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SPECIAL COURT UNDER A.P,LAND GRABBING (PROHIBILION) ACT
HY DERABAD.

DATE: FRIDAY, the 19th day of December, 1997.

‘\ PRESENT :

HON'BLE SRI T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, JUDICIAL MEMBER.
HON'BLE SRI V.V. SATYANARAYAKNA, REVENUE MEMBER.

L.C.C.No. 144 of 1995,

BETWEEN: ~

1. smt. Dipmani 1. Mekta.

2. Girish K. Mehta.

3. Subash K. Mehta.

4, Balakrishna K. Mchta. ssess APPLICANTS,

AN D
l. Sri M.B.S. Purshottam.
2. Sri Soham Modi.

3. 8ri Sourabh Modi.

4, Sri Anil Rupani. «+s+s RESPONDENTS.

This case coming on 2-12-1997 for final liearing

before us in the presence of. Sril G. Mathew, counsel for

~the applicants and of Sri M.S.R., Subramanyam, counsel for ’

respondent No,l and Sri C, Balagopal, counsel for‘respondenté
Ho.2 and 3 and of Sii .S.HN. Murthy, counsel for resPOndent‘
No..4, upon perusing the records and having stood over for
consideration, this Court delivered the following :

JUDGEMENT

(Judgmentrdelivered by Hon'ble Sri T.Cgandrasekhara Heddy,
licial Member on benall of th=2 Bench
s Eeet This is an a&ﬁli¢atibﬂ filed Onder Section B8(1)

of the Andhra lradesh Land Grabbing (Prohibition) Act XII
of 1982 for the following reliefs : (1) to order eviction

of the respondents Mo.,1l to &4, their legal heirs, successors



.

" and their agents from the appligntion schedule Iand/.
.propefty and restoration of possession of the said

‘1ahd/ppoperty to the applicants thréugh respondents

Ho.l to Q;.(2) to direct the respopdents No.l to.4

tp demolish and remove wll the unauthorised:and

iliegal structures arected on the application‘i

gchedﬁle:land; fj) to declare the fespondents

No.1 to 4 as ;andugrabber; under the p;ovisions of

the A.P.Land Grabbing (Frohibition) Act XIT of 1982

tnd;launch crimiﬁal bProceedings against the resbondents

No.1 to 4 and to punish them under the provisions

of the‘A.P.Land Grabbing (Prohibiéion) AEt Xl£ of

19825 (4) to direct the respondents to‘pay compensation

of'Rs.50,DOd/~ ver month fr;m the éate when the resﬁon—

dents have 1llegally occupied and‘consﬁrched the

existing 1llegal structures on the application:schedule

land; (5) to Oﬁder costs of this-applicntion, and

(6) to. grant such other reliel or reliefs as may be

deemed it and ﬁPOper in the nature and circumstances

of the case,



o~~~

2. ' . The application schedule land is admeasuring 605
sq.yards equivalent to 5 guntas in Sy.No.40 corre§ponding
to.T.S.No.lO of Begumpet village, Balanagar Mandaly Ranga
Reddy District, falliné under Municipal Cérporatidn of
Hyderabad, Secunderabad Diviaian:and bearing Municipal
Nos.1-10-72/2/3, 1-10-7a/2/3/ 48, 1-10-72/2/3/8, 1-10-72/2/3/C
with the following boundarlies, North: Begumpet Main Road
(s.P.Road), South: Door No.1—10«72/é/2, East: 15 feet wide

road, and West: Door o . 1-10-72/h2.

B The case of the applicants No.l to 4 aS'put fdrth
in the concise statement ©o this applicatidn in brief is

as follows : The application schedule property was originally
owned by one Srl Chotalal Shivram Vyas. The rirgt applicant
is the sole daughter of Chotalal shivram Vyas. Applicants
No.2 to 4 are the sons ol the first applicant.' The saild
Chotalal Shivram Vyas died at Rajiot in Gujrat on 10-10-1983.
After the death of thea said Chotalal Shivram Vyas the

applicants being the legal neirs of the said Chotalal

Shivram Vyas becane entitled to the application schedule
property ard as such they are the owners of the application

schedule proPerty and having title to the same.

'f_ & ;”L,‘/



A. Vihile so,loéigbgut 20th January, 1992,
bhie ke applicant while zoing through the Deccan
éhronicle newspaper by chance ;ame uporn an advertise—
ment for sale of the offiga space on Begumpef Main
Road, Hyderabad. As most of the Begumpet Main Road was
already well developed, the2 third applicant suspected
and on investigating fyrther he was éhocked to see that
at exfent of 605 sq.yords velonpging to the applicanté
No.l fo 4 which is the application schedule  property
and which y;s.surrounded by a compound Qall had.been
encroacheé_upon by the respondents No.2 and 3 and a
commercial complex had been constructed thereonrand
that a portion of the same had been offered for_sale
~ as per the sald advertisement in the Deccan Chronicle
pewspéper dated 20-1-19956. On further enquiries the
third aéplican? learnt from the records of the Municipal
Corporation of Hyderabad, Secunderabad Division_that
the first respondent herein had been misrepresenting
the application schedule uroperty as his property in
Sy.No.40 of Begumpet villare and on the sﬁrength of the
aid mlsrepresentation hal obtained building sanction

for the construction of the commercial complex.
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The respondents No.2 and 3 were said to be Builders/Developers
of the respondent No.4 said to have concluded agreement for

the purchase/lease of offive space constructed by respondents

.mp.z and 3 on the applization schedule land belonging to the

applicants. The responlents No.l to 4 having no lawful
entitlement to the application schedule land, after grabbing

application schedule land,structhes had been raiséd by the
tfirst respondent in collusion with respondents No.2 and 3
over the application scuedule land, The respondents No.l to 4

are land-grabbers. So the present application is filed against

respondents No.l to 4 for the reliefs as indicated above.

U
-

The first respondent had flled counte? opposing
this application. - The [irst respondent had maintained

in his counter that he is the DQmer cf Sy.No.4l, Begﬁmpet
village and the apovlicenis MNo.l to 4 are claiming the land
of this respondent in Sy.lHo.41 of Legumpet village.
According to the first respondent, the apﬁlicatioﬁ schedule-
land/property is in Sy Mo.4l that belongs to thelfirst
respondent and not in Jy.Ho.40 belonging to the appliéants.
Alternatively it is also pleaded, il any part of the

application schedule propnrty is coveied by Sy.No.hO of

. ) ( ;M*na'/”
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Begumpet village as this respondent had been iﬁ
continuous uninterrupted possession of the said

land from the year- 1973 which is the Aate of

pgfbhase of the land in Sy.&m.hl, that this respon-

dent had perfected title Lo tAe same by adverse
posséasion, It 1s also maintained that this respon-—
Aent‘delivered possession on 27~3—1982 pf the applicaf
tion schedulg land to cne Mrs. Manjula Kakadia for
development of the land for shopping complex and the
grouﬁdnfloor constructioﬁ was started in Mareh 1982 and
completed in 1983 andrthe permission for the construction
of first floor and second floor was submitted on 7—11;1985
to,t he Government aad that the same was refused.by the
Government by their letter datgd 21-5-1986 and that there-
upon this respondent was forced to file W.DP.No.l6663 of
1986 to quash the order of the Govérnment dated 21f5—}986
and that the same was quashed by the.order of the Hon'ble
High Court dated 23-3-1930 and thereafter tﬂe Governmen;
granted permission by G.O.Rt.Ho.905 M.A., dated 16—7—1991

for proceeding :FiImis with further constructions and that



thereafter the first and second [loors were completed in

the application schedule land. Tt is relterated tﬁat £he
land thus claimed by the applicants is obviously in posse-
ssiop and enjoyment of the first respondent evéfsince hig
purchase in the year 1973 and dufing the 1life time of the
above Chotalal 3hivram Vyas through whom the applicants are
hereby cla;Lming thie applicaticn schedule p_foperty, that the
snld éhntalal Shivram Viyos hat névcr qu?stioned the.posse~
ssion of the respondent with regard to the applicgtion
schedlle property and therefore, the ripght of the:agblicants
to the application schedule proéerty, if aﬁy, is extinguiéhed

ynd the claim of the appiicants for eviction of the respon=

dents from the application schedul2 property and restoration

-of the application schedule property 1s barred by time and

so it is the case of the first respondent that this L.G.C.,

is Iiable to be dismissed.

G Respondent:s lo.2 and 3 who are purchnsers of the
application schedule property from the first respondent while

supporting the counter of the first respondent lave maintained

in the counter (iled by them that the flrst respondent had

2y -~ ﬁrfqﬂ?#



“surrendered 355 sq.yards of land in the applica—-‘

tipn schedule property to the Municipal Cofporaw

fion of Hydérahad,ror the pucpose of wildening of

the rdad, and thereaftar the first respondent

delivered possession of fhe remaining po?tion of

the land of the applicati&n schedule'property to thel
builders and developers four tle purpose ofr éonstruct—
ing;shops alter hecessery relaxation from the Zonél
Hegulation; and the construction of the first floor

was completed as 2arly as in the year 1983, These
resjcondents. (respondents lo.2 and 3) have also maintained
“in their counter thut even 1f the applicaﬁts‘have right
t6 the application schedule property which is in‘posse—
ssion of these respondents, such right had been extingﬁi—
shed'by dperatioh of law as the aLplicants lave lost b
~ bessession 6? the application schedgle property more

thar 22 years before filing of the L.8.¢. 1% 1 Torther
pleahed‘by'these respondents (respondents'NO.Z and 3) that

Lhey are bonafide: purchasers of the application schedule

property for valuable censideration. S0 it is the case









of the respondents No.2 . and 3 -that this application is

liable to be dismissed. Respondent No,4 also filed counter
with similar pleas.

T ) The following issues are settled for trial :-

1) whether the apnllcants are the owners
of the applicatlon schedule property 7 -

2) VWhether the rival title set up by the

respondents is trus and correct 7

'

%) Vhether the responjénts are land-grabbers
within the neaning of Sec.2(d)} and 2(e) ‘
of the A.P.land Grabbing (Prohibition)

* AGE XIT of 192 '%

4) To what reliefl 7

8. - ISSUE NOS. 1 AMD 2 - It is not in dispute in

this éaée that the applicants are the owners of old‘Sy:No.hO
of Begumpet village and that the first'respondeut is the ownef
of the old Sy.No.4l Qr Begumpe® village. It is the specific
.c;se of all the respondents herein tha# the ;pplication
schedule property is part znd parcel of old Sy.No.kl of
Begumpet village and thrt the application schedule property

is not.in Sy.No.40 of Begumpet villege. Respondents No.l to

4 dolnct claim any title to old Sy.Ho.,40 of Begdmpet village

but alternatively pleaded that they have perfected title

M e ity



to the application schedu]e.property by adverse
possgssion, if the applicuation schedule property:

is situated in old 8y.No.4C of Begumpetlvill;ge.‘

So in view.of the rival contention of the.parties

i% becomeé very much necessary to 1dent;fy the appli-
cation schedule property and to ascerfain whether the
applicati on s chedyle property is in Sy.No.40 of
‘Begumpet village which belongs to the applicantg'or

in old Sy.No.41l of Begum;gt villapge 'which old Sy.No,4l1

of Begumpet village admittedly belongs to the first

respondent.

9. b.W.BJexaminnd in this case 1s one V.Ashok
Kumar, who is working as HMandal Revenug Officer,
Ba}anﬁgar, Hyderabad. P.%.2 had subm;tted his report
which is Ex.X-1 under Rule & of the A.P.Land Grabbing
(érohibition) Act of 1982 tc¢ this Court.. P.W.2 has
stated in his evidence that Lhe‘said repurt Ex,X-1 is
submitted by yim an 29-9-1949% and beflore submission of
his report ExsX-1 before this Court that he.inspected the

application schedule land nlong with the Mandal Surveyor

and that he had been served by this Court with a'copy of
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this L.G.C., for submitting the said report and'thﬁt he
hed referred to the copy of this L.G.C., at the ﬁime of
‘inspection along with the Mandal Surveyor and that in
column No.12 of the copy of L.G.C., boundaries are mentioned,

that on verification he found that the boundaries to be

correct with regard to the application schedule property.

We may mention herein that the Town Survey with regard to
the Begumpet village had béen'conducted in the year 1964

and the.Town survey had also been implemented. About the
implementation of the Town Survey we will make. reference

in our Judgenent at the appropriate tim2. As could be. seen
in Coluﬁn No.1l2 of the L:G.C., boundariz2s with repard to

the appllcation schedule property are mantioned. The
boundaries that are mention=d in column No.l2 of the LG8
are the same mentioned for the appllecation schedule propertg.
It is clearly mentioned in EQ.X—l that the application.
schedule property is in Sy.Ho.40 which corresponds to

T.S.No.10 of Begumpet village. So from the evidence of

PuoV.2 and Ex.X-1 it is quite evident that the application

schiedule property is in Sy.MNo.40O of Begumpet villape.

“10. Vle may also refer to the evidence of P.Y .3 one

B. Srinlvas who is working as Inspe:ctor of Survey in the

ST e
(
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office of the Asst,Director, Sufvey and Land
Rgcords, Ranga Reddy District. Onl5—7—1996 P.%W.3
produced the Town S;rvey Repgisteér or Begumpet
village and slso Town Survey Plan of Ward No.9l, cf
Bepumpet village in pursuance of order of this Court

dated Z8-6-1996, Ex.X-5 is the true extract of Town

Sgrvey Land Register of Begumpet village in respect
‘of Town Survey.numbers 1 to 10 of Begumpet village.

EX.X-6 1is the true extract of the Town Survey Plan of

Ward No.94 of Begumpet village with regard to Town

Survey Hos,1l to 10 of Begumpet village, The #dvocates'
-on record have compared Exs. X-5 and X-6 with the originals
and were satisfied that Exs.X=5 and X~6 are true to‘the
oéigina]s. P.W.3 1n clear and unequivoeal terms has stated
in his evidence that T.85.No.10 is bounded on the North :by
the road which 1s T.5.Mo.1, on th? South:by T.S.N0.9, in
the East:Road (minor) wh;ch is T.S.No.12 and on the Weét:
T.S.Ho.7. As seen from Exs.X-5 and X—6 thle new.T.S.No.10
of Bcgunpeﬁ villngn cbrresponds to 0ld Sy.No.hL0 of Bepgumpet
village, In tue-cr035mexnminntiun he (1'.Y.3) has stated

that there is a correlation shketeh prepared by the Town

s ¥
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Lurvey Department on the_basis of the village map. The.
Town Survey Plan iéhprepmred In its tuyn on the basis of
the correlation ;ketch. The correlaticon sketch will be
superiimposed on the Villape Plan, befcre correlation sketch
‘is prepared. e does not know whether tine said_correlation
sketch 1s available with the Town Survey Departmént. tle has
further stated.in the cross-exanination that he had not
verified the areans éf old Sy.No.&0 and 41, and that in
Ex.X=5 as against T.S.No.l0 the extent in Col.No.5 is shown
as five guntas equal to twelve cénts anﬂ the same is mentioned
as 05/12, andthat the efitire extent of Dld Sy.No.41 as seen f-
from Ex.X-5 is shown as Ac.1-03 puntas equivalent to
hc,.1-20 cents. - 5uring the ccurse of arguments the Bench
felt it'recessafy to have a look again at Town Survey Records
and plans lo have a clear idea about the demargatlon of
Sy.Nos.40 and 41 of Begumpet village. Sc P.W.B.Qas once
again exémineq on 28-11-1997 by this Court as C.W.3.
C-W-3,(P-W-3) produced the Town Survey Register and the
relgvant Xerox certifiea coples mf Exs.C,11, C,12, C.13,"
C.lh, C.15 and C.16.  bx.C,17 isrtuc rorox certified copy
of the correlated sketch with regard'ﬁu old Sy.Nos.4l, 40O

and 39 of Bepumpet village that arz correlated to new

T O e
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Town Survey nﬁmbers. The originals of Exs.C.il

Fo C.17 were also made available Ffor perusal by

the Advocate on record and the Advocates on Pecovq
after comparing Exs.C.11 to C.17 with the originals
Were satisfied that they (Exs.C.1l ¥D C.l?j are true to

the orizinals,

\",_/‘
XLy . Ex.C.i1l as.already-peinted-out is the Xerox
certified copy of the Toﬁn survey Register of lepumpet
. Vi1lnge for T.S;Nosmll. 12,13, 14, 1% and 16. VE%.CZLE
is the xerox certified copy of' the Town Survey ﬁegister
with regard to T.3.MNos.17, 14, 19 and 20 of Qegumpgt villnée.
Ex.é.lB is the xerox certified copy of the Town Surve}
Register with regard to T.S.Mos.21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27, 28/1 and 28/2 or Begunpet village. E#.C.la is the
certified xercx copy of Town “urvey Register wiFh repard
to T.8.Nos.29, 30, 31, 32 and 35 of Ueggmpét village.
Ex.C.15 is tue certificd xerox émpy of Town Survey ltegister
with regard to T.S.Hos,54, 59 and 60 of Begumpet village.
Ex.C.16 is the Xerox certified copy of Town‘Surve; Régister

with regard to T.8.llos.61, 62, 63, 64, 65 and 66 of Begumpet
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village. [x.C.17 is the certified Xercx copy of the

correlation sketch with regard to old Sy.Nos.41, 40 and

39 ol Begumpet villape. ‘Ex,uul7 which is eorrelated sKetch
shows that old Sy.No.41 of Bengpet village is correlated
to T.3.Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8 ani 9 of Begumpet village. It is
Significant to note that old Sy.No.4l carresponds.on]y to
T.5.Nos. 5, 6, 7, B and 9 Qpeﬂaf Begumpat yillage for which
the applicants arernot claiming any title. 'As a matter of
T'act there is no dispu.‘te before this Court with regard to
old Sy.No.4l corresponding to T.3.Nos. 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 of
Begunpet villapge which admittedly belonys to the Tirst
respondent. Ex.C.17 also shows taat olu.Sy.prhD of
Begumpet village is correlated ‘to T.H"lelﬂ. ‘Ex.C.l?
further shaws.that old 5y.No.39 is correlated to new
T.8.Hos.13, 14, 15, 16, 26, 33, 60, 6a.and 63, The
correlation’ of old Sy.No.39 of Regumpet village to new
T.5.Nos.15, 14, 13, 16, 26, 33, 60, 62 =znd 63 has got

much importance. &o freom Ex.X-5 %o which a reference
isemarte, is alrendy made which is an enlry in the Town
Survey Register and as per L[x.C.17 which isfircertified
xerox copy of the correlated sketph we do not have any

doubt in our mind to conclude that old £y.lHo.40 corres-

= ¢ Nl ¢
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ponding to T.S.Ho,10 of Begumpet village has‘
flot separate identity and the dispute in this
case is only with regard to Sy:Nu.ho'of Begumpét
village and not with regard to old Sy.No.4l of’
Begumuet village that beiongs to the first

" respondent.

10 It is necessary to qscertain whether the
applizants have title to old Sy.No.40 ofVBegumpét
village which admittedly corresponds to T.S.No.10 of
Begumpet village. The appjicution'scheﬁule propérty
claimzd in this L.G.C.; ié in old Sy.ho.ho correqunding
to T.3.Mo.10 bf Begumpet'viilnge as indicated by us

already,

13. The application schedule property.originally
belonged }0 one Syed liohammed Azam. The said Syed Mohammed
Azam sold the application schedule projerty which in extent
was Ac.0~05 guntas in old Sy.Ho.40 of Begumpet.village and
Ac.1-35 puntas in old Sy.Ho.37 of Begumpet ﬁillage to one
Luralidhar ander the regi;tered snle deed dated 27-5-1961

tiwe registration copy of which is Ex.A.3. Ex.A.h i= the

L



- 17 -

plan-appended té Ex.A.3. Thus Lhe saiq IMwralidhar became the
owner of the said old Sy .Ho.4Q ;f Begumpet village which in
extent Was Ac.0-05 guntas. The soid Hural;@har in his turn
sold the said Ac.0-05 guntas of land in old Sy.No.40 of
Degumpet villa:e under the registered sdle deed dated 12-12-64
" to Chota}al Shivran Vyas and put thé said thotalal Sh%vram
Vyas in'posseSSiun of the same, .IThe registration copy of the
said sale deecll in favour of fthe saild Chotalal Sh:l_'vr‘am Vyas

dated 12-12-1964 is Ex.A,.2.

14, © S0 in respect of the applicaticn schedule property
(0ld Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village +tint was purchased by the

abovesaid Chotalal Shivram Vyas) the sald Chotalal Shivram

. Vyas had filed 0.5.No.36 of 1975 on the fiie of the 4th

Addl.Judge, City Civil Court, lyderakad. 7"le first
respondent herein was defendant No.7 in “he said suit.
: li\( \ B e &
The first respondent as defendant Wo.7 in the said suit
48

raised plea that the property claimed by the ablve said

Chotalal Shivram Vyas was in respect of old Sy.No.41 of

old Begumpet village which did not belong to the said
Chotalal Shivram Vynz., The said O.4.1lo. 36 ol 1975 was

tiled both, forf declaration ol Lltle to Lho property and

'!1 1 [ 7
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for permanent injunction. 7The extent claimed in

old Sy.llo.4C in U.ébmo:36 of 1975 on thg ile of

the 4th Addl.Judge, City Civil Coért, liydeérabad,

‘was for 800 sg.yards of land. The prayer for
declaration of title-was up held fof the extent of
605 sq.;nrds out of the said BOO'sq.yards hiEg: thg

said uld Sy.No.40 sf Begumpet ;illage and relief

forr permanent injunction a was hnwever'refused.
ix.A.3 i3 the certirfied copy of the Judgemept dated.
29-3-1980 in 0.S.Ho.36 of 1975 on the rile of -the
htﬁ AddL. Judge, Citerlvil Court, Hyderabad, and
lix.A,9 is the certified copy of decree passed in the'
said 2.3.No.36 of 1975 on the file of the 4th Addl.
Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad. 'Ex;A.B judgement
" shows that Defendants Ho.l to 6 in th; said O.S.ﬁo.36
of 1575 on o e Ul bl B ey - TR BT
Court, Hyderabad, were vendnré of defendant No.7 in the
snid swit. The said defendant Ho.7 in the said O.S;
Ho.26 of 1975 &8s as already pointed out, ig the first

respondent in this L.%.C. In the said suit (V.5.H0.56

of 1975) alter tuking into consideration the pleadings,
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the Court framed approprinte issuss and had ‘ultimately

delivered the judgement, the operative portion of which
reads as under .:-

"ooos the plaintify is declared as the owner

and possessor of an extent cf 5 puntas équivalent
to 605 square yards in Survey Mo.40 within the
boundaries set out in this platit-schedule. The
7th Defendant shall pay the proportionate costs
of the plaintiff and the Plsintiff shall pay the
pr‘oportionate costs of the 7th Defﬁlnﬂai.'lt. The

sult of the plaintiffl against Defemdants 1 to 6

is dismissed without costs,?!

Ex.A.9 as already pointed cut is the decree in

the said 0.5.No.36 of 1975 on the file of the 4th addl.

'

‘Judge, City Civill Court, Hyderabad. Sc as could be seen

from Ex.A.9, the boundaries given in the suit schedule
and in the application schedﬁle property herein are one
and the same. So from the Jjudgement and decree which are

Exs.A.8 and .9 it is not open for respondent No.l and

-

respondents No.2 and 3 who are clalming through respondent
Ho.l the application schedule property., which is in
Sy.llo 40 belongs to them.  The judpement and decree,

s AL8 and .9 in the said suit C.2.Mo.36 of 1975

_r y e [ r'i._v/'”.
B
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roperatz as res Judicata as amainst respondents
Ho.l t» 4 so .far as the title is concerned of

old Sy,No.40 of Bepumpet village which corres-—
‘ A T T P o 1"_'i

ponds to I.5.Ho.10 of Begumpet village. REeen
Exs.A.8 and 1.9 the respondents No.l to 4 are
estopped [rom putting forth any claim to the appli-
¢ation schedule'property which is in old Sy.Ho.40

of Bepgumpet village.

15. But one of the main contentions advanced on
behalf of réspondents No.2 and 3 by Wr. Halagcﬁal the
learned counse} Appearing for respondenfs-No.2 and 3
that the comm2rcial complex called as "[jodi Building"
had been bnilt'iﬁ gy .No.4l and the same is not in old
5y .No. LU of Bepunmpet village which corresponds to I'.5.

No.1l0 cf Bepumpet village.

16. C.W.1l examined in this case is one A. Ranéa
Reddy who is working as Asst.Director, Sﬁrvey and Land’
Records, C,.i.1 was zppointed as_Commissiunm' by this
Court as per orders daled FG»U;IQUG in I.A.Ho.?halof

13936 on the file of Lhis Court and he was asked to
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identify the application schedule properby and for noting
the physical features and to file his report. Ex.C.2 is the
feport of the Commissinner (C.4v.1) and I ;s the ‘plan
appended to his report (Ex.€.2). In Ex.C.Z plan the old
8y.Ho.40 is identified by C.W.l.anﬂ the.application schedule
property is also identified ip old Sy.No.40, It is also

clear from a perusal of the plan, the building known as

"flodi Bullding®" which is the disputed structure in this L.0.C.

had come up in old 3y.Ho.40 correspondin toa T.3.No.10D of

Begumpet villapge. The first respondent in his chief-

§ ek B ,
examination had s}nteq\hn is in possession 50 the application
schedule land by whatever survey number it was known, whether
40 or 41 (page to.4 of chief~éxaminatign)« In para 5 of the |
counter HR.,Y.1 had pleaded "Assuming that without admitting
tpat the land in the possession of this respondgnt is covered
by a portion of S;Ho.ﬁD as clailmed by the agplicauté o wm aaer U
Yihen specifically quesitioned, in the cross-examination at
page 11l "What is the pcvti?n of Sy.Mco.40 that R.U.1 (tirst
[‘f.’Sjlt'lill.lellt) had 1'ol‘r:-i'l'r_'r1 in para 9% ot his counter 20

ULl answers @ "I cannot sny',  Deeause it Lad been very

inconvenient for R,\,1 to answer the extent of land he is

] C. ;\H._n("-'-’



in possession in Sy.No.40, R.%.1 had given an

evasive reply. So from the Commissiener's piaﬁ

Ex.C;j and from ?he-evidénce of R.W.1l referred to

above béurinn in mind the alternntiye plea taken‘by

the respendents herein that they have perfected title £
to £he application schedule prmperty by way 6f adverse
possession it is evident that the diSthe is with
regard to olq Sy.No.40 of Begumpet_village ard a major
:part of the sald Modi Uuilding is in old dy.lo.40 of
Degumpét viliage. As already pointed out the respon-—
deﬁ£5 do not claim any title to the old Sy.Ho.u40 of the
Begumpet village. R.W.2 in a clear and unequivocal
terms at pape 12 of his eyidence admits that all the
documentary evidence filed in this case relﬁtes té
Sy.No.4)l of Begumpet village. (See page 12 of the
deposition of R.u.2%, who is Respondent HMo,3 in this

L.G.C,)

17 © RuL.1 alsc in his examination.in.chief
- (irst respondent) stated tlint a decree was passed In
0.8.10. 36 cf 1975 declaring the right of the plaintiff

tucredin forr the part ol L Tand For the exteont of

 —
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605 sq.yards in Sy.llo.40 of Begumpet villape but relief for

injunction was refused aad the land slaimed by Chotalal

Shivram Vyas was not prantad in the D.3.00.36 of 197% and

so he was in possession of‘the propecrty covered by Ex.B.1
sale deed and that he haﬂjnade c:hstruction in part of the
Sy.No.4l of Befumpet viliapge tharough h_sldevelopers and
that he is in possession of the consiruction thereon. So
as seen inspitm of the decree in the said 0,S.No. 36 of 1975
on the file of the 4th Addl.Judge, City Civil Court, Hydera-
bad, in favour of thersaid Chotalal Shivram Vyas and as
against the first respondent herein, tle first respondent

had been wrongly claiming Sy.No.LO belénging to the appli-

_Cants as his under the guise of Sy.HNe.b4l. DBefore making any

constructions in the application schedulo land}in view of

-

the said judgemsnt and decree iwm Lxs.A.8 and A9 in the
éaid O.S.No.36.0f.1975, it was very much necessary on the
part of the first.respéudent and alsc respondents HNo.2 and

3 to get demareated old Sy.lNo. b0 of Bepumpet village throuph
a qualified Surveyor and te have sturted  constructions
thereafter in their owun 1o in old Sy No.bl of Bepunpet
village. But very strangely, Chrowshol & the respondents

( LT



maintained that the_applicatioﬁ schedule

property is not in old Sy.No.40 or-Begumpet

village but only in Sy.No.4l of Bégumpet Qillage.
Even éuring the course of arguments M:. Balagopal
1éafned counsel for respondents No.2 and 3 had
stre=nuocusly contended that the said Modi Buildiné
is not in o0ld Sy.No.40 but in Sy.No.4l. We are -
thoroughly convinced in this case that the said

Modl Fuilding either completely or major part of it
is in old Sy.NS.hO of Begumpet village corresponding

to T.5.No.10 of Begumpet village.

T To montiom Aiet the spplisamty ke the ovners

of the application schedule land/property, we may also
refér to Ex.A.1ll which is the pahanipairika for the }ear
1993-<4 regarding old Sy.No.40Q of ?egumpet village wherein
the origlnal owner Syed.Mohammed Azam is mentioned as the
pattedar of oid SyaNo;hO. As the name of the_sﬁ;d'Chotalal
Shivram Vyas hgd not been mutated in the original pahanies,
the orig#nal pattedar's name is continued in- the péhani.

It is significant to note that the name&of the respondents



are not at all mentioned in the pahanies in respect of

cld Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village.

19, Ex.A.7 1s the special notice of' property tax
démanding property tax rrom Chbtalal Shivram Vyas for the
half year commencing from 1--4-1972, Ex.A.lOIis the true
extract of G.0.Ms.No.212, dated 1.-2-19€1 issued by the
Government of Andhra Pradesh Revenue (UC II) Departmént
granting.exemption under EEC»EO{lﬁ(aJ'and 20(1)(b) of

Urban Land Ceiling Act in favour of the above saild Chotalal
Shivram Vyas. In Ex.A.10, serial No.2 is shown és vacant
land in Sy.No.AO of' Begumpet village and its extént is

. Sshown as 668.90 sq.mts., Unless the 3y.No.40 of ﬁegumpet
village b;longed to Chotalal Shivram Vyas and the said
Chotalal Shivram Vyas was in possession of the same till
his death in the year 1983, we are unablz to understand
why thé said Chotalal Shivram Vyas, the mnaternal grand-
father of appiicants No.2 to & and father of applicant No.l
should have filed fhe declaration under Sec.6 of the Urban
Land Ceiling Act, which declarstion as seen from Ex.A.10
1s dated 16-3-1979. So Exs...7 and A.10 also go to ;how

"that the said Chotalal Shivram Vyes had been exercising

g '.mr - ‘fw;—JTﬁ
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the rights of ownership on Lhe said property and
had been in possession of the same till his death:
It is not in dispute that the applicants had suocceed—

ed to the property of the said Chotalal Shivram Vyas

i q

Uyas being the legal representatives and naturally

they became antitled to the applicéfionrschedu;e

property and they have got title to the same. As the - o
respogdents ha;e not put up any title to fhe old

Sy.No. 4O of Begumpat vlillage and in view of the evidence

fu which we have already made a reference, we arg

satisfied that the applicants are the owners of old

Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village which corresponds to T.S.

No.1l0 of Begumpet village.

20, As already pointed out, C.W.1 was appointed as
Commissiungb by this Quurt to identify the application
schedule property. He was also di;ected ﬁ& this Court
while locating the application schedulg-property that he
should take into consideration the village map and also
ﬁhe correlated sketeh prepared at the time of Tawn.Survey.

He was also given lilerty to use the tippons, record of
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measurements, etc., available at the time of executing the
warrant. Ex.C.2 is his report. Ex.C:3 is fhe plan appended
to ﬁx.sz. Objéctions are filed by the applicants to the
report of the Commissioner Ex.C.2 which i3 Ex.C.4. Ex.C.5
is the obJections filed by respondents No.2 and 3 filed to

the report of the Commissioner. C.W.l when he was in the

witness box was not cross-examlned by the counsel for the

- respondents. C.W.l was cyross-—examinediat 1ength by the

counsel for the applicants. The. Commissicner in his evidence
as well as in thé sketch has statec that cld Sy.No.39 of
Begumpet billage corresponds not only to T.S.Nos.13, 14,

15, 60 and 63 of Town Survéy numbers of Pegumpet village

but élso coresponds to T.S5.No.1lD part, T.5.No.l2 part and
T.S.NP.GE paré, of Beguhpat viliage. S0 on the basis of the
evidence of €.W.1l and on the bésis of the sketch ﬁx.c.j it

is strongly contended by M. Balagopal learned counsel for
the respondents No.2 and 3 tnat thz entire old S;.No.ho of

Begumpet village is not corrslated in full to T.S.No.l1lQ af

Begumpet village at the time of Town Survey and so the

“applicants having title to T.S.No.lO of 3egumpet village

— —_—

€ i
after excluding the road portion cf Nortn side cannot be

T - (E‘-L,__('i



accepted. To answer the contention'of the learned
counsel for respondents No.2 and 3 Mr, Balagopal,

we havé again to refer to the evidence of C.W.3

(who is also examined as P.W.})."As already polnted
out, C.W.3 had produced the origihals of Exs.C,11,

012, c.i3,:cw1n, C.15, C.16 and C.17.  Ex.C.17 is
"one of the most imp;rtant documents aﬁ it happens to

be the correlated sketch with reggrd to old éy.Nos;hO
and 41 of Begumpet village that are correlated to new
survey numbers. As already poihted out, Ex.C.17 sﬁows
that old Sy.No.4l of Begumpet village is correlated to
T.S.NDS.S, 6, 7, 8 and 9 ;r Begumpet' village. (old
Sy.No.4l admittedly beldngs'to the respondénts);;ﬂd’—
Ex.C.17 also Shows that old Sy.&o:ho of Begumpet village
is correlated to T.5.No.10. Ex.C.17 would further show
that old Sy.Ho.39 is correlated to new Sy.Nos.13, 14, 15,
16, 26, 33, 60, 62 and 63. We have carefully gone thrﬁugh
the original of Ex,C.17 while hearing the arguments in
this éase. The superimposition of oid Sy.Nos.hQ and 41

and 39 in Ex.C.17 perfectly tallics with the new ann

Survey number's referred to above, T.S.No;ll'as could be

e’
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seen from Ex.C.,11 (Ex.X-5) is a road ani no partlof old
Sy«No.40 had becn correlated as szen from Ex.C.11 (Ex.X-5)

to the road léading from Bepumpet to nirmport;' As already poin-—
ted out, Exs.X-5 and X~6 also show that old Sy.No.40 only 1%
correlated to new Town Survey‘Nn-iO. Tewn Survey had been
completed in the year 1964 znd wicdenirg of the road from
50.feet to 100 feet or whatever mizht be the widening had
taken place only after theTown Survey. 3o even'part of the
old Sy.No.40 héd gone ;n widening'of the road as seen from thé
evidence of C.W.2, the sahe could not fiad place in Town
Survey due to the fact that Town Survey had been completed
prior to widening of the said road leading from Begumpet to
Air-port thch as already pointed out is North of old Sy.No.40
corresponding to T.S.No.1l0 of Eegumpet village. 01d S;.No.ho
.and T.S,No.10 as seen f;om the sketech ix.X-5 are identiéal.
jThe extents as per the o0ld survey and as per the new survey

as mentioned in the Town survey ars also identical. So the
evidence of C.V.l that part of T.5.No.10 of Begumpet village
as having been correlated to nld Sy.No.39 of Begumpet village

cannot be accepted. C.W,1 in his evidence has stated to a

: Lzen~afl
specific question put by tne counsel for the applicant that
r:

e g --u——r”
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"on the basis of the superimposed map I could
Fooaanet ascertain that all the five survey
pumbers namely Sy.Nos.13, 14, 15, 60 and 63

and part of T.‘lS‘.i{\‘IO.lO, part of T.S.No.12 and
ﬁart oflT.S.No.Sz had been correlated to old
Sy.No.39 of Begumpet'village." From Ex.C.17

the superimﬁosed plan that is filed in this cogrt‘
and from Exs.XmS_and-X—éjthe evidence of this
witness (C.W.l) is falsified to the extent that
part Qf T,8:No.10 also had been correlated to.old
8y.lo.39 of Begumpet village. Af the risk'of.
repetétion, we may again say from Ex.C.17 and

Exs.X~5 and X-6 it is clear that no part of old

Sy.No.4O is correlated to old Sy.No.39 at the time

—

of Town Survey. Eé;ideeathﬁs,ige Town Surgey Rgcords
and Town Survey Flans referréd to above are ﬁrepared i
under the orders of the State Government. ‘The entries
and contents therein have got to be giQEn,high
evidentiary value. Lven though c.W.1 (Commissioner)
haos stated in his evidence as already referred to

tnat in the sketch Ex.C.3prepared by him (Commissloner)

that part of T.S.Mo.10 of Begumpet village is correlated
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to Town Survey numbers that corresponds to the old
Sy.No.39, the same cannot be accepted; Obviously in
the matter of corélation of old Sy.No.40 and 014 Sy.No.39
to the new Town Survey numoers, C.W.1 had gone wroné.
So we are not prepared toaccept that any part of T.s.
No.10 had been correlated %o the new Tcwn Sufvey numbers
that corresponds to old Sy.No.39, Thus the new Town Survey
also establishes that the applicants are the owners of
T.S.No;lb of Begumpet village which is old Sy.No.&O ol
Begumpet village. C.W.1 in his ¢ross—examination at page 5
stated that new Town Survey has been nctified; that tge
same has not been implemented. On the basis of the
statement made by C.Y.1l in the cr055wexaminatioﬁ that
Toﬁn Survey had not been implemented, it is argued by
Mr. Balgopal the learned counsel for the resbopdents
No.2 and 3 that no reliance can be placed on the Town
Survey and that no relief can. be géunted to the -applicants
on the basis of the Town Survay. Ex.C.10 is the copy of
the Gazette notification dated F1l=12-1596 thut is filed
in this case. Ex.€.10 shows that for Begumpet village
Block -

for Ward\.MD.9ﬂ{ﬁ to G notice is given under Sec.l3 of

- s
the A.P.Survey and Bound}ries Mt of 1923 that the detniled

¥_], . T (/9
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Town Survay of Begumpet village and of other

villages mentioned in.Ex.CJlO is completed and

“unless tha survey notified in Ex.C.10 ' is modifiéd

by 9 decree of a Civil Court under the provision

of Sec.l4 of the above said Act i.e,, A.P.Survey

aﬁd'Bounuaries Acﬁ of 1923%, the records of the Survey

shall be’cunclusLV@ proof that the buundﬁrles deter-

m@ped and recorded fnerein have bgen correctly

determined and recorded. Ve see absolutely nd-truth

-1n the evidence cf C.W"il when he had stated.that'fhe-

Town Sufvey had not been given effect to in view of

Ex.C.10 Gazette b B Genuineness of Ex.C.10

is not at all in doubt. The'cnrrectness.of the contents

therein (Ex.C.LO) with regard to completion of surveé of
' Block _

Begumpet village with regard to Ward _No.gﬁlﬁ tp G and

%he'implementation of the survey is not ét all in doubt.

Admlttedly, the respondents Inve never raised their little

finger and obJjected to the said Town Survey. #As a matter

of fact no such objections can be thore on the part of

the respondents with repgard to Pown Survey as no part of



old Sy.No.41 had been corralated to Town Survey Nb.ld
belonging to the applicants. So we see no meaning on the
part of the.respondunts in conteqdirg e nd rhising a hue and
cry that Town survey had not been notified and that the Town
fwen Survey is not implenented. Ye are satisfied that
there has been Town Survey of Bepumpet village including
" for the ‘old Sy.Hos.40, 41 and 39 of Bepumpet village and
the said survey had been duly notified. The fact tha£ any
mistalke c1‘eepi-ng in theTown Suarvey in view of the facts
and circumstances of the case,cannot be accepted. Thus
thie material &ineaa; referred Lo not only establishes that
the applicants herein Hkre owners of old Sy,No,hO of
Begumpet villape but in the Town Survey also old Sy.No.40

. ""u‘l\lf
alone had been correlated to T.5.Mo.13 that the applicants

A

are the owners of T.S.MNo.10. As already pointed out,

no part of old Sy.No.4l of Begumjet village which belongs

to the respondents is clained by the applicants herein.

Kl

21. Evidence is let in to show thet Sy.No.LO belonged
to Chikoti family. Exs.B.19 to 5.26 are also marked to
show that the application schedule property belonpgs to
Chikoti family. Chikoti rawily eople are nol parties

g S
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to this L.G.C., before this Court. As a matter
of fact, at pages 5 and 6 of his evidence R.W.2
rd
has spcoken that the Sy.No.40 and some other survey

_—

numbers belong to Chikoti family apd-heohas~abeo

‘ . e
referred. to-in-his-evidence., In the absence of any
of the members of the Chikoti familylas parties before
us tn <his [.G.C., 1t will not be fair to decide elther
£his‘wuy or that way about the alleged title of thé
0ld Sy.No.h0 of Begumpet village with reference tg the
said members of the Chlkoti fami}y. So we aég not
prepared to go intoe the contention thaf old Sy.No.40 of

Bepgumpet village which corresponds to new T.S;No.lo of

Begumpet village, belongs to Chikoti family.

L]

22, So as seen the rival title set up by the respon-—
dents with regard ﬁo the application schedule property 
cannot be accepted. But as already pointed out, the plea
of respondents Ho.l to 4 1s that the respondents have
perfected title to the application schiedule property by
ndverse possession. So it will bé pertinent to dcéide

whethar the regpondents herein have perfected title to the

mppliéation schedule property by adverse possgssion.



Already we have held tuat the applicents are uwnérs of

the property of old SymND.QO of_Begumpet village which
corre;ponds to T.S.No.1l0 of Begumpet village. The burden
is heavily cast on the respondents tc show that they have
perfected title to the application schedule moperty by
adverse possession. Thile.G.C., -5 filed on 10-7-1995.

So it 1s necessary for the respondents to show that they
had bgen in possession of the applicestion schedule property
in uniterrupted possession for a' period of 12 years prior
to 10*7*1995 to the knowledge of the applicants a#d ﬁﬁ_—_
their predecessor—in—titlef We mayv efer to_ﬁm;ﬁxx the
snle deedlﬂxuhmz whereln there is a nention of compound

wall to the schedule property. The property mentioned in

Ex.A.2 sale deed has reference to the application schedule

. QLA . I
property and not to other property. The decree in 0.S.

™
No.%6 of 1975 Ex.A.9 on the file of the 4th Addl.Judge,
City Civil Court, Hyderebad and judgement Ex.A.8 have
also reference tq the application schedule property
herein! which is proved to be old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet

villapge corresponding to T.35.0110.10 ¢i' Begumpet village.

Exs.A.2, A.8, A9 and A.10 establist as already pointed

el

—_— ¢ o r’
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out that the applicants have title to the

application schedule property. The presumption

under Sec.l11l0 of the Evidence Act is, thé£ pbssé-
ssion follows title. So as the applicétion schedule
land wasg édudftedly a vacant piece of lénd, the
preshmption is that the applicants were in posse.?,s..;-~
ion of tne application schedule property. So as
already pointed out, it is up to the respondents to
show that %hey were In continuous uninterrupted posse-
ssion of the application schedule property prior fo
10-7-1995 continuously for a period of 12 years ‘to _
thg knowledge of the applicants. We may refer to
Ex.B.l which is registratlon extruét of sale deed dated
9-7-1973 executed by one S. Maisaiah and others in
favour of the first respondent conveying 411 sq.mtrs., y
of land of Begumpet village. In Ex.B.2 plan appended to

_Ex.ﬁ.l Lhe yroperty sold under bkx.B.1 is-mentiongd‘as

Sy.No.4l. The property thus soid under Ex.h.% is-n;t

" old Sy.No!hO of Bepumpet villapge but is Sy.ho.hl of .

Begumget village for which the applicants are not claiming



- 37 -

any title. So Exs.D.1 and 5.2 nasolutely are Df no hélp

“to establish the possession of the Pespordénts with regard

to 0ld Sy.Ne.40 or Begumpet village which coﬁnesponds to
T;S.No.lG. Ex.B.3 is the xemx copy cf the aggeement dated
7m3-1981 executed by M.B.S. Purushotnam the first respondent
égzhﬁgaaﬁééuuyiﬁgﬁ'Municipal Corporation of Hyderabad,
agreeing not to claim any compensation if the constructed
portion is demolished for rozd widenigg‘ The learned counsel
M Balngopal.appearing for respondents No.2 and 3 very
fairiy conce~ded that the widening of tle road haﬁ been in
Sy;No.hl also, In BEx.B.3% the reference iz to Sy.No.41 of
Begumpet vi}lagel Ex.B.4 15 the plan shosing permission
dated 2&*j~1981 obtained by first resg ondent for cons?ruétion
of the compound wali for his plot in Sy.Nc.4l of‘Begumpet

village. Ex.B.4 is appended +to Ex.B.3. As seen there was

already a compound wall for the application schedule property
==Y S.eq.-.g - :

from the sale deed Ex.A,2 dated 12--12-1964, So there can not

n : ’
be any question of éonétructing a compcund wall by the first
respondent for the application schedule property (Sy.No.4Q)

and obtaining permission fcr the same from the Funicipal

Corporation of Hyderabad. Ex.B.5 15 Lhe xerox copy of the

R il i’\av‘—z//



letter dated 16-9-1981 addressedlto the first
respondent by the Special Officer, lMunicipal
Corporation ﬁflﬂyderab;d (Ml ) seeking
co-operation of the first respondent for demoli-
tion of the compound wall for Widening of the road.
Ex.B.G is the plan that had.been prepaﬁed.by the
Municipal Corperation of Hyderabad for widening of
the road. Ex.B.b h;;:%%é;;ficance as road had been
widened in Sy.ND.QO also. As could be seen from’

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

of Begumpet village.

23. Ex.B.T is fhe receipt dated 20-5-1982 'issued to
H.W;l by the Municipal Corporat}on of Hyderabad dgmanding
property tax for the period from l-lO—léBl té 31-5-1982.

In Bx.L.7 also the survey number mentioned ig‘hl and not
4O. Ex.BE.8 is the receipt dated 2075—1982.5h0w1ng the pay-—
ment of property tax by the first respoédent for Sy.No.,4l
of Begumpet village. This receipt also does not show that
any ta# nad heen paid by the first respondent for 0ld

Sy.lo.40 of Begumpet village.



24, R.W.1 had applied to the Govérnment fdr relaxa-—
~tion of tﬁe Zonal Regﬁlatioh fer the':om;truction of the
complex. Ag per the G.0.Ms.No.372 M.A., dated 19~;_1982
relaxatlion was given tc E.W.1l rermlting him to construct
a shopping complex in Sy.No.4l of Bégumpet village. In
Ex.B.9 also there is nc reference to cld Sy.No.40 of
Degumpet village but there is referenze to Sy.No.4l of
Begumpet village. Thus Ex.B.9 also dses got go to show
- that the first respondent nad been exercising right of

ownership over old Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village to the

knowledge of the applilcants,

25, R.W.1 in his evidence has stéted that he had
handed ove; the application schedule property in theA
'year 1981° to Mrs. ManJjula Kakadia for Qevelopmeqt of the
épplication schedule property and thst in thé'year 1981
itself Mrs. -Manjula Kakadia started construction of the
complex and-completed the ground—=fleor of the same in
the year 1983 and the sald shopping complex stands in
the application sb& schedule property. Thus as could be

seen for the first tims R.W.1l admitted in his evidence

— i ._—4-¢;1
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before this Court that the said shopping
complex being in existence in the application
schedule property admittedly in old Sy.Nd.hO of
. .
Begumpet village corresponding to T.S5.No.1l0O of
Begumpm:t wvillage. R.M .1 bhas con%inued in his
evidence and stated thut he had applied to the
Government for constructioq of 2nd floor on thé
ground~floor on the said shopping complex and that
in the year 1986 the Government of Andhra Prudesh
as pelr its proceedings Ex.B.10 dated 21-5-1986
refused permission for the construction of the 2nd
floor and‘that he had filed W.P.No.16663.qf 1986 in
the Hon'ble High Court of ‘A.P., to quafh.the.proceed—
ings Ex.B.10 and to direct the Government of A.P.; to
grant permission for constructidn of the first aﬁd B
second floors on the ground-floor of the sald shopping
complex. The Hon'ble High Court allowed the W.P.
No.1666% of 1986 as per its orders dated 23-3-1990

and Ex,B,1l is the copy of the orders of the Hon'ble,

—

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

the Government of A.DP., issued Ex.B.12 G.0.(Rt.)No.905

T

"4
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M.A., dated 16-7-1991 givipg relaxaticn of the éirst

and secondAfloors on the existing grOQnd—floor shops.
R.W.1 further adds in ris evidence that he is in posse—
ssiognof the application schedule land eversince Ex.B.1
and he continued thereon till 1994 whan he sold the same to ¥
the other respondents. He added in his evideﬁce that he
is in possession of the application schedule land by
whatever survey numbef it is krown wha2ther 40 or 41.

As already pointed out, the main guestion tmt comeshup
for consideration in this L.G.C., 1s, from which date
onwards the first respcndent started to exercise the
. right of ownership over the application schedule. property 7
For‘this we get an answer from the esvidence éf R.W.2 at
page 3 in exém;nation_in"chief of his depogiéiOn.

"In the year 1982, R-1 (Purushotham) gave an agreement
for developing the ground-floor tc ore Manjula Kakadia,

. L i e

.wWho 1is my aunt. As my aunt, Manjula Kakadia cauld-not
could not complete the ground-floor, the same was gilven
to my father, Satigh Modi. ExueB.17 dated i—hflgaﬁ is

the agreement in between I-1 (Purushatham) and my father

Satish Modi for completing the construction of the

o
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ngund-rlonr. By tthe year 1986 the groundmfloor

in the saild vacant sitelcovgred by £x,B.1 sale

deed was completed. In the year 1986 aiter the
completion of the g;nund floor there' was house-—
warming ceremony, Ex.B.iB is the printed invita-
tion card by Misses M. Kameswara Devi and Mr, Puru-
shotham (R-1) extending invitation for the said house—
wa;ming ceremoney at 8-30 a;m., on Ugadi, Thursday
£he 10th April, 1986. At present, on the ground-—
floor, there are two more rloors: By the time I
purchased the said buillding, under registered sale
deed dated 24-7-1393 from the frirst respondent
(Pﬁruthmtham)‘the 2nd floor was slmost at £he stage
of completion.” In the cross~examination'at page 7
of his deposition, R.W.2 has stated that his predece-
550r's wére never in possession of Sy.No.40 of.Begumﬁet
‘village and that.prinr to Ex.B.lB sale deed dated
2L4-7-1993 that his father, Satish Modi developed the
applicaticn Echedule property and <that- his father
Satish Modl had been engaged by the first respondeﬁt
for devepopmént of the applicatidn achedule property
and that his father vas engaged 1n the year 1985 for_

development of the property under Ex.B.17. R.W.2
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admitted that it is recited in Ex.B.17 which is clause (75
that Ex.B.17 becomes op&rntive with =i fect frbm 1-4-1986.

So Ex.B.17 4is the crucial docwment to determine the question
of adverse possession, as it gives clue when exactly the
construction in the application schedule property was started.
Th#d agreement Ex.B.l7 as already pointed out, is dated
1-4-1985. We extract the relevant portion clause_(b) in

Ex.B.i? which reads as hereundsr i-

"b) Being desirous ol' putting up cons truc-—
tion on a portion of the said property
viz., on a portion admeasuring approx.
411 sq.metres described Ln.the schedule

: hereunder written ard shown on.fhe plan
hereto annexed thereon s;rrouhded by red
colour boundary lines (hzreinaiter
referred to as 'the said prmpertyﬂ)the
.Owners agreed with the Develecper fo allnw_
the Developer to dszvelop the said
property and to carry out work of con-
struction thereon on terms and condi-
tion mutually agreed upcn by and between
the parties hereto which are hareby

.reduced to writing and recorded.n

— —r

There is no mention absolute in Ex.B.17 as. any
constructions having been in existence in the appli-

cation schedule property prior to 1-4-1985, ThHere

I e
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is also nc mention in Ex.B.17 that Mrs. Manjula
Kakadiz had made any constructions prior to .
Ex.B.l?. So the constructions ié thie applica—
tion schedule property called as "Modi Buildings"
should have mommehced only after 1—4—1985.. So.
tlie adverse possession with regard to the applicé—
_tion schedule proferby should have commenced in
this case after 1-4-1985. §o but for the appli-
cants flling this L.G.C., in the year 1995 the
respondents would haﬁe completed title to the
applization schedule pfoperty some where in the
year 1937. So as this L.G.C,, is filed within a
pericd of 12 years from the daée the adverse posse;
gsion had commenced, 1t is -not open.ror thelrespon“
dents to contend that they hévé per;ected title to
thée applicaticn schedule property by adverse posse-
ssion. Thus Ex.B.17 in this case cuts at the root
of the respoqdent&' case with regard the plea raiged

py them with regard to adverse possession. Thus

the raspondents having perfected title to the appli-

cation scnedule property by adverse possession cannot
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at all be 'a{cqepted by any stretch of imagination. The
other documents filed in this czse are not af all material
in deéermining the question of adverse possession. From
the above dmscussion our Ilndlngunn‘imﬁﬁe No.l is that

the applicants have title to the application séhedule
proper#y which is old Sy.No.40 corresponding to T.S.No.lO.
of Begumpet village and our finding on issﬁe No.2 'is that
thg rival titlelset up by the respondents with regard to
the application schedule property is not true and hence
issues one and two are decided. in favour of, the applicantsr

and as against the respondents.

26. ISSUE NO.3 :~ VWe had decided on issues No.l and
2 that the respondents do not have title to the application
schedule property and that they have not perrectéd title

.to the application schedule property py adverse possession.

27 . It is contended by the learned counsel for the
respondents that the respondents Nc.2 and 3 dare bonafide
purchasers of the application schedule property from first

respondent under Bx.B.29 sale deed doted 24-7-1993 and they

being bonafide purchasers that respordents No.2 and 3 cannot
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be described as land grabbers. In view of the
‘contention raised‘by Mr. Balagopal the learned
counsz2l for respondents No.2 and 3lwe may refer

to thz decisions of the Hon'ble High Court of
Andhra Pradesh K. NARSING AND OTHERS v. SEECIAL
COURT UNDER A.P.LAND GRABBING (PROHIBITION) ACT,

reported in 1996(2) Andhra legal Decislons, page

717 waleh reads as follows y

"1l0. The last contention of'Sri Pratap Reddy,
learned senior counsel for the petitioners, is

that in any event this is not a case of land
arabblng 'since the petitioners bonafide believed
that they had good title for the schedule land and
the menserea . that is required for estsb lishing the
offence of 'land grabbing' could not be attributed
te them. We are afraid thét this contention is

devoid of substance.

1ls Section 2(e) of the Act definesr'land
gfabbing‘ whiich means.
'every activity of grabbing of any land by
a perscn without any lawful entitlement and
with a wvliew to i1llegally taking possession
of such lands ..... or to construct unautho-

rised constructions thereon ..., !
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and that the term to 'grablend' shall be construad

accordingly. Section 10 of the Acl also is relevant

in this context, which is extracted i1s follows

;"Sectioq 10 Burden of Froof :-— Wherein any
proceedings under this Ar.;t=| a land is allged
to have been grabbed, and such land is Prima.
facie proved to be tne land owned by the
Government or byiprivate person the Spec’:ial,1
Couft or as the case may be, Lhe Special
Tribunal shall presume that the person who is
alleged to have grabbed the land is a laud;
grabbér and the burden of prowving that!the
lénd has not been grabted by him shall be on

such person.'!

'From a perusal of the above provisions it is clear

that the offence of 'land grabbing' :is cbmplete, ir,
in a consideration of evidence on record it is found
that the person who approached the Tribunal is
'prima facie? proved to be the land owner and. 4hatl
fhe offender is found to be in possession of such

land. The Tribunal shall presume <that such person

is a 'land~grabber'. Immediately the burden of

proving that he has not grabbed the land and that
he is.thé owner of the said land, shifts to such a
person. The offence of land grabbing consists in
occupying a land by a perscn without any lawful
entitlement. 1In this case the }espondeﬁts were
found to be prima Tacie the tr@e owners of the land
in question. The preéumption qnder law 1s that tue
petlitioners are the land-grablbers. The burden will

be discharged by the. petitioners only if they
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establish that they.are the real

owners of the propérty.“

The observations in the above Judgement gpply
“on all fours to the facts of the case anﬂ the
|
Judgment is a complete reply to the cont%ntion

of Mr. Balagopal counsel ror respondents Noi2 and I

'}( This is g &lear case where the Fespohdents had
grabbed the lané belonging to the applica;ts znd
had éonstructéd a bullding calle; "Nodi Build;pg".
Heﬁge this issue 1s decided in favour of the appli-
cants and against the resrmndents by Flv1ng £
finding thut the respondents are . land-grabbers
within tﬁé meaning of Section 2(d) and 2(ej‘mf the
‘Andhra Pradesh Lénd Grabbing (Prohibitign) 2ot XIT

of 1982,

i

28. ISSUE NO.4 :~  ps already pointed out, +his

L.GiC., 1s filed for possession of an extent of 605 square

i ¢ | ;
vards equivalent to five guntas in old Sy.Np.hO correspond-—-

ing to T.s5.No.10 or hegumpet village,- Balanagar Mandal,

s
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Ranga Reddy Distric:. The applicants seem to lave clained

in this applicetion. the land in the said old Sy.No.4O of
Begumpet village that has been acquired by the Municipal
Corporation of Hyderabad for widening of the road on Northern
side of Sy.No.40 thzt leads Secunder@bad to éegumpet Alr-port.
The lea}néd counsel for the applicants héd summoned C.W.2 one
D. Kishore Kumar who isg working és Section Officer, Town
Planning Section, Municipal Corporation of Hyderabad,
Secgnderabad-Division, to speak Lefore this Cougt éhe

correct extent thst nad been acguired by the Municipal
Corporation of Hyderabad in Sy.No.40 of Begumpet village

for widening of the road. C.W.2 after referring to the .
concerneé file maintained in his office stated that Ex.B.28
plan shm;vs the widening of the rcad in the application
schedule property, in an extent of 303.33 gq.&ards and that
is the affected ares in the application schedule moperty

for widening of the rocd as per Ex.B.28 and that the balance
of the extent afte} videning of the road in ‘the application
schedule mroperty is 285.3%% 5Q.yarcs. In the cross-examina-—
ﬁipn it is suggested to this ® witress by the cognsel for

" the applicant Mr. G. Mothew that after the widening of the

oy v B
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road in the application schedule land, that

the balance of the land lelt over is 347 sq.yards.
ﬁﬁt C.W.2 had denied and has stated in his evidence
that the records that are produced would show

285 sq.yards as the baiaqce of land in o0ld Sy.No.40.
So in the circumstances of the case we are of the
opinion that a decree in favour of the applicants
directing ‘the respcndents to deliver posseésion of
the entire extent of land ln old Sy.No.hLQ correspon-
ding to. T.S.Nc.1l0 of Begumpet village with reference
to Ex.X-6 plan (abter excluding the public road on
the northern side) would meet the ends of Jjustice

and protect the interast of both the sides.

29. Even though the prayer of the applicants is

to pay compensation‘at the rate of Rs.50,000/- per month
from fhé(late tHe respondents had grabbed the apﬁlic#tion

schedule property, no evidence has. been 1ét in by the

applibngts to show on what ﬁaﬂis the s&id compensation

should be gﬁanted in favour of the applicants and as

against the respondents. The Hon'ble High Court of
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Andhra Pradesh in 1996(2) A.L.D., page 896, GUDLA BALA-
KRISHNA REDDY wv. SPECIAL COURT UNDER. A.P.LAND CGRABBING

(PROHIBITION) ACT AND ANCTHER, had held as follows :-—

" Secticn 3(7) mak2s it clear that the

compensaticn tn terms of money for wrongful
pessession of the land grabbed shall not be

less than the amount -Qquivalent to the market
value of the land graobed as on. the date of
“the ordor and the proflts accrued from the land
payable by the land pgrebber to the ownor.

Thus, the provision authorises the Special Court
to fix the compenszation which shall not be less
than the market value ani alsoc the ;Qr‘oi‘itsl

accrued from the land as on the date of .the
Order ..veveeaesa?
S50 in view of the fants and circumstances of.the case,
we have not fixed compensation four grabbing the appli-
cation schedule land by the respondénts. But it will
be fit énd pfopgr to permit the apﬁlicants to file a
separate applicotion for determination of tie mesne
pforits payable to ftne applicants byrrespondents No.1l to
3 under the provisions of Order X%, Rule 12 C.R.C., from
the date or' this L.G.C,, ti11l the date of dellvery of

possession of the application schedule property to the

épplicants.



30. In the result, a decree and Judgement

is passed in favour of thé applicants and as
against the respondents Mo.l to 4 to deliver
vacaﬁt possession of the prcpertyqin old SQ.NO.AO
of Begumpet vilIage corresponding to T.S5.No.1l0 of
Begumpét viilage of Balanagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy
District with the Municipal numbers and boundaries
ménthned in the schedule to this opplieatlion whnt-
ever extent, is available in the old Sy.No.40 of
Begumpet villape corresponding to T.S.No.l0 of
Begumpet village after excluding on the Northern
si&e the road portion, within one month from the
date of this Judgezment; faililng which, thé appli-
cants will bz at liberty to move this Courf for

possession of the same topelbher with all the construc-—

‘tions thereon. The nesne profits payable by the

‘respondents to the applicants I'rom the date of the

L.G.C.; up to the date of dalivery of possession of
the property are liable to be determined on a separate

application filed under Order X{, Rule 12, C.P.C.



In the circumstances of the case no prosecution.of
respondents No.l to L'is ordered under the provisions
of the Andhra Pradest Land Grabbing (Pronibitionj Act
X1I of 1982. Respondents No.1l to 4 Shail pay the costé
of this L.G.C:, to the applicants No.l to &.. Append a
copy of Ex.X—S(Flan)to the decree and judgement fo%
identifying T.S.No.1l0 of Begumpen'village (correspond-
ing to old Sy.No.LD of Begumpet viliagé) at the time of
execution of the decrse 3ndljudgement ig this L.G.C.
The application is allowad accordingly.

: P .d’*'Q:ﬂ”"JPMNQJLNTifT}1*]ﬁ ?
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I JUDICIAL MEMEER EVENUE MEMBER

DATE: FRIDAY, the 19th day of December, 1997.

APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE:

Witnesses examined for Applicants :—

M/F’.\-'J.l : Subhash K. Mehte , son of K.V.Mehta

J/ (Applicant No.3),
P.W.2 : V. Ashok Kunsr, son of Prem Kumar, M.R.O.,

Balanagar.

J/b.w.3 : 'B. Srinivas son of Hagabhushanarao,
Inspectur of Survey, Office of the Asst.Dircctor,
S.Le.R., Ranga leddy Dis trict.
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marked for Applicants :-

‘%X.A.l

.
-

y&f.a.z :

(/é;.A.E

\AX.AJ&
'\(ﬁ(.A-B

3 ;
4C/Ex.A.6 .

SEx A7
\/-};.fo.B

s

.

s

/QAX.A.J.O:
‘/Ex.A.ll:

“

Ex.A.12:

Notarised G.F.A., dated 27-6-95 executed
by Applieants Mo,l, 2 and 4 appointing P.W.1l
as their agent to act on their behalf.

Certified copy of sale deed dated 12-12-1964 /7
executed by A.lt. Muralidhar in favour of

Chotalnl Shiveam Vyas conveylng Sy.No.4O

of Begumpet village.

Certified copy of sale deed dated 27-5-61
executad by Syed Mohammed Azam in favour "v/
of A. Muralidhar conveylng Ac.0-05 guntas

and Ac.1-35 guntas in SY.No.40 and

Sy.No.37 of Begumpet village.

Registered plan enclosed to Ex.A.3

“dated 30-4-62.

Death Certificate dated 18-11-83 issued kx
in the name of Chotalal by the office of
the Registrar, Births and Deaths, Rajkot
Municipal Corporation, in Gujrathi language.

English translation of Ex.A.5.

Specisl netice of IToperty Tax dated 15-5-72
issued to Chotalal Shivram Vyas demanding
property tax for the half year commencing
from lst April 1972.

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

of -the 4th fddl.Judge, Clty Civil Court,
Hyderabhad.

Certiried copy of decree passed in pursuance
of judgment in D.%.No.36 of 1975 on the file
of the 4th Addl.Judge, City Civil Court,
Hyderabad.

True extract of &.0.Ms,No,212 dated 11-2-81
issued by Govt.of A.P., Hevenue' (UC IT)
Department, granting exemptipn U/s 20(1)(a)
and 20(1)(b) of U.uL.C.Act,

True extract of panani for the year 1993-94
in respect of Sy.No.40 of Begumpet vildage,
Balangar Manda, Ranga Reddy District.

Order dated 11-4-8& passed in C.C.C.A.No.61 of
1981 cn.the file of the High Court of A.P.,
filed by Chotalal Shivram Vyas over the Judge-
ment 1n 0.5.MNo.%6 of 1975.on the file of the
4th Addl.Judge, City Civil Court, Hyderabad.
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(v/gx.A.lj ¢ Certified copy of judgement dated 24-2-94
proncunced in C.C.C,A.N0,169 of 1980 on
the file of the High Court of A.P.

r/ Ex.A.d4 Encumbrance certificate dated 26-8-95 obtained
2y ghoguéal Skhivram Vyas for the perilod 12-12<-64
o 27-b-83C,

S
E
e~

: Encumbrance certificate dated 26-8-95 obtaired
by Chotalel Shivram Vvas for the period
28-6~80 to GHl-3-62,

s Ex.A.16 : Encumbrance ﬁprtificate dated 28-8-95 obtained
by Chotalal *hivram Vvas for the period
- 1-4-82 to 2%-8-9%,

\4/13_.}\:.!\.17- : Paper publication dated 11-1-95 got issued by
one Anil Fupanl regardxng application schedule
land in Deccan Chronicle News paper.

{//f;.ﬂ.ls : Paper publication dated 20-1-95 got issued @b
in Deccan Chronicle news paper.

qu/ﬁx.A.l9 : Paper publication dated 26-1-95 got issued by
. the applicants in Deccan Chronicle news paper
i asserting thelr right over. the appllcation
schedule property.

\d/é;.A.ZO: Office copy of legal notice dated 24-1-95 got
issued by applicants tc respondents.

g;/gx.A.El : Reply noticeé dated 2-3-95 got issued by
espendenus No.2 and 3 to Ex.A.20.

L//EX-A.EZ ¢ Survey plan of land bearing Sy.No.40 of
Begumpet village.

Witnesses examined for Respondents :-—

<"‘/R.w.l : M.U.S. Purushotam son of Subbarayudu,
(Hespondent No.l)

‘(/R.W.E : Sourabh Modi son of Satish Modi,
(Respondent Mo.3).

Exhibits marked for Hespondents :-—

fﬁ//Ex.B.l :+ Repistration extract of the sale deed
dated 9=7-73 executed by S.Maisalah and
3 others in favour of respondent No.l
conveying Sy.lo.4)l of Begumpet village.



'ﬂ?/g;.s;a
L/Ex.B.3
s
gL
[\/é.ﬁ.s
Eheiin

.
.

.

J/(;x.B.B s

v/é;.B.9 T

~¢7/;m.3.1o:

<//;x.ﬁ.ll:
T//Ex.ﬁ.laz

Plan attached to Ex.B.l.

Xerox copy of agreement dated 9-3-81

executed by M/s Purushotham in favour ;
of Addl.Commissioner, M.C.H., Secunderabad
Division, agreeing %a not to claim compen—

- sation if the constructed portion affected

by road widening.

Permission dated 24-3-81 oblaired by
respondent MNo.l [orr cons truction of a

compound wall in Sy.MNo.4l of Begumpet
villagze. )

Xerox copy of letter dated 16-9-81 addressed
to‘reapondent No.l by Spefcial Officer, M.C.H.

Plan showing the aifected portion in red
colour in S.P.Hoad widening of Borumpet
village.

Notice dated 20-%--32 issued to respondent No.l
demanding property tax for 1-10-81 to 31-3-82.

Receipt dated 20-5-B2 showing the payment of
property tax by respondent No.l for Sy No.41
&f Begumpet villaga,

True extract of G.0.Ms.MNo.372 M.A., dated
19~4~82 issued by Govt.of Andhra Pradesh,
Municipal Adminlstratlon Bnd Urban Develop—
ment Deptt,, regarding construction of shops
in Sy.Ho.41l of Begumpet village. .

Memorandum Ho.3774/11/85-2, M.A., dated
21-5-86 issued by Municipal Adminlstration
and Urbzn Development Deptt., rejecting the
application of respondent No.l regarding
relaxation of Zoning Rules,

Xerox copy of order dated 23-3-90 in W.Ds
No.1lE66% of 1986 on the file of the iigh
Court of A.P.Hyd., filed by respondent No.l.

Xerox copy of G,0.RL.N0.905 M.A., dated
16--7-91 issued by Govt.of Andhra Pradesh,
Municlipal Administration and Urban Develop- .
ment Daptt., regarding relaxation of Zoning
Regulation.



Ff/éx.B.lj Registration extract of.tha sale deed

: dated 24-7-93 exacuted by M.B.S.Puru-
shotham and Satish Modi in favour of '
respondent No,2 conveying 160 sq.metres
situated a4t 1-l0-72/2/5, Begumpe t
village,

Registration extract of the deed of
partition executed by and between ¥
Cheeltotl Eliah, Cheekoti Veeramma ang -
Eheekoti Canga:.dh.

4 Ex.B.14

Registration extract of the sale deed g
dated 25-g-g3 executed by Cheekoti Linga-

iah and others in favour of T.Shamantha-
kumar conveying land in By.Nos.30,39 and 40
of' Begumpet village.,

-(;/EX.B.IS

‘ﬁ//;x.B.lS Registration extract of the plan showing the
land in Sy.Nos.30, 39 & 40 of Begumpet village
belonging to Cheekoti Lingaiah and sons. ;

.

(//EX.B.17

&A.B.m

Articles or agreement made at Hyderabad on
1~4-85 between 11.B.5.PAurusio than and Satish
Modi repgarding development of gz portion of
land inSy.MNo.41 o Begumpet village.

Invitation card Ect printed by respondent No.l
on the occasion nr "Gruhapraveshamt (house-~
warming ceremony) ot Begumpet, "

e

Registration extract of the sale deed dated
1-4-61 executed by MHacharla Veerabhadrarao
in favour of satis “handra, Mre. Girijabai,
Mrs. Kusumdevi conveying entire Sy.No.37 and
part ol Sy.No.3& or Begumpet village.

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

(‘NJ'}Ex.B.2O

&/E;iB.Zl Registration eXtract of the sale deed dated 2
. 26-10-60 executed by Datls Anngapurnamma in favour e

of C.Janardhana Reddy conveiing 2210 sg.yards

bearin% Municipal No.2547/4L | Wara No.2, s.Nos.30,

38 to 40 or BEx DBegumpet villa ge. ¥

é¥/§;.5.22: Registration extract of the Plan enclosed to

Ex.B.21,
s ] . .
Q//EX.B.ZB Notice issued Lo respondent No,1 U/s 452 or Hyd.,

Municipnl Corporation by M.C.H., Secunderabad
Division,‘dated L=~10-82,

-
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J:/é;.ﬁ.25

(//%x:B.ZG
\L/ﬁx.n.27

\M/EX.B.ZB

\)é;.B.zg

V/@x.B.so
‘Ax.B.31

' ~/éx.B.32

P

A

Ex.B.33

- 0§ =

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 plbt in Sy.No.4l of
Begumpet village.

Reglstration extract of sale deed dated
c22-5-58 executed by Nawab Azam Jung
Bahedur in Tavour of Macharla Veerabhadra-
rao conveylng 8500 sq.yards in Sy.No.37
and 38 part of Begumpet village.

Registration extract of the plan enclosed
to Ex.Bdi25.

Sanctioned plan dL.29-5-82 oblalned by
resphndent No.l from M C.H., reparding
construction ot bullding in ground floor
in Sy.No.41l of Begumpet village.

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

Registration extract of the sale deed dated
24-~7-9% exezuted hy Respondent No.l and u/
Satish Modi in favour of respondent No.

conveying 195 aq.yarmx metres at {{.No.l- 10—72/2/3/A
of UE?umpbt wixiumpgry Hyderabad,

Extract from thes assessment book of M.C.H.,
Secunderabad Division for the year 1990-31
in respect of H.No,1-10-72/2/3/A of Begumpet.

fxtra 2t from thsz assessment book of M. C'H.,
Secunderabad Division for the year 1990-91
in respect of H.No.1-10-72/2/3% of Begumpet .

Drainage connection permission obtained by
reqpanﬁent No.L from M.C.H.,Secunderabad for
P.No.41l of Begumpat dated 22-5-86.

Receipt No.92 dated 22-5-86 showing the
payment of Rs.u400/-~ to M.C.H., for obtaining
dralnuge Eumm permission,

Witnesses examinad by Court :-

V/C.W.l s+ Sri A, NManga Reddy,
: (Asst.Director, Survey and Land Records,

Ranga Reddy District.



=Jf CWe2 i Sri D. Kishere Fumsr, |
(section Officer, M.C.H.,Town Planning Sectlon).

W3 o Spi B, Srinivas,
(Inspector or durvey, S.L.R., Ranga Reddy Dist.).

Exhibits marked by Cours -

ﬁ///Ex.C.l i Commissioner Warrant dated 26-8-96 issued to
Asst,Director, S.L.R., Ranga Reddy Bist., in
I.A.No.744 of 1996 in L.G.C.No.144 of 1995,

(\//gx.C.Z ¢ Commissioner's report riled by Commissioner
in L.G.C.No,144 of 1935,

J\J/Ex.c.3 : Plan filed by the Comnissioper along with
_ Ex.C.2 report.

<\//Ex.c.ﬁ : Objections filed by the applicants to the
Commissioner's report, :

mfﬁx.C.B : Objections filed by respondents No.2 apd 3
5 to the Commissionei~'s report.
L/gx,c.G : Remarks submittad by the Commissioner,to the
objections filad to [x,C,2 report.
ﬂ‘/E’x.C.'?

<?’gx.c.8

/

True extract of Wasool Baqui in respect of
Sy.No.39 of Jegumpet village.

Tippan which was rebuilt by'CDmmissioner with
the help of Pacca-bhook.
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Copy of Gazette notification dated 31-12-76.

7~ . EX.C.10: Copy of Gazette notificazion dated 31-12-76
4 page No.7. .

& / L - t : 3 3
" Ex.C.1l: Xerox certiried copy of Town Survey Register
(portion) with regard to Sy.Hos. 11, 12, 13,
2 14, 15 and 15 ot Begumpet village..

%;/E;.C,12: Xerox certified copy of Town Survey Reglster
(relevant portion) with regard to Sy .Nos,.17,
18, 19 and 23. ¥

}/Ex.c.lj: Kerox certiried copy of Town Survey Register
(relevant portion) vertaining to Sy.Nos.21, 22,
25, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28/1 and 28/2.
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Yerox certified copy ofTown Survey N
Register (portion) with regard to
Sy.Nos.29, 30, 31, 32 and 33.

U Ex.C.15 : Xerox certified copy of Town Survey
Register (portion) with regard to
Sy.Nos.58, 59 and 60 of Begumpet village.

e

L,/éx.c.l6 Yerox certified copy of Town Survey

. Register (portion) with regard to 3y.
Nos.6l, 62, 63, G4, 65 and 66 of
Begumpet village.

: &/é;.c.17_-

. Xerox certified copy of correlation sketch
with regard to old Sy.Nos.39, 40 ard 41 of
old Begumpet village.

Exhibits marked thrcugh third parties :-—

L)/EX.X“l : Report submitted by HM.R.0., Balangar o -

Mardal in L.G.C.Mo.l44 of 1995.
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sketch showing the open land in Sy.No.4O,
Ward Ho.94, Block-E, Situated at Begumpet,
Hyderabad.

)\\
o
B
e
i
&Y

True extract of ©.5.L.Register in respect
of T.5.No.10,Ward No.94, Block E of
Begumpet village.
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Attested R.0.M., in respect of T.S.No.lO,
Ward No.94, Block E of Begumpet village.

A
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True extract of T.S8.L.Register in respect of
T.5.Hos.1l to 10 of Begumpet village.
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True extract of R.0.F. in respect of
T.9.Ho.1 to 10 eof Bepumpet village. —
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