APHC010072982026
][] IN THE HIGH COURT OF ANDHRA PRADESH
r :. AT AMARAVATI [3328]
[=]

(Special Original Jurisdiction)

TUESDAY,THE TWENTY FIRST DAY OF APRIL
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE GANNAMANENI RAMAKRISHNA
PRASAD

SECOND APPEAL NO: 173/2026

Between:

1.SIDDABATTULA APPA RAO, ST PLAINTIFF) S/O LATE TIRUPATHI,
MALE, AGED ABOUT 59 YEARS, CULTIVATION,R/O KONDAMPETA
VILLAGE, PRESENTLY RESIDING AT VIJAYAWADA, CHUTTUGUNTA,
D.NO.30-24-119/23A, RAVESH CANAL, 9TH LINE, VIJAYAWADA.

2.SIDDABATTULA SURYA RAO,, (2ND PLAINTIFF) S/O LATE
TIRUPATHI, MALE, AGED ABOUT 54 YEARS, CULTIVATION, R/O
KONDAMPETA VILLAGE, PRESENTLY RESIDING AT VIJAYAWADA,
CHUTTUGUNTA, D. NO.30-24-62/12A, RAVESH CANAL, 3 LINE,
VIJAYAWADA.

3.SIDDABATTULA NARAYANA RAO,, (3RD PLAINTIFF) S/O LATE
VENKATA RAO, MALE, AGED ABOUT 50 YEARS, CULTIVATION, R/O
KONDAMPETA VILLAGE, RAJAM MANDAL, AT PRESENT RESIDING
AT YSR CCLONY, D.NO.191 SF, VIJAYAWADA.

4. SIDDABATTULA SURYA RAO,, (4TH PLAINTIFF) S/O LATE
NARASIMHULU, MALE, AGED ABOUT 45 YEARS, CULTIVATION, RIO
KONDAMPETA, RAJAM MANDAL, AT PRESENT RESIDING AT
VUYURU VILLAGE, THREE DONKAS ROAD, D.NO.12-377, VUYURU
MANDAL, KRISHNA DISTRICT.

5.. KALARI RAMULAMMA,, (5TH PLAINTIFF) W/O SATYA RAO,
FEMALE, AGEDA BOUT 60 YEARS, RIO KONDAMPETA, RAJAM
MANDAL, AT PRESENT RESIDING AT VUYURU VILLAGE, THREE
DONKAS ROAD, D.NO.12-387, VUYURU MANDAL, KRISHNA
DISTRICT.

...APPELLANT(S)
AND



1.THE DISTRICT COLLECTOR, (D2) SRIKAKULAM, REPRESENTING
THE STATE OF ANDHRA PRADESH, COLLECTOR OFFICE,
SRIKAKULAM.

2. THALUKA TAHSILDAR, (D3) RAJAM, THALUKA OFFICE, RAJAM,
SRIKAKULAM DISTRICT.

3.THE ASSISTANT ENGINEER D4, HOUSING CORPORATION, RAJAM,
RAJAM MANDAL, SRIKAKULAM DISTRICT

4. KALARI RAMANA, (D1) S/O LATE SEETHARAM, MALE, AGED
ABOUT 40 YEARS, CULTIVATION, R/O KONDAMPETA VILLAGE,
RAMAMANDIRAM VEEDHI, DOOR NO.1-49, RAJAM MANDAL,
SRIKAKULAM DISTRICT.

5.THE COMMISSIONER, (D5) NAGAR PANCHAYAT, RAJAM,
SRIKAKULAM DISTRICT.

...RESPONDENT(S):
Counsel for the Appellant(S):
1.CHALASANI AJAY KUMAR
Counsel for the Respondent(S):
1.GP FOR ARBITRATION

The Court made the following:

ORAL ORDER:

Heard Sri C. Venkaiah, learned Counsel for the Appellants and Ms.

Sameera Bokka, learned Counsel appearing for the Respondent Nos.1 & 2.

2. This is the Second Appeal preferred against the Order of the learned
Principal District Judge, Srikakulam in an Appeal Suit bearing A.S.N0.46/2023
dated 20.11.2025. The facts in this case would indicate that the
Appellants/Plaintiffs herein filed O.S.N0.94/2018 on the file of the learned Civil
Judge (Senior Division), Rajam. Defendant Nos.2 to 5 in the Suit are the
Official Respondents. The learned Civil Judge (Senior Division), Rajam, vide
Judgment and Decree dated 10.05.2023, was pleased to pass Decree in
favour of the Plaintiffs/Appellants herein. The Defendant Nos.2 to 4 therein
preferred the Appeal Suit bearing A.S.N0.46/2023 before the learned Principal
District Judge, Srikakulam. The learned Principal District Judge, Srikakulam



vide Judgment and Decree dated 20.11.2025, had set aside the Decree
passed by the trial Court. Therefore, the aggrieved Plaintiffs have now filed

the present Second Appeal.

3. It is submitted by the learned Counsel for the Appellants herein that
despite grant of Permanent Injunction in favour of the Plaintiffs by the trial
Court, during the pendency of the First Appeal, the Defendant Nos.2 to 4 have
made some constructions. The above facts would indicate that the impugned
Order is a reversal Order. Learned Counsel for the Appellants has taken this
Court through the questions of law which are at para 24 of the present Second

Appeal. This Court has perused the questions of law.

4, Having done so, this Court is of the opinion that this Second Appeal is fit
for admission in view of the fact that the impugned Order is a reversal Order
and that the questions of law raised by the Appellants herein are of substantial

nature. The said questions of law are extracted hereunder:

‘() Whether the first appellate court committed
substantial error of law in reversing the decree and
judgment of trial court on mere surmises and
conjectures  without recourse to oral and
documentary evidence on record.

(i) Whether the first appellate court below
committed error of law by not following best evidence
rule as contemplated under section 91 and 92 of
Indian Evidence Act, more so when Ex.Al and Ex A2
are registered documents of more than 30 years old
and has some evidentiary value, by considering the
oral evidence of defendants to contradict, vary, add
to or subtract from its contents?

(i) Whether the first appellate court committed
substantial error while delivering the decree and
judgment reversing the trial court's decree and
judgment ignoring the well settled legal proposition
that boundaries prevail over survey number.

(iv) Whether the first appellate court committed
substantial error of law, in reversing the judgment of
the trial court though plaintiffs proved Ex.A1 and
Ex.A2 registered documents and established their
title and possession from their predecessors in title
onwards.



(v) Whether the first appellate court below
committed error of law by not considering the
admissions made by DW.1 in the evidence and also
pretending ignorance when material questions as to
titte and possession were put to him in the cross
examination?

vi) Whether the first appellate court below erred
under law by giving various findings in the judgment
without there being pleadings and evidence by the
contesting defendants?

(vii) Whether under the facts and circumstances
of the case the findings of the first appellate court
below that though Ex.A1 and Ex A2 registered
documents are not disputed by contesting
defendants yet allowing the first appeal filed by
defendants is legally unsustainable or not?

(viii) Whether the first appellate court is justified
in reversing the decree and judgment of trial court
without justifiable grounds on facts and law and
without proper reasons.

(ix) Whether the judgment of the first appellate
court is perverse and not based on admitted
pleadings and evidence and applying settled legal
principles wrongly?”

5. Accordingly, Admit the Second Appeal and post for final hearing in due

course.

6. Registry is directed to fetch the trial Court record as per the rules in

force.

7. Having regard to the facts of this case, there shall be a direction to all
parties in the Second Appeal to maintain Status-quo obtaining as on today till

the disposal of the Second Appeal.

GANNAMANENI RAMAKRISHNA PRASAD, J
Dt:21.04.2026
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