
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT
HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TWENry SECOND DAY OF AUGUST
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE RENUKA YARA

Civil Revision Petition Nos: 3568 3569 & 3570 of 2024

Civil Revision Petition No: 3568 of 2024

Between:

1. N.Anitha, Wo. Sri N.Raja Reddy,
aged 55 years, R/o.1-B-107,
Bala Samudram, Hanamkonda,
Warangal.

2. N.Saroja, Wo.Sri N.Raja Reddy,
aged 54 years, R/o.1-9-1084,
Postal Colony, Hanamkonda,
Warangal. ...Petitioners 5 & 6/Defendants 5 & 6

AND
1- G.Chenna Kesavulu, (died per L.Rs.)

2. Smt. G.Chenchu Lakshmi, Wo-late Chenna Kesavulu,
Aged about 89 years, R/o.Plot No.18 Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad

3. G-Yoganand, S/o-Chenna Keshavulu,
aged about 60 years, R/o.Plot No.18 Ashwini Heights,
Jubilee Hills, Road No.70 Hyderabad,

4. G.Sivaleelanand, S/o.late G.Chennakesavulu,
aged about 54 years, Rl/o.Flat No.106,
Mndhya Apartments, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.

5. M/s. K.L.N.R. Construc{ions,
a partnership firm Having.its office at 7-1-45512
and 455-3 Ameerpet, Hyderabad,
Rep. by its Managing Partner Sri K.Suresh.

6- Greater Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (GHMC),
Rep. by its Commissioner,
rankBund,Hyderabad. ..Resoonde[s]f;"gg,g.Jl?l?5J!t,o"

7. S.Viswanadham, S/o: Sri Mallaiah,
aged 47 years, Rl/o.Thirumalayapally Village,
Rayaparthy Mandal, Warangal

8. S.Ramesh, S/o.Sri Mallaiah,
agd 44 years R/o.12-13-397,
Tarnaka, Secunderabad.



9. M.Murali Mohan, S/o.Sri M.Satyanarayana,
aged 40 years, R/o.Flat No.202,
Manbhum Venky Apartments,
6-3-1090/4/10 Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

10. M-Krishna Mohan, S/o.Sri M. Satyanarayana,
?S-eq 1_2_y99lg, R./o.Flat No.202 Manbhum Venky ApzLr ments,
6-3- 1 090/A/1 0, Somajiguda,
Hyderabad

(RR-6 to 10 are not necessary parties to this petition)

Petiticn under Articre 227 of the constitution of rrc ia, praying that in the
circumstances stated in the grounds filed herein, the Higtr lourt may be pleased
to allow the present Revision, thereby setting aside the I rder made in lA,No.4
of 2015 in lA No. 34 of 2o14 in os No.325g/2o05, dated | 2.06.2011 , on the fite
of the Principal Rent Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge rt Hyderabad.

lA NO: 2 OF 2024

Petitron under Section 151 CpC praying that in th,: circumstances stated
in the affidavii fiied in support of the petition, the High crr rrt may be preased to
stay all further proceedings in o-S.No.32sg of 2005 on tr file of princrpal Rent
Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge, City Civil Cou(, at Hy lerabad.

Civil Revision Peti tion No. 3569 of2024

Between.

2

N Anitha. Wo Sri N.Raja Reddy,
aged 55 years, R/o. 1 -8-1 07,
Bala Samudram, Hanamkonda,
Warangal.

N Sarola, Wo Sri N.Raja Reddy,
aged 54 years. R/o.1-9-1084,
Postal Colony, Hanamkonda,
Warangal.

G.Chenna Kesavulu, (died per L.Rs.)

Smt..G Chenchu Lakshmi, Wo.late Chenna Kesavulu,
Aged about 89 years, Rlo.PIot No.1B Jubilee Hills, Hy<ie abad

G.Yoganand, S/o.Chenna Keshavulu,
aged about 60 years, PJo.Plot No.18 Ashwini Heiqhts
Jubilee Hills, Road No.70 Hyderabad,
G.Sivaleelanand. S/o.late G.Chennakesavulu,
a_ged about 54 years R/o.Flat No.106,
Vindhya Apartments, Ameerpet, Hydeiabad.

...Petitioners /[ efendants S & o
AND

1

2

3

4

1



5. M/s. K.L.N.R. Constructions,
a partnership firm Having its office at7-145512
and 455-3 tuneerpet, Hyderabad,
Rep. by its Managing Partner Sri K.Suresh.

Greater Hyderabad Municipal Corporation (GHMC),
Rep. by its Commissioner,
Tank Bund, Hyderabad. ResOonde[s]fespondents/Plaintiffs/

6

7. S.Viswanadham, S/o. Sri Mallaiah,
aged 47 years, R/o.Thirumalayapally Village,
Rayaparthy Mandal, Warangal

8. S.Ramesh, S/o.Sri Mallaiah,
aged 44 years R/o.12-1 3-397,
Tarnaka, Secunderabad.

9. M.Murali Mohan, S/o.Sri M.Satyanarayana,
aged 40 years, Rl/o.Flat No.202,
Manbhum Venky Apartments,
6-3-1 090/A/1 0 Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

(RR 6 to 10 are not necessary padies to this petition)

Petition under Article 227 of lhe Constitution of lndia, praying that an the

circumstances stated in the grounds filed herein, the High Court may be pleased

to allow the present Revision, thereby setting aside the Order dated O210612O14 in

l.A.No.3 of 2015 in lA No. 35 ot 2014 in OS No.3258/2005 passed by the Principal

Rent Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge, City Civil Court at Hyderabad.

lA NO: 2 OF 2024

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

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to stay

all further proceedings in O.S.No.3258 of 20O5 on the file of Principal Rent

Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge, City Civil Cou(, at Hyderabad.

C ivil Revrsion Petition No: 3570 ot 2024

Between

10. M.Krishna Mohan, S/o.Sri M. Satyanarayana,
aged 42 years, R/o-Flat No.202 Manbhum Venky Apartments.
6-3-1090/A/10, Somajiguda, Hyderabad

...Respondents/Petitioners/D-1 to 4

N.Anitha, W/o. Sri N.Raja ReddY,
aged 55 years, R/o.13-107,
Bala Samudram, Hanamkonda, Warangal

1



2. N.Sarola, Wo,Sri N.Raja Reddy,
aged 54 years, R/o.1 -9-1084,
Postal Colony, Hanamkonda,
Warangal.

AND
...Petitioners Defendants 5 & 6

1. G_Chenna Kesavulu, (died per L.Rs.)

2. Smt. G.Chenchu Lakshmi, Wo.late Chenna Kr: avulu,
Aged about 89 years, R/o_plot No.18 Jubilee Fli s, Hyderabad_

3. G_Yoganand, S/o.Chenna Keshavulu,
aged about 60 years, R/o.ptot No.iB Ashwini l-1, ,ights,
Jubilee Hitls. Road No.70 Hyderabad,

4 G.Sivaleelanand, S/o.late G.Chennakesavulu,
aged about 54 years, pJo.Flat No.106,
Vindhya Apartments, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.

5. M/s K L.N.R. Constructions,
a partnership firm Having its office atl_1455t2
and 455-3 Ameerpet, Hyderabad,
Rep. by its Managing partner Sri K.Suresh.

6 Greater HyrLerabad Municipal Corporation (GHl\ C),
Rep. by rts Commissioner, Tank Bund, Hyd'erab rd.'

,.. Respondentsi/Res4 ondents/plaintiffsi
I r-7 & D-87 S.Viswanadham, S/o. Sri Mallaiah,

lged 47 years. R/o. Thirumalayapally Village,
Rayaparthy Mandal, Warangai

8. S.Ramesh. S/o.Sri Maltaiah,
aged 44 years R/o.12_13_397,
Iarnaka, Secunderabad.

9. M.Murali Mohan, S/o.Sri M.satvanaravana
aged 40 years, R/o FIat No.201,
Manbhum Venky Apartments,
6-3 1 090/A/10 Somajiguda, Hyderabad.

10. M.Krishna Mohan, S/o.Sri M. Satyanarayana,
?g_ed -4-2,years, 

R/o.Flat No.202 Manbhtim Ventr Apartments,
6-3- 1090/4/1 0, Somajiguda, Hyderabad

...Respondert ;/petitioners/D-1 to 4

(RR 6 to 10 are not necessary parties to this petitinn)

Petitron under Article 221 of the Constifution of lnrl
circumstances stated in the grounds filed herein, the High I

to allow the present Revision, thereby setting aside the Orl
in l. A No 2 of 2015 in tA No. 33 of 2014 in OS No. 32ti
Principal Rent Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge, City Ci.r

r, praying that in the

:ourt may be pleased

-'r dated 02. 06. 2014

/2005 passed by the

Court at Hyderabad



lA NO: 1 OF 2024

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

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to stay

all further proceedings in O. S. No. 3258 of 2005.on the file of Principal Rent

Controller cum Xll Junior Civil Judge, City Civil Court, at Hyderabad.

For the Petitioners: Ms. T. Vanaja

For the Respondents: Sri D. Srinivas Prasad

The Court made the following: COMMON ORDER



THE HONOURABLE SMT. JUSTICE RENUKA YARA

CML REVISION PETITION Nos.3568.3569 and 3570 of 2024

COMMONORDER:

Heard Ms. T. Vanaja, learned counsel for the revision petitioners and

Ms. D. Shalini Sravanthi, learned counsel representing Sri D. Srinivas

Prasad, leamed counsel for respondent Nos.2 to 4.

2. The present civil revision petitions are filed by revision petitioners/

defendant Nos.5 and 6 to set aside the conunon order dated 02.06.2015

passed in l.A.Nos.2 to 4 of 2015 in I.A.Nos.33 to 35 in O.S.No.3258 ol

2005 on the t'ite ol the Principal Rent Controller-cum- 12th Junior Civil

Judge, I lyderabad ('trial Court'). The interlocutory applications under

revision have been filed by petitioners/defendant Nos.l to 6 under Order IX

Rule 9 and Order XVIII Rule 17 read with Section 151 of CPC, to set aside

the dismissal order dated 25.03.2015 passed in I.A.No.33 of 2014, which

was filed to set aside order dated 27.11.2014, to set aslde the dismissal

order in I.A.No.34 of 2014, which was filed to re-open the evidence of

P.W. I for cross-examination and to set aside the order in I.A.No'35 of

2014, which was hled to re-call P.W.l for the purpose of cross-

examination by the petitioners/defendant Nos.l to 6.



RY,J
CRPs 3561 3569 & 3570 2024

3. The brief facts of the case are that respondent ] Ios.l to 4 herein/

plaintiffs have filed suit seeking perpetual and mand r ory injunction to

remove the illegal structures constructed by revision pe-i .ioners herein and

other respondents/defendants in the suit schedule pror) ),1y consisting of

premises bearing No.7-l-45512 & 3 of plot Nos. i9 anc 20, admeasuring

604 sq. yards, situated at Ameerpet,, Hyderabad. In thr: said suit, the suit

stood for cross-examination of p.w. I and the revision 1x titioners failed to

cross-examine the witness leading to forfeiture of th e r right to cross-

examine. Subsequently, the revision petitioners I ong with other

defendants filed I.A.Nos.33 to 35 of z0r4 to set aside lc .feiture order, re-

open and recall the evidence of p.w. I for cross-exarni ration. The said

petitions were allowed subject to paymenr oi costs c . Rs.2,000/_ and

subject to cross-examination of p.W. I on the next dat of hearing i.e.,

20.02.2015. The revision petitioners along with othe: defendants have

complied with the first condition of payment of costs c F Rs.2,000/_, but

failed to cross-examine P.W. I in spite of giving two mor3 adj oumments on

12.03.2015 and 25.03.2015, due to non-appearance of th, counsel as well

as the revision petitioners and other defendants. When ,.W.1 was ready

for cross-examination, due to non-compliance of the s rcond condition,

I.A.Nos.33 to 35 of 2014 rvere elismissed on 25.03.2015. Then, the I.As.

2



RY,J
CRPs 3568 3569 &.3570 2024

under revision were filed on 20.04.2015 to set aside the dismissal order

dated 25.03.2015 in I.A.Nos.33 to 35 of 2014. The rrial court dismissed

the I.As. under revision vide the impugned cortmon order dated

02.06.2015. Thereafter, the suit proceedings continued and currently are at

the stage of recording of defendants' evidence and at this stage, the present

revision petitions are filed by the revision petitioners/defendant Nos.5 and

6 after a period of nearly nine years to set aside the common dismissal

order dated 02.06.2015 in I.A.Nos.2 to 4 of 2015.

Contentions of the revisionpetitioners:

4. Leamed counsel for the revision petitioners pleaded that the revision

petitioners could not cross-examine P.W.l and it is absolutely necessary to

cross-examine P.W. I for proper adjudication of the case. When questioned

about the sequence of events that lead to filing of the present revision

petitions i.e., whether there is any allegations about the trial Court being

unfair in granting adjoumments to enable the revision petitioners to cross-

examine P.W.l, it is fairly conceded that opportunities were given to the

revision petitioners, but at that point of time they could not cross-examine

P.W.l and currently, the matter is at the stage of recording of evidence of

defendants and it is crucial to cross-examine P.W.l on the evidence

adduced by him. [t is urged that rhe revision petitioners are aware of the

3



RY,J
CRPs_3568 : 569 _&. -357 

0 2024

delay and therefore, requested this Court to give one mo e opportunity to

cross-examine P.W. 1.

ConteLtiq4s oJ respondent Nos.l to 4:

5. Leamed counsel for respondent Nos.l to 4 arguerl that the revision

petitioners did not pursue the matter with due diligenct: and the same is

evident in forfeiture of their right to cross-examine P.W.1 :ven after gi.ring

sufficient number of adjoumments. After chief examinatl .>n of P.W.l and

marking of documents on 27 .10.2014, the matter r,, s adjourned to

13.11.2014, 20.11.2014 and. 27 .1 1.20 14 for cross-exarni ration of P.W. l.

On the said occasions, the witness was present and the r,: ision petitioners

have sought time as they were unprepared or the a(l Jurr,rlents were

granteci due to their absence. In the circumsrances, tlt' right to cross-

examine P.W.1 was forfeited on 27.1[.2014. Thereafter .A.Nos.33 to 35

of 2014 were filed, which were allowed subject to payrr ent of costs and

condition to cross-examine P.W. t on the next date o I hearing i.e., on

20.02.2015. Even so, the revision petitioners failed t r cross-examine

P.W.1 leading to dismissal of said I.As. for non-complian :e. Further, it is

emphasized that when the impugned common order w'as >assed way back

in the year 2015, the present revision petitions have been . iled with a delay

4



RY,J

CRPs 3568 3569 & 3570 2024

of nearly nine years and the said civil revision petitions are not sustainable

on merits.

Grounds of revision:

6. In grounds of revision, it is pleaded that the trial Court erred in

dismissing I.A.Nos.33 to 35 of 2014, though the revision petitioners have

complied a part of the said order and the trial Court did not consider the

said aspect in the impugned common order. On the aforementioned

grounds, the revision petitioncrs sought to allow the revision petitions by

sefting aside the impugned common order dated 02.06.2015.

Findinss of the Court:

7. A perusal of the impugned common order shows that the trial Court

has taken a detailed note of the proceedings in the suit starting from the

date of filing of the chief examination of P.W.l on 10.10.2014, his

examination on 27.10.2014 and subsequent events leading to forfeiture of

right to cross-examination on 27.ll.2Ol4lollowed by fiting of I'A'Nos'33

to 35 of 2014. The said LAs. were allowed on 10.02.2015 by imposing

condition of payment of costs and to cross-examine P.W.1 on 20 '02'2015 '

In spite of atlowing the said petitions, the revision petitioners have paid

costs on 20.02.2015, but failed to cross-examine P.W.l on the ground of

5



RY,J
CRPs-3568 i569 

-&_35'tO 2024

agitation of bifurcation of separate High court. ThereiLl er, on 12.03.2015

and 25.03.2015, P.W.1 was not cross-examined. Sinc,: the condition was

not complied the said I.As. have been dismissed on 2-s.l |.20r5. Then, the

revision petitioners and other defendants filed the r.r\;. under revision,

which came to have been dismissed by way of the ir rpugned cornmon

order dated 02.06.2015. The aforementioned sequencc of events shows

that the trial court has afforded an opportuniry to the rcr i ;ion petitioners to

cross-examine P.W.l from 27.11.2014 to 25.03.2015 ic. fbr a period of

more than 4 months.

8. [Iaving failed to cross-examine p.W. I, revision

have proceeded to lead their evidence having abandonerl

cross-examine P.W.1. The revision petitioners have abarr

to cross-examine P.W.l for a period of more than nine ., ,

came to the advanced stage of arguments and then filed tlu

petitions. In view of the liberal adjoumments given br, r

cross-examine p.W. 1, this Court sees no qround to

opportunity to the revision petitioners to cross_examirrr

conduct of the revision petitioners seems more at

proceedings by abusing the Court process. Hencc, thcrc

the present revision petitions and the same are tiable to be C

ctrtroners herein

their asitation to

onecl their claim

ars until the suit

present revision

rc trial Court to

,{ivc one more

P.W. l, as the

prorracting the

irc no merits in

srn is sed.

6



RY,J
CRPs_3568 3569 &.3570 ZO24

9. In the result, the Civil Revision petitions are dismissed by

confirming the impugned common order dated 02.06.2015 passed by the

trial court' There shart be no order as to costs. Misce,aneous

applications, ifany, pending shall stand closed
SD/- MOHD. ISMAIL

DEPUW REGISTRAR

6
//TRUE COPY//

SECTION OFFICER

To,

1. The Principal Rent Controller cum Xll Junior civil Judge, city civil court at

Hyderabad
2. One CC to Ms. T Vanaia Advocate [OPUCI
3. On. CC to Sri D.srrnivis Prasad, Advocate IOPUCI
4. Two CD Copies

,w
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HIGH COURT

DATED:22tOB\2O25

COMMON ORDER

CIVIL REVIS ION PETITION Nos
3568 3569 & 3570 of 2024

REVISION PETITIONS ARE DISMISSED

.,,'.)'
):,

"\r
I BE Iii 2cfr

\..2-

1

\lD
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