. PuNo.41l of Begumpat dated 22-5-86.
Ex.B.33 : Receipt No.92 datad 22-5-86 showing the

h payment cf Rs.400/~ to M,C.H., for obtaining
. drainage mumnn permission,

Witnesses examined by Court :-

f V/c.'w-.l t Sri A. Ranga Reddy,

. (Asst.Director, Survey and Land Records,
Ranga Reddy District.)



Exhibits marked by Cour ;-
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Sri D. Kishcle Fume .

(Section Officer, MLCLHL JTown Planning Sectﬁon).

Sri B. Srinivasg,

(Inspector of Survey, S.L.R., Ranga Reddy DiSt.).

.

(\/Ex.C.l :
(\//gx.C.Z :

f;//gx.c.j :

<ﬂf/g;.c.a

~ Ex_.C.5

I

e

Ex.C.6

;4‘4;{.0.7
<?/g£;¢,8

.

Commissioner Warrant dated 26-8-96 issued to

" Asst.Director, S.L.R., Fanga Reddy Dist., in

.

.

\ﬁ; Ex.C,9 :

-74., Ex.C.10: "

(:;/fgx.c.ll:

" dn L.G.C.Ho, 144 of 1995,

T A No. 744 of 1996 in L.B.C.No.144 of 1995,

I

Commlssioner's repert lTiled by Commissioner

Plan filed by the Commlssioner along with §
Ex.C.2 report, :

ObJections filed by the applicants. to the
ommissioner's report. N

Objections filed by respondents Ne.2 ard 3!
to the Commissionen's report . . s

Remarks submitted by the Commissioner,;to the
objections Filed 4o kx,C.2 report, ‘ :

True extract of Wasool Baqﬁi in fespect of |
Sy.No.39 of LSegumpet village. :

Tippan which was rebutlt by Commissioner with .

-the help of Pacwa-boolk.

Copy or Gazette'notification dated 31¥12—76.

Copy of Gazette notilficazion dated 31-12-76
Page No.7. . . :

Xerox certiried copy of Town Survey'Registér
(portion) with rvegard to Sy.Hos. 11, 12, 13,
14, 15 and 15 or Begumpet village. . :

Xerox certified cbpy of Town Survey Registér :
relevant poction) with regard %o Sy.Nos.17,
18; 19 and 29. S

' Kerox certiried copy ol ‘Town Survey Registér

Arelevant portion) pertoining to Sy.Nos.21; 22,
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 26/1 and 28/2 ;
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B {QFE;.C.ia
‘ (/Esc.'c.'lfs

: (Ax.c.16

Xerox certified copy ofTown Survey
Register {portion) with regard to
Sy.Nos.29, 30, 31, 32 and 33,

Xerox certified copy of Town Survey
Register (portion) with regard to .
Sy.Nos.53, 59 and 60 of Begumpet village.

va

Xerox cecrtified copy of Town Survey
Register {portion) with regard to Sy.
Hos.bl, 62, 63, 64, 65 and 66 of .
Bepgumpet village, ’

" @/é;.C.l?-

Xerox certified copy of correlation sketch
wlth regard to old Sy.Nos:39, 40 ard 41 of
0ld Begunpet village,

e

Exniblts marked thrcugh third parties :-—

-

//Ex.x~1 : Report submitted by M.R.0., Balangar
. CHMandal in L.G.C NoJlb44 of 1995,

}é\.\
e

|

o

sketeh showing the open land in Sy.No.4O,

HWard Io,94, Bloch~E, Situated at Begumpet,
Hyderahad, : '

\
%
e
i
M

True extract of T.S8.L.Register in respect
of T.5.No.10,%ard No.gs, Block E of
Begumpet villapge.

§>q
L
1

Attested {1.O.M. in respect of T.5.No.l0,
Ward No.94, Block E of Begumpet village.

{fEk.X*S : True extract of T.8.L.Register in respect of
T.S.HNos,1 to 10 of Begumpet village. -
S Bx.¥~6 1 True extract of #.0.M. in respect of 4
T.5.7e,1 to 1D of Begumpet village. . o
’ 1. ‘ro' e e sy !}L—«JJ-'/‘_J - U ]"t.“"x.- l G{ } .
(_P‘a_.,.ot_t .

JUDICIAL MEMBER REVENUE MEMBER

o



