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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

(Special Original Jurisdiction)

WEDNESDAY, THE TWENTY FTFTH DAY OF MARCH
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE N.V.SHRAVAN KUMAR

WRIT PETITION NO: s813 OF 2026

Between:

flagani Rajeshwar Goud, S/o Alagani Srihari Goud, Aged 45 years, Occ : Business,
R/o. H.No.1-92, Yenkapally Village, Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

.....PETITIONER

AND

1. THE STATE OF TELANGANA, Rep by its Principal Secretary, Municipat
Administration Department, T S Secretariat, Hyderabad.

2. Moinabad Municipality, Rep By its Commissioner, Moinabad, R R Dist.

3. Elgani Krishna Goud, S/o Elgani Srisailam, aged 67 years, Occ. Agrl, R/o
H.No 1-94 R/o Yenkapally village , Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

4. llgani Satyanarayana Goud, S/o Elgani Srisailam, aged 56 years, Occ. Agrl
R/o H.No 1-93, R/o Yenkapally village , Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy 

-

District.

5. Yelagani Ramesh Goud, S/o Elgani Srisailam, aged 65 years, Occ. Agrl R/o
H.No 4-93, R/o Yenkapally village , Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

6. Elgani Ravinder Goud, S/o Elgani Srisailam aged 54 years, Occ. Agrl Fi/o
H.No 1-89, R/o Yenkapallyvillage , Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

7. Yelgani Mahesh Goud, S/o Elgani Srisailam aged 46 years, Occ. Agrl R/o
H.No 1-93, R/o Yenkapallyvillage , ltloinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District.

8. YelganiSrikanth, S/o Elgani Krishna Goud aged 35 years, Occ. Agrl, R/o
H.No 1-94 R/o Yenkapally village , Moinabad Mandaf, RA[g?_,Reddy Distrjct.

.....RESPONDENTS

Petition Under Article 226 of the Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith, the High Court may be

pleased to issue a Writ, Order or direction more particularly one in the nature of

Writ of Mandamus declaring the action of the Official Respondent Nos.1 and 2 in
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not-consideringr the representations of the Petitioner dated 17 .3.2026 to not taking

the necessary ;rction against the illegal construction of compound wall constructed

by occupying public road situated in between the Sy No 63 and 64 And in between

the Plaintiff land ln S.No 54/A and 55/A, and others land in S.No 64 part,

Yenkapally Vill;rge, Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy District leading to others land

and to the Kingl's County Lay-out without obtaining any valid lay-out permission in

violation of trre injunction order dated 2.2.2026 in I A No 5912026 in

O.S.No.30 t2026 during the pendency of civil suit in 0 S No 30/2026 before the

Honourable Junior Civil Court, Chevella is illegal arbitrary unconstitutional and

violation of Articles 14, 15, 2'l and 300A of Constitution of lndia and also violation

of Principles of Natural Justice and consequently direct the Official Respondent

Nos.1 and2 tc consider the representation and of the Petitioner dated 17.3.2026

take the necesisary action to demolish such illegally construct compound wall on

public road without any permission blocking the public road.

|.A.NO:1 OF 2026

Petition Under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filerd in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct

the Official R'-'spondent Nos.1 and 2 to consider the representations of the

Petitioner dated 17.3.2026 take the necessary action to demolish such illegally

constructing the compound wall without any permission blocking the public road

constructed or the public road situated in between the Sy.No.54lA and 55/A, and

others land in S.No 64 part, Yenkapally village, Moinabad Mandal, Ranga Reddy

District leading to the King's County Lay-out without obtaining any valid lay-out

permission in 'riolation of the injunction order dated 2.2.2026 in l.A.No.Sg12026 in

O.S.No.3O1202:6 during the pendency of civil suit in O.S.No.3012026 before the

Honourable Junior Civil Court, Chevella pending the writ petition.

Counsel for the Petitioner : SRI N.PURUSHOTHAM REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent No.l : GP FOR MCPL ADMN AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT
Counsel for the Respondent No.2 : SRI PUTTA KRISHNA REDDY
Counsel for the Respondent Nos.3 to 8 : -
The Court made the following ORDER
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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAT)

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE N.V.SHRAVAN KUMAR

WRIT PEIIITION No.8813 of 2O26
DATE OF ORDER: 25.o,3.2o.26

Between:

Alagani Rajeshwar Goud, S/o. Alagani Srihari Goud

Petitioner
AND

The State of Telangana,
Rep. by its Principal Secretaty,
Municipal Administration Department,
TS Secretariat, Hyderabad & 7 others

...Respondents

ORDER:

This writ petition is filed questioning the action of respondent

Nos.l and 2 in not considering the petitioner's representation dated

L7.03.2026 requesting to take the necessary action against the illegal

construction of compound wall constructed by occupying public road

situated in between Survey Nos.63 and 64 and in between the

petitioner's land in Survey Nos.S4/A and 55/A and others land in

Survey No.64 part situated in Yenkapally Village, Moinabad Mandal,

Rangareddy District leading to others land and to the King's Count5r

Layout without obtaining any valid layout permission in vio.lation of

the injunction order dated 02.02.2026 in I.A.No.59 of 2026 in

I

/
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O.S.No.3O of 2O26 during the pendency of O.S.No.3O of 2026 on the

file of learned Junior Civil Judge, Chevella. A consequential prayer is

sought to direct respondent Nos.l and 2 to consider the petitioner's

representation dated 17.03.2026 by taking the necessary action to

demolish such illegally constructed compound'wall on public road

without arry permission blocking the public road.

2. Brief facts of the case as stated are that the petitioner is in

possessiorr of ancestral agricultural lands in Survey Nos.S4/A and

55/A situa.ted at Yankapally, Moinabad Mandal, Rangareddy District.

It is submitted that the respondent Nos.3 to 8 are also having lands in

survey Nc,s.54 and 55 after and behind petitioner's lands in Survey

No.63. It is further submitted that the respondent Nos.3 to 8 were

illegally trying to construct a precast compound wall without

obtaining any permission in between the road and the petitioner's

lands. Aggrieved by the action of unofficial respondents, the petitioner

Iiled a suit by name o.S.No.3o of 2026 on the lite of learned Junior

Civil Judge, Chevella seeking easement rights and permanent

injunction and obtained ad interim injunction order on 02.02.2026.

However, violating the injunction order dated 02.A2.2026, the

responderrt Nos.3 to 8 without obtaining permission from the

Municipal Authorities started construction of a precast compound

wall on the public road. Aggrieved thereby, the petitioner made a

representzrtion to respondent No.2 Commissioner, Moinabad

Municipality requesting to take necessary action on the illegal

2026:TSHC:3687



3

/

construction being undertaken by unofficial respondent Nos.3 to 8.

But till date, no action has been initiated on the petitioner's

representation. As such, the present writ petition is filed.

3. Learned counsel for the petitioner draws attention of this Court

to the injunction order dated 02.02.2026 passed by the learned Junior

Civil Judge, Chevella, wherein the trial court has specifically directed

not to construct any compound wall.

4. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that since

petitioner's representation dated 17.03.2026 is still pending for

consideration, the respondent No.2 may be directed to consider the

same and take action in a time bound period.

5. Mr. P.Krishna Reddy, learned Standing Counsel for Municipality

appearing for respondent No.2 would submit that though the issue

pertains to inter se dispute for the purpose of construction of

compound wall, permission is required from the Municipal

Authorities. However, if the petitioner's representation dated

17.03.2026 is stilt pending for consideration, the respondent No.2

would consider the same and take appropriate action strictly in

accordance with law and prays to pass appropriate orders.

6. Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned Standing

Counsel appearing for respondent No'2.

/
/
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7. sinc:e this court, time and again, directed the Municipal

Authorities to initiate action against the illegal constructions by

following cue process of law, it is noticed that the authorities are

failing to initiate action against the itlegal constructions. However, in

some of rhe cases, authorities are issuing .statutory notices and

thereafter not proceeding further to initiate further course of action

unless writ petitions are filed for not considering complaints/

representertions made to civic authorities.

8. It is not out of place to mention section T(61 of the Telangana

state Building Permission Approval and self certification system (TS-

bPASS) Ac:t, 2o2o (for short 'the TS-bPASS ActJ and Section t7a(5) of

the Telanflana Municipalities Act,2019 en6ourages citizens to put on

notice to r:he Civic Authorities regarding unauthorized constructions.

Section 7(,3) of the TS-bPASS Act is extracted for reference.

"7. Approval of Building Permissions-

(6) Citizens shall be encouraged to bring to
the notice of Municipatity and District Collector

cases where unauthorized construction or
construction in violation of or in excess of
permissions, in the ma.nner prescribed.

The identity of such informers shall be kept
confidential. All such cases shall be examined
within a week from such information and
appropriate action initiated. The information shall
be.-lgsgntiviz.ed in all such cases where the
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information, furnished by him is found to be

correct."

Section 174(51 of the Telangana Municipalities Act, 2Ol9 is

extracted for reference:

uL74. Approval of Building Permissions -

(5) Citizens shall be encouraged to bring to the

notice of Municipality and District Collector, cases

where unauthorized construction or construction

in violation of or in excess of permissions, in a

manner prescribed. The identity of such

informers shall be kept confidential. Atl such

cases shall be examined within a week from such

information and appropriate action initiated. The

informant shall be incentivized in all such cases

where the information furnished by him is found

to be correct."

g. The Honbte Supreme court in shanti sports club and ors.

Vs. Union of India (UOII atrd Orsl, held that violators of the Town

Planning Scheme cannot be granted any relief. The relevant

observations are as under:

'52. Before anrcluding, we eonsider it necessary to

enter a mueat. In all deueloped countries, great

emplwsis hrrs been laid. on tle plannel

deuelopment of cities and urban area.s. The object

of plawrcd development has been achieved bg

igorous enforement of master plans prepared

afier careful stttdg of omplex issues, scientific

I ((2009) 15 SCC 7Os)

)
/

/
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research and rationalisation of laws. The people of
th.ose countries haue greatly contributed. to the
concept of planned deuelopment of cities bg stricttg
adhering to the planning laws, the master plan etc.
Theg respect the lauts enacted. bg the legislature

for regulating planned deuelopment of ttw cities
and seldom tlere is a complaint of uiotation of
master plan etc. in the constructioit of buitdings,
re sidential, institutio nal o r commercial.

In contra.st, scenario in tle d.eueloping counties
like ours rs subsfantiailg different. TlauglL the
ampetent legislafires haue, from time to time,
enacted laws for ensuring planned. deuelopment of
the cities and urban areds, enforcement ttwreof
has been extremelg poor and. the people haue
uiolated the master plans, zoning plans and.
building regulations and bye-tau.ts with impunitg.
In last four decades, almost all cities, big or small,
Irnve seen unplanned growtlt- In the 21st century,
the menace of ittegal and unautloriz.ed.
constructions and encroachments has acquired
monstrous proportiorts and eueryone ltas been
paging heaug price for the same. Economicailg
affluent people and those luuing support of the
politicat and executiue apparatus of the State haue
constructed buildings, commercial amplexes,
multiplexes, malls etc. in blatant viotation of the
municipal and town planning lauts, master plans,
zonal deuelopment ptar:s and. euen the sanctioned.
building plarus. In most of the cases of illeoat or

rea-sons. Ttwse who construct buitdirrys in uiolation
of the releuant statutory prouisions, master plan
etc. and those uho directtg or indirectlg abet such
uiolation"s are totalty unmind.fut of the graue
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consequences of their actions and/or omissrons on
tle present as welt as future generations of the
country whtch will be forced to liue in unplanned
cities and urban arecls. Ttte people betonging to
this class do not realize that tle constructions
made in uiolation of tlte releuant laws, master plan
or z,onal deuelopment ptan or sanctioned. building
plan or the building is used for a purpose other
tlwn the one specifted in tlrc releuant statute or the
master plan etc., such constntctlons put

seweraae etc. aoant from creatlnq chaos on
the roads. Tl,.e pollution caused. due to traffic
angestion affects ttte lrcalth of ttrc road. users. The
pedestrians and people betonging to wea.ker
sections of the society, wlto c:annot afford the
luntry of atr- conditioned. cars, are the worst
uictim.s of pollution Tlrcg sufferfrom str;rh diseases
of different tgpes, osthma, allergies and. euen more
dreaded disea.ses lilce canrcer. It can only be a
matter of imagination how much tte gouemment
ltlas to spend. on tle treatm.ent of sttch persons and.
also for controlling pollution and aduerse impact on
th.e environment due to tralfic mngestion on the
road.s and chaotic conditions created. due to iilegal
and unauthorized constructions. Thls Court ttas.

/
/
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Builders Prtt. Ltd. a. Radheu Shuam

Sahu 7999 16l SCC 464. Frtends Colonu

Develooment Committee a. State of
Orissa 2OO4 l8l SCC 733. M.C. Mehta v. Unlon

of Indta 2O06 l3l SCC 399 and. S,N.

Chandra.sekhar u. State of Karnataka 20O6

13) scc 2o8.

53. Unfortunatelg, .despite repeated judgments bg

the this Court and. High Courts, the builders and

other alfluent people engaged in the anstruction
actiuities, who hnue, ouer th.e gears shown scant

respect for regulatory me,chanism enuisaged in the

municipal and other similar lanls, as also the

master plans, zonal deuelopment plans,

sanctioned plans etc., haue receiued

encouragement and support from tle State

apparatus. As and when the courts haue passed

orders or the, olficers of local and otler bodies haue

taken action for ensuing rigorous compliance of
lanas relating to planned. deuelopment of the cities

and urban arecls and rssued directions for
demolition of the illegal/unautlarized

constructions, thase in power ha.ue ame forward
to protect the urong doers either bg issufng

administratiue orders or enacting lauts for
regularization of illegal antd unauthorized

constructions in the name of compassion and

lnrdship. Such actions haue done irreparable

harm to th.e concept of planned deuelopment of the

cities ond. urban area.s. It ts htsh time that the'
exeqttlae and polltlcal apoo;ratus of thc State
take serlous aiew of the menace of llleaal and
unauthorlzed cottsttttctlons gnd stoo, their

htllders and others. else anen the nral areas
of the countnt wlll soon ultness slmllar
chaotic conditions. D lEmoha.sls supoliedl.
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22. Further, the Honble Supreme Court in Esha Ekta
Apartments co-operative Housing society Ltd. and ors.
vs. Munlclpal corporation of Mumbar and ors (2013) 5
scc 357, held that constitutionar courts ought not to
exercise their equitable jurisdiction to regularize illegal and
unauthorized constructions. The relevant observations are
as under:

"45. In uiew of the aboue dlscussron, we hold. tlnt
the Petitioners in the transferred ca.se haue failed.
to make out a case for directing tle Respondents

to regulariz.e tlrc construction made in uiolation of
the sanctioned plart Ratlter, tle ratio of the aboue_

noted judgments and, in partianlar, Rogal paradise

Hotel (P) Ltd. u. State of Haryana and Ors. (supra)
is clearlg attracted in the present case. We would,
Itke to relterate ttrutt no authorltg
admlnlsterlng munlclpal laws qnd other
slmllqr laws can encourage alolatlon of the
sanctloned plan. The Courts are clso
expected to refralnfrom exerclslng equltable
furtsd,tctton for regulari,zatton of lllegat and.
unauthorized consttttctlotts else tt utould
encourage vloLators of tle planntng lo;ws and,
d,estrog the aery ld,ea and concept of ptanned
deuelopment oJ urban as well as rttral ared.s.,
(emphasls supplled),

10- It is also relevant to refer to the orders passed by the Hon,ble

supreme court in writ petition {civttf No.29s of 2Cl22 1Pla24lNsc

8661 (Bulldozer's casef, wherein the Honble supreme court gave

certain directions and guidelines to the Government for manner of

proceeding in demolition of the unauthorized construction.

/
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11. since the provisions of the Telangana Municipatities Act, 2ol9

and GHM'3 Act, 1955 mandates issuance of notice to the person

concerned and the civic authorities are empowered to examine and

decide thr: issue with respect to unauthorized constructions, by

issuing notice to the concerned parties, the respondent authorities are

directed tc issue notice to the concerned parties and pass appropriate

orders strictly in accordance with law. As such, in the present case,

issuance cf notice to respondent Nos.3 to 8 is dispensed with.

12. Having considered the above facts and circumstance, recording

the submission made by the learned counsel appearing on either side,

without e;ipressing any opinion on the merits of the case and after

considering judicial precedents referred to hereinabove, this Court

deems it appropriate to dispose of the writ petition directing

respondent No.2 to consider the petitioner's representation dated

17.03.2025 and after giving fair opportunity of hearing to petitioner

and resporrdent Nos.3 to 8 and after verifying the sanctioned plan and

other releirant documents, shall pass appropriate orders strictly in

accordance with law, as expeditiously as possible, preferably, within a

period of lour (o4) weeks, from the date of receipt of a copy of t]:is

order and communicate the same to the petitioner. It is made clear

that if the allegations made by the petitioner are found to be true, the

respondent authorities shall take appropriate action strictly in

accordance with law.

+_ S_

a
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13. It is also clarified that in the event of respondent Nos.3 to g are

otherwise aggrieved may avail remedy of filing application for the

modification of this order, in accordance with law.

L4. with the above directions, this writ petition is disposed of.

There shall be no order as to costs.

As a sequel thereto, miscellaneous applications if any pending

in this petition, shall stand closed.

SD/.P.PONNA HNA

//TRUE COPY/

SECTION OFFICER
To

1. , Municipdl Administration
at Hyderabad.

TS

2. The Commissioner,
3.

R Dist.
, High

4.
5.
6.

SA
GJP

41-

j
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HIGH COURT

DATED 12510312026

ORDER

WP.No.8813 of 2026

DISPOSING OF THE W.P

WITHOUT GOSTS
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