
[ 3258 ]

IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TWENry EIGHTH DAY OF JUNE
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE SAMBASIVARAO NAIDU

CIVIL REVISION PETITION Nos: 5971 ot 2010 6071 of 2010 AND
CIVIL REVISION PETITION Nos. 5947 ot 2010 6075 of 2010 AND
crvlL REVISION PETITION Nos.5948 of 201 6072 of 2010 AND
CIVIL REVISION PETITI ON Nos.5973 of 2010 6076 of 2010 AND
CIVIL REVISION PETITION Nos. 5958 of 2010 6073 of 2010 AND
CIVIL REVISION PETITION Nos.5970 of 2010 6074 of 2010

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.5971 of 201 0

Petition filed under Section 22 of tlrc A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.51 ot 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.366 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

0

Smt. Maya Devi, Wo. Munnalal Aganval, Age:52 years, Occ:Business R/o.4-5-
214l5, Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti, Sultan B'azar, Hyderabad rep by GpA
Manoj Kumar Aganival 

...Revision petitioner/Respondent

AND

l.A. NO: 1 OF 201O(CRPMP. NO: 7947 OF 2010

R_ajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Tlqstg", Kamal Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udmilal Agarwil, Age:72
years, R/o. 8747011 , Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUAppellant

)

Petition filed under Section 22 of lhe A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated i8-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.51 of 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additionat Chief Judge, City Small



uses Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15_12_2009 passed in R.C

Betwer:n:

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust M..No.4-S_159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by itsManaging Trustee, Kamat Narayan Ag;;rt:'Si;:i;i; Udmitat Agarwat, Ase:12yeas, R/o 87470t1 . Road No.'1 , Batjara ffiffs,-ffyJeiaOaa

... Petitioner/RespondenURespondent
AND

lA NO: 1 oF 2018

Smt._Maya Devi, Wo. Munnalal A.garuval, Age:52 years, Occ:Business R/o. 4-5_21415, Beside Gandhi Gyan H,tanOir kot,'b,ifi"n a'ar"r, Hyd;;;;;'6i cpaManoj Kumar Agarwat ..-neJponaenilp.-itit'llliJJi""inilrr..

Petition under section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances statedin the affidavit filed in supp_ort of the peiitio;, in. iign Corrt ,"y O" pL.*O avacate the stay granted in cRpMp No. 7947 0f 2010 in cRp No.6971 .izoio inorder dated 24-12-201O in the interest of justice.

F'etition under section 1sl cpc praying that in the circumstances statedin the affidavit f,ed in support of the peiitio;, in" Hign Cor.r ,rV O" JLr..i t"condone the delay of 1009 days in filing L. R.application.

Petition under order 22, 
-Rure 

3 praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the p.tition, ihu.iigh court may oe pr"i."i t,bring the proposed petitioner No.2 on record as petitioner No.2 in this petitions
as Legal Heir of Revision petitioner.

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Manjari S. Ganu

Counsel for the Respondent: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

lA NO: 3 oF 2018

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.6 071 of 201O

Petition fired under section 22 ot the A.p. Buirdings (Lease, Rent and
Evication) contror Act, i960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in
R.A.No.51 of 2010 on the fire of the court of the Additionar chief Judge, city Smail
causes court' at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.c.
No.366 of 2007 on the fire of the court of the principar Rent controiler, Hyderabad.

No.366 of 2007 on the fire of the court of the principar Rent controiler, Hyderabad.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2011(CRpMp. NO: 4691 OF 20ill



Between:

AND

Raiasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No 4-5-159, Sultan Bazar' Hvderabad Rep by its

litanaoino Trustee, Xr*rf f.f ail,"n'ntin"af ,.Slo, .Late Udmihl Agarwal, Age'.72

ffi;;:ii"" 8i7-o'l1,-Road No 
'1, 

Banjara Hills' Hvderabad

...Petitioner/APPellant

Petition under Order 22 Rule 4 of Section 151 CPC praying that in the

circumstancesStatedintneatrioavitfiledinsupportofthepetition,theHighCourt
may be pleased to bring lh" i"s'f heirs of rLipondent No 1 i'e ' the proposed

respondent herein as respondent"No'2 on record in the interest of justice'

Counsel for the Petitioner: Mr' R'A' Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjari S' Ganu

Petition under Section ',l51 CPC praying that.in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in suppJi oi tn" p"iiti*' ihu Hign Court may be pleased to

condone the delay or roo"s alvs in iiring th" legal herr petition in the interest of

,ustice.

IA NO: 10F 2018

lA NO: 3 oF 2018

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.5947 ot 201O

Petition flled under Section 22 of the A'P' Buildings (Lease' Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.54of20l0onthefileoftheCourtoftheAdditionalChiefJudge'CitySmall

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R C'

No.3Tlof200TonthefileoftheCourtofthePrincipalRentController,Hyderabad.

Between:

Smt. Mava Devi, Wo. Munnalal Agarwal' Age:S2-years Occ:Business R/o 4-5-

21415. Beside Ganoni ovan'fri;Yt-ii;ii bJti'n du"t' Hvderabad rep bv GPA

Mano.i Kumar Agarwal
.RespondenUResPondent

Sri Satish Kumar, S/o.Arjun Kum.ar' Age: 45 years' Occ Business Rlo '1-2-524 '

Fiitlli zos, S;s;r Apartinents, Hvderabad'

-..Revision Petitioner/Respondent



l.A. NO: 1 OF 2010(cRPMP. NO: 79'10 OF 2010)

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 stay all
further proceedings in pursuance of the order dated lBth August, 20.10 in RA
No.5412010, pending disposal of this revision petition.

l.A. NO: I OF 2011(CRPMP. NO: 4664 0F 2011)

Betweerr:

R€jasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Tlqsleq, Kamal Narayan Agarwat, S/o. Late Udmilal Agarwdl, Age 72
years, R/o. 8747011 , Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

... RespondenUAppellant

Rajasthani Bhavan.Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing llyslgg,.K4al Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udniilal Aganval,'Age:72
years, R/o.8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...Petitioner/RespondenURespondent

Sri Satish Kumar, S/o.Arjun Kumar, Age: 45 years, Occ: Business Rlo.1-2-524,
Flat No.209, Sagar Apa(ments, Hyderalad.

... RespondenUPetitioner/Petitioner

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
vacate the stay granted in CRP.MP.No.7910 of 2010 in CRp.No.5947 ot 2010
order dt. 2411212010 in the interest of justice.

AND

l.A. NO: 10F 20't7 (cRPMP. NO: 6483 OF 2017I

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
receive the xerox receipts dated 27 -05-2016 and bank statement receipt dated
22-11-2016 and the bank statement, receipt daled 27-02-2017 and bank
statement, receipt dated 29-06-2017 and the lease deed dated 11-05-2015 as per
list of documents as additional evidence in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Counsel for the Respondent: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand



CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.6075 ol 2010

Petition filed under Section 22 of the A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18{6-2010 passed in

R.A.No.S4 o{ 20'10 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order daled 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.371 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

...Petitioner/Appellant

AND

Sri Satish Kumar, S/o.Arjun Kumar, Age: 45 years, Occ: Business Rlo.1-2-524,
Flat No.209, Sagar Apartments, Hyderabad.

...RespondenURespondent

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri R.A. Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

CIV lL REVISION PETITION No.5948 ot 2010

Petition filed under Section 22 of lhe A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, '1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.50 of 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated '15-12-2009 passed in R.C

No.364 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Mdnaging Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udmilal Agarwal, Age.72
years, R/o,87-47011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

Smt. Asha Devi, Wo. Arjun Kumar, Age: 56 years, Occ: Business Rlo. 1-2-524 
'

FlatNo.20g,SagarApartments, Hyderabad.
...Petitioner/Appellant

AND

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-'159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderab-ad Rep by its 
-^Managing Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal,..S/o- Late Udmilal Agarwal, Age.72

years, R/b. 8747011, Road No 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.
...ResPondenUAPPellant



.A. NO: 1 OF 2010(CRPMP. NO:7911 OF 2010)

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petation, the High Court may be pleased to stay
all further proceedings in pursuance of the order dated 18.08.2010 in RA.No.
5012010 pending disposal for the Revision Petition.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2011(CRPMP. NO: 4775 OF 2011)

Between:

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing_Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udniilal Agarwal, 'Age: 

72years, R/o. 87-47011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hillsl HyaeribaO.

AND ...petitioner/RespondenURespondent

9.rl .A!fE Devi, Wo. Arjun Kumar, Age: 56 years, Occ: Business Rto. l-2-524,
FlatNo.209,SagarApartments, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUPetitioner/petitioner

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
vacate the stay granted in CRP MP No. 7911 ot 2010 in CRpNo.5948 of 2010
dated. 24-12-2010 in the interest of justice.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2017(CRPMP. NO: 6434 0F 20171

Petition under Order 41 Rule 27 Rlw Section j51 CpC praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court
may be pleased receive the receipts dated 27 -O5-2016 and bank statement
receipt dated 22-'11-2016 and the bank statement, receipt daled 27-02-2017 and
bank statement, receipt dated 29-06-2017 and the lease deed dated 11-0s-20i5
as per list of documents as additional evidence in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Counsel for the Respondent: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.6 072 of 2O1O

Petition filed under Section 22 of the A.p. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.50 of 2010 on the file of the court of the Additional chief Judge, city Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order daled '15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.364 of 2007 on the file of the court of the Principal Rent controller, Hyderabad.



Between:

Rajasthani_Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Iry.tgg, Kamal Narayqn Agarwal, S/o. Late Udr;ilal Aganaral,'A96: 72
years, R/o. 87470fi , Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

AND

lmt Aglq Devi, Wo. Arjun Kumar, Age: 56 years, Occ
FlatNo.209,SagarApartments, Hyderabad.

...Petitioner/Appellant

Business Rlo. 1-2-524,

...RespondenURespondent

Counsel for the Petitioner: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.5973 of 2010

Petition filed under Section 22 of the A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent aM
Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in
R.A.No.SS of 2O10 on the file of the Court of the Additionat Chief Judge, City Smalt

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.370 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

Q1i G, !rylnderRao, Wo. G. Ramachandra Rao, Age: 56 years, Occ:Business
Rlo.4-5-21415, Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti, Sultan Bizar, Hyderabad rep
by GPA G. Devender Rao.

AND 
...Revision petitioner/Respondent

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Ir!.t99, Kamal Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udniilal Agarwal,'Age: 72
years, R/o.8747011, Road No. l,Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUAppellant

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2010 CRPMP. NO: 7949 OF 2010)I

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 pursuance of the order dated 18th August, 2010 in RA
No. 55/2010 pending disposal of this Revision Petition.



l.A. NO: 1 OF 2011(C RPMP. NO:4692 oF 2011)

Between:

Rajasthani
Managing
years, R/o.

AND

Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
T1ys.t99,.Kgmal Narayan 4Oarwg1, S/o. Late Udniitat Aganvat,'eg;: i,
8747011. Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...Petitioner/RespondenURespondent

Petition under section 1sl cpc praying that in the circumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased receive
the xerox receipts dated 27-05-2016 and bank statement receipt daled 22-11-
20.16 and the bank statement, receipt dated 27 -02-2017 and bank statement,
receipt dated 29-06-2017 and the tease deed dated 1l-05-2015 as per list of
documents as additional evidence in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Counsel for the Respondent: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

...RespondenUpetitioner/petitioner

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
vacate the stay granted in cRpMp No. 7949 of 2o1o in cRpNo.sg73 of 2010 in
order dated 24-12-2010 in the interest of justice.

LA. NO: 1OF 2017(cRPMP. NO : 6482 OF 20171

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No .6076 of 2010
It

Petition filbd under section 22 ot the A.p. Buirdings (Lease, Rent and
Evication) control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in
R.A.No.55 of 2010 on the file of the court of the Additional chief Judge, city small
causes court, at Hyderabad against the order daled 1s-12-2009 passed in R.c.
No.370 of 2007 on the file of the court of the principal Rent controller, Hyderabad.

Sri G. Ravinder Rao, Wo. G. Ramachandra Rao, Age: 56 years, Occ:Business
Rlo 4-5-21415, Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti, S;ltan Bazar, Hyder-brA Ep
by GPA, G. Devender Rao.

Between:

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Reo bv itsManasing r_r!s!gg, Kamat Naray{ 4sarw11, s/o. Lare uaniiLi Alaruail'aiJ, nyears, R/o. 8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...Petitioner/Appellant

i



AND

Sri G. Ravinder Rao, wo- G. Ramachandra Rao, Age: s6 years, occ:BusinessRto 4-5-214t5, Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti,'sirian ei;lir/JJi""ti ,.p
by GPA G. Devender Rao.

...RespondenURespondent

Counsel for the Petitioner: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

CIVIL REVISION PETITION No.5958 of 2010

Petition filed under section 22 of the A.p. Buirdings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) conkol Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-0g-2010 passed in

R.A.No.52 of 2010 on the file of the court of the Additional chief Judge, city small
causes court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.c.
No.363 of 2007 on the file of the court of the principal Rent controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

Sri D.V.Chalap
21416 Beside G

athy, SJo. D.R. Gupta, Age: 54 years, Occ: Business R/o. 4-5-
andhi Gyan Mandir Koti. Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad.

. Revision Petitioner/Respondent
AND

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Reo bv its
Managing Ir!".199, Kamal Narayln Agarwat, S/o. Late Udniilal Agaruval,'Ag;.72
years, R/o. 8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUAppella nt

LA. NO: 1 0F 2010 CRPMP. NO: 7933 OF 2010(

Petition under Section 15'1 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 pursuance of the order dated. 1g-0g-2010 in RA.No.S2
o'f 2010 pending disposal of the revision petition.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2011(CRPMP. NO: 4689 OF 2011)

Between:

The Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal S/o. Late Udmilbl Agarwal, ASe: lZ
years, R/o. 8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

AND 
...petitioner/RespondenURespondent



Sri D.V.Chalapathy, S/o. D.R. Gupta, Age. 54 years, Occ: Business R/o. 4-5-
21416 Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUPetitioner/Petitioner

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
vacate the stay granted in CRPMP No. 7933 of 2010 in CRPNo.5958 of 2010 in
order dated 24-12-2010 in the interest of justice.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2017(CRPMP. NO: 6647 OF 2017l.

Petition under Order 41 Rule 27 Rlw Section 151 CPC praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court
may be pleased receive the xerox receipts daled 27.05.2016 and bank statement
receipt dated 22.11.2016 and the bank statement, receipt daled 27 .02.2017 and
bank statement, receipt dated 29.06.2017 and the lease deed dated 11.05.2015
as per list of documents as additional evidence in the interest of justice.

Counsel tbr the Petitioner: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Counsel 1'or the Respondent: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

CIVIL RE'r'lSlON PETITION No.6073 of 2010

Petition filed under Section 22 of lhe A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.S2 of 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order daled 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.363 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between :

Sri D.V.Chalapathy, S/o. D.R. Gupta, Age: 54 years, Occ. Business R/o. 4-5-
21416 Beside Gandhi Gyan Mandir Koti, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad.

.RespondenURespondent

Counsel for the Petitioner: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal, Sio. Late Udmilal Agarwal, Age: 72
years, R/o. 8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...Petitioner/Appellant
AND



CIVIL REVISION PETITION N0.5970 of 2010

Petition filed under Section 22 ol the A.p Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in
R.A.No.53 ot 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.367 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

l.A. NO: 1OF 2010{CRPMP. NO: 7946 OF 2010

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 pursuance of the order dated. 18-08-2010 in RA.No.53
o'f 2010 pending disposal of the revision petition

Sri G. Ravinder Rao, S/o. G.Ramachandra Rao, Age:56 years, Occ: Business
Rlo. 4-5-214110 Beside Gandhi gyan mandir Koti Sultan BAzar, Hyderabad Rep.
by GPA Devender Rao

AND 
...Revision petitioner/Respondent

Rajasthani Bhavan -Trust, M.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by its
Managing Ir!.199, Kamal Narayan Aganrual, S/o. Late Udmilal Agarwal,'Age: 12
years, R/o. 8747011, Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

...RespondenUAppellant

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
vacate the stay granted in CRP.MP.No.7946 of 2010 in CRP.No.S97O of 2010
order dated 24-12-2010 in the interest of justice.

Petition under Order 41 Rule 27 Rlw Section 151 CPC praying that in the
circumstances stated in the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court
may be pleased receive the xerox receipts dated 27 -05-2016 and bank statement
receipt dated 22-11-2016 and the bank statement, receipt daled 27-02-20'17 and
bank statement, receipt dated 29-06-2017 and the lease deed dated 11',05'2015
as per list of documents as additional evidence in the interest of justice.

Counsel for the Petitioner: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

Counsel for the Respondents: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

M I

I

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2011(CRPMP. NO: 4675 OF 2011)

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2017(CRPMP. NO: 6648 OF 2017)



Petition filed under Section 22 of the A.P. Buildings (Lease, Rent and

Evication) Control Act, 1960 aggrieved by the order dated 18-08-2010 passed in

R.A.No.53 of 2010 on the file of the Court of the Additional Chief Judge, City Small

Causes Court, at Hyderabad against the order dated 15-12-2009 passed in R.C.

No.367 of 2007 on the file of the Court of the Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad.

Between:

Rajasthani Bhavan Trust, lvl.No.4-5-159, Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep by
Managing Trustee, Kamal Narayan Agarwal, S/o. Late Udmilal Aganlual, Age:
years, R/o 8747011 , Road No. 1, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

its
72

. .. Petitioner/Appella nt
AND

Sri G.Ravinder Rao, S/o. G-Ramachandra Rao, Age:56 years, Occ: Business
Rlo. 4-5-214110 Beside Gandhi gyan mandir Koti Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad Rep.
by GPA Devender Rao

...RespondenURespondent

Counsel for the Petitioner: Mr. R.A. Achuthanand

Counsel for the Respondent: Sri Manjiri S. Ganu

The Court made the following: COMMON ORDER

CIVIL RE\tlSlON PETITION No.6074 of 2010



CIVIL RE SION PETITI ONN .597L oF 201 o.6(J7 10F
2010 AND

CIVIL REVISION PETITI ON NO .5948 oF 2(J7o,607 OF
20ro AND

CIVIL RE SION PETITION NO .595a oF 201o.6073 OF
2010 AND

CIVIL REVI ION PETITION NOs.59 70 0F 20 ro,60740F
2010

coMMO NORDER :

The parties in various rent control cases on the file of

Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad, being aggrieved by the

orders of the First Appellate Court namely Additional Chief

Judge, City Small Causes Court at Hyderabad in a batch of

12 Rent Control Appeals have filed the above referred Civil

Revision Petitions. Though different Civil Revision petitions

are peqding before the Court, they have been filed by the

landlord as well as tenants of different shops in a common

premises, under Section 22 of the A.p. Building (Lease, Rent

and Eviction) Control Act, 1960, (herein after be referred as

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE SAMBASIVARAO NAIDU

CIVIL REVISION pETITIgN_Nps.5947 OF 2010. 607s OF
2O1O AND

CML REVISION PETITION NOS.S973 OF 2010,6076 OF
2010 AND

ii



2 SSR \

"Act, 1960") and questioned the findings of first appellate

Court. Since the contentions raised by the parties to the

present Revision Petitions are common in all the petitions and

.their contentions were similar before the trial Court' a

common judgment would suffice for disposal of all the 12 Civil

Revision Petitions.

2. One Rajasthani Bhavan Trust located in Door No'

4-5-159 at Sultan Bazar, Hyderabad, being represented by its

Managing Trustee moved 12 different Rent Control Cases

under Section 4 of Act, 1960 before the Learned Principal

Rent Controller, Hyderabad, with a prayer to fix fair rent for

different shop premises that were leased out to different

tenants. According to the averments made in the petition

filed before the trial Court, the landlord has claimed that it is

a Trust constituted for the promotion of Social and

Educational Development of Rajasthani Samaj in particular'

and public in general under a trust deed which was registered

at loint Sub-Registrar Office, Hyderabad' The landlord owned

non-residential premises consisting diffqrcnt Mulgies (shops)

with different measurements and leased out the shops to

different tenants. There was a registered lease deed between
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the landlord and tenants and as per the terms of said lease

deed, each one of the premises was leased out to a particular

tenant on a condition of payment of particular amount

towards lease amount which includes charges towards

amenities apart from electricity charges and property tax.

while filing the said Rent contror cases, the randrord has

claimed that the lease was commenced about more than

30 years ago. These shops are in a commercial market in a

prime locality of Hyderabad. They were given on nominal rent

and if the premises are leased out to other parties they would

fetch more amounts, thereby, sought for fixation of the fair

rent. The respective tenants have contested the said Rent

Control cases by filing their respective counters.

3. As could be seen from the material averments

made in the counters, the tenants have disputed the

averments made by the landlord. They have denied the claim

of landlord that the property is in a prime locality. They have

also taken various stands and prayed for dismissal of the

petitions. The learned Rent Controller conducted enquiry in all

the petitions and the parties have adduced their respective

oral and documentary evidence. The trial court having heard

l

3
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both parties disposed all the Rent Control cases under

separate judgments dated 15- 12-2009 and dismissed the

petitions. Being aggrieved by the said orders, the Iandlord

filed different appeals, the details of which will be mentioned

in the following paragraphs, and sought for setting aside the

impugned order and also prayed for fixing the fair rent.

4. The learned first appellate Court having heard

both parties, and on re-appreciation of the entire evidence

both oral and documentary, allowed the appeals and fixed the

fair rent at different quantum under the impugned judgment.

Being not happy with the said enhancement, both landlord

and tenants have filed separate Revision Petitions and

challenged the orders in the present batch of Revision

Petitions.

5. The landlord has claimed.that the first appellate

Court went wrong in fixing a meager amount as fair rent and

prayed for enhancement of the rent, whereas, the tenants

have filed separate Civil Revision Petitions seeking setting

aside the impugned order and for dismissal of the rent control

cases filed by the landlord.
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6. As already stated in the previous paragraphs, rent

control cases namely RC.No.366/2007, RC.No.37112007,

RC.No.36412007, RC.No.37012007, RC.No.363/2007 and

RC.No.367l2007 are the main cases filed by the landlord

seeking fixation oF fair rent but all these cases were dismissed

by the trial Court under separate orders dated 15-12-2009.

Eeing aggrieved by the said order, the landlord filed six

separate appeals vide RA.No.51/2O10, RA.No.5412010,

RA.No.50/2010, RA.No.55/2010, RA.No.5212010 and

RA.No.53/2010 respectively. The first appellate Court allowed

these appeals under the impugned order dated 1B-OB-2010.

However, both the landlord and tenants being not happy with

the said finding preferred these separate Civil Revision

Petitions.

7. The landlord has filed . CRP.No.6O7I/2OtO,

whereas, the tenant has filed CRp.No.5971/2010 against the

judgment of the first appellate Court in RA.No.51/2010, the

landlord filed CRP.No.6075 of 2010 against the judgment in

RA.No.54 of 2070, whereas, the tenant has filed CRp.No.5947

of 2010. CRP.No.6072 of 2010 has been filed by landlord

against the judgment in RA.No.SO of 2010, whereas the

i
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tenant filed a separate appeal vide CRP.No.5948 of 2010.

CRP.No.6076 of 2010 has been filed by the landlord

questioning the judgment in RA.No.55 of 2010 and connected

CRP vide CRP.No.5973 of 2010 has been filed by tenant.

CRP.No.6073 of 2010 is filed by landlord against the judgment

in RA.No.52 of 2010 and connected CRP vide CRP.No.5958 of

:2010 has been filed by the tenant. CRP.No.6074 of 20lO is a

revision filed by landlord against the judgment in RA.No.53 oF

.2010, whereas the tenant filed petition vide CRP.No.5970 of

2010.

B. The landlord who filed batch of Revision Petitions

mainly contended that the first appellate Court in spite of

allowing the appeals did not consider the contention of the

landlord about the fair rent and without considering the

location and probable rent that the landlord would get the

property if leased to other party fixed a nominal rent as if, it

is fair rent, thereby, sought for enhancement of the rent.

Whereas, the tenants, who filed the remaining batch of

Revision Petitions have claimed that in the light of the finding

given by the trial Court that they have occupied the property

under a particular lease deed, and in view of contractual
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agreement between the parties, the landlord cannot ask for

fixation of the fair rent during the period covered by the lease

agreement, there is no scope for the court to fix fair rent. But

the first appellate Court without considering their arguments

enhanced the rent, thereby, sought for setting aside the

impugned order and prayed for dismissal of the rent cases

filed by the landlord.

9. It is true, the trial Court while dismissing all the

cases filed by the landlord concluded that the landlord cannot

ask for fixation of fair rent during the period covered by the

agreement whereas, the appellate Court while placing reliance

on various judgments came to the conclusion that in view of

Section 4 of the Act, 1960, which provides opportunity to the

landlord and tenant for filing application before the trial Court

for fixation of fair rent, the Court can entertain such an

application even during the period covered by the

contract/lease agreement. In this connection, the following is

the relevant judgment.

10. In a judgrn€nt between 'N.Motilal and others

Vs. Faisal Bin Ali & another' in Civil Appeal No.710 of 2O2O

(arising out oF SLP (SC.No.2B951 of 2019) the Hon'ble Apex
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Court was pleased to observe that the landlord is not

precluded from making an application for fair rent

determination during subsistence of contractual tenancy. The

Hon'ble Apex Court was pleased to refer the judgment of

Constitutional Bench in 'M/s. Raval And Co. and Anr, vs

K.G. Ramachandran (Minor) And Ors.l' as well as 7 Judge

Bench Judgment in 'V.Dhanapal Cheftiar Vs. Yesodal

AmmaP case.

11. As rightly observed by the first appellate Court

even though there is a contractual agreement between the

landlord and tenants, in the light of the observations made by

the Apex Court in the above referred judgment and the other

judgments referred by the learned Additional Chief Judge, City

Small Cause Court in the batch of appeals, Section 4 of the

Act provides an opportunity to landlord as well as the tenant

for filing an application seeking fixation of the fair rent.

Therefore, the contentions of the tenants that the first

appellate Court committed an irregularity in fixing the fair rent

need not be considered and as rightly observed by the first

appellate Court, the landlord can approach the Rent Controller

L 1974 (1) scc 424
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for fixation of fair rent even cluring the subsistence of the

contractual tenancy.

12. The next aspect that needs to be considered in

these Revision Petitions is whether the rent fixed by the

learned Additional Chief Judge, City Civil Court is fair rent or

whether there are grounds to enhance the said amount.

13. The landlord while filing the above referred rent

cases mainly contended that the property is located in a prime

area of Hyderabad city. The rent that was fixed for the

premises is too meager and it was fixed long back. If the

property is let out to a third party, it would fetch more

amount, thereby, sought for fixation oF fair rent. Where as,

the tenants have claimed that the building was constructed

long back. There is no proper parking place. There are no

facilities provided by the landlord for the customers, who used

to visit the shop premises. They have also claimed that after

the blasting incident that took place at Gokul Chat where

some explosive material was used to blast the said Gokul

Chat, the police have intensified the security measures in and

around the said area. They are not even allowing the parties

to park their vehicles in front of the complex and the security
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measures were tightened which in other way affected the

inflow of the customers to the shops. They have also claimed

that the landlord did not take any initiative to undertake even

minor repairs. There was no painting and other repair work

subsequent to their occupying the shop. Therefore, there is

no substantial increase in the income of the.tenant, as such,

they have claimed that the rent which they agreed to pay

under the lease agreement itself is fair rent, thereby, they

sought for setting aside the impugned order.

L4. However, a perusal of the orders of the learned

Chief Judge, City Small Causes Court, it clearly indicates that

the first appellate Court considered the respective contentions

of the landlord as well as the tenants and based on the settled

proposition of law in various similar cases and also by

considering the rent of the adjacent premises, the learned

Additional Chief Judge fixed the fair rent while allowing the

appeal filed by the landlord. Even though, the landlord failed

to provide any facility, the fact remains that the tenants have

continued their business, and they are not prepared to vacate

the shops, that itself shows that they are getting some profit

in the business but they are not prepared to pay fair rent to
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the premises. What is fair rent depends on the circumstances

and various aspects including the location of the premises.

However, the contention of the tenants that the building is not

having minimum facilities like proper parking area, proper

amenities, needs to be considered. In the light of the rapid

growth of construction of multiplex and multi-floored buildings

in the city, all those buildings are having abundant parking

place within cellar and other facilities like lift and proper

drinking water facilities etc., people will generally tend to visit

such type of multiplex or multi-floored buildings rather than

the visit old structures which were raised way back in the year

much prior to 1965. According to the case of landlord vide

the application filed before the trial Court itself, the trust deed

was executed on 18-10-1965 and the tenants occupied the

premises in and around 1990-93. Therefore, this fact needs

to be considered for fixing the fair rent of the premises. The

Rent Control Act itself is a beneficial legislation for the benefit

of the tenants and at the same time, the interest of the

landlord needs to be considered. In the light of the specific

contention of the landlord that the building came into

existence much prior to 1965 and in the light of the admitted

I
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fact which indicates there is no substantial repair and

provision of the facilities/amenities, the learned Additional

Chief Judge rightly considered these aspects and fixed fair

rent which in my opinion cannot be disturbed. Similarly,

there are no grounds to reduce the rent that was fixed by the

appellate court. Therefore, the Revision Petitions filed by the

landlord as well as tenants are liable to be dismissed.

15. In the result, both the Revision Petitions filed by

tenants as well as landlord are dismissed '

Consequently, Miscellaneous petitions if any, are closed'

No costs' 
sd'/- A'v's' PRA'AD

//TRUE COPY//
ASSISTANT 8.

I

EGISTRAR

SEC ON OFFICER

1. The Additional Chief Judge, City Small Causes Court' at Hyderabad

2. The Principal Rent Controller, Hyderabad'

3. One CC to Sri Manjiri S. Ganu, Advocate [OPUC]

4. One CC to Mr. R.A. Achuthanand, Advocate [OPUC]

5. Two CD CoPies

karn/gh

I

\
\

To,

@,



\

HIGH COURT

DATE.D:2810612024

COMMON ORDER

CIVIL REVISI

6L SI4,1B
Y

o
o 0 / 0E[ 202{

(

f 0e.SPATCH

ON PETITION Nos :5971 of2010 6071 of 2010 AND
CIVIL REVISION PETITION Nos.5947 of 201 0. 6075 of 2010 AND
CIVIL RE:VISlON PETITION Nos.5948 of 201 0 6072 of 2010 AND
CIVIL RE:VISl ON PETITION Nos.5973 of 2010 6076 of 2010 AND
CIVIL RE:V ISION PETITION Nos.5958 of 201 6073 of 2010 AND0
CIVIL RE:VlSlON PETITIO N Nos.5970 of201 0 6074 ot 201O

DISMISSING OF THESE
CIVIL REVISION PETITIONS

l


