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ORDER:-

Heard.

2. Petitioners complain that they were given a notice alleging violation of Rule 3(2) of the

A.P. Assigned Lands (Prohibition of Transfers) Act, 1977 and the Rules framed thereunder.

It is stated that all the petitioners have given appropriate reply/objections to the third

respondent and so far no orders are passed. However, alleging that the third respondent is

likely to dispossess the petitioners ignoring the objections filed by them, the present writ

petition is filed. 

Reliance is placed upon order of this court in W.P.No.25769 of 2015 dated 14.08.2015

wherein similar grievance of neighbours of the petitioners was considered and disposed of.

3. It is further stated that though there are eight petitioners, notices are given only to

petitioner Nos.1 to 4 and, as on today, 

no notices are stated to have been given to petitioner Nos.5 to 8. Hence, as and when they

are given notices, they may file their appropriate objections. So far as petitioner Nos.1 to 4

are concerned, they shall be entitled to similar directions, as in the case aforesaid.

4. In view of above, as petitioner Nos.1 to 4 have already submitted objections to the notice,

the third respondent is directed to consider the said objections and pass a reasoned order.

Pending consideration of reply of petitioner Nos.1 to 4, as above, the third respondent shall

not dispossess or otherwise interfere with the possession of the petitioner Nos.1 to 4.

With the above direction, writ petition is disposed of. As a sequel, the miscellaneous

applications, if any, shall stand closed. There shall be no order as to costs.

 

_____________________

VILAS V. AFZULPURKAR, J

October 1, 2015
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