
 

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT PETITION No.38793 of 2012 

  

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.P.Sridhar Reddy for petitioner and  the Assistant 

Government Pleader (Revenue) for respondents. 

The petitioner p rays for Writ of Certiora ri to c a ll for the 

rec ord  lead ing up to and  inc lusive of order da ted  09-08-2012 in 

Case No.P2/ 482/ 2011 and  quash the same as illega l and  

amounts to refusing to exerc ise the jurisd ic tion c onferred  on the 

1st respondent. 

The substantive issue between the petitioner and  the 4th 

respondent a rises under the A.P (Andhra  Area ) Esta tes (Abolition 

and  Conversion into Ryotwari) Ac t, 1948 (for short ‘ the Ac t’ ). The 

1st respondent through the order impugned  in the writ petition by 

referring  to a lleged  exorb itant delay in filing  the revision under 

Sec tion 7(d ) of the Ac t aga inst the order of Direc tor of Settlement 

da ted  19-04-1997 in R.P.No.124/ 82, d ismissed  the revision. 

The admitted  c irc umstanc es a re as follows:- 

The petitioner’ s fa ther la te M.Daniel app lied  for g rant of 

ryotwari pa tta  under Sec tion 11(a ) of the Ac t.  The c la im of 

petitioner’ s fa ther was rejec ted .  La te M.Daniel filed  

R.P.No.124/ 82 before the Direc tor of Settlements, Hyderabad .  
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On 19-04-1997, the Direc tor of Settlements d isposed  of ba tc h of 

RPs., c ha lleng ing refusa l to grant ryotwari pa tta  in respec t of 

lands a t Ka trenipadu Village, Musunuru Manda l, Krishna  Distric t.  

A few of the aggrieved  persons filed  further revisions under 

Sec tion 7(d ) of the Ac t aga inst the c ommon order before the 1st 

respondent.  These revisions a re taken on file as Case 

Nos.P2/ 124/ 2010, P2/ 1103/ 2009 and  P2/ 1084/ 1997. 

The petitioner filed  revision before the 1st respondent with a  

delay of fourteen years.  The order da ted  09-08-2012 refers to 

c onsidera tion of the revision on merits but the revision was 

d ismissed  on the ground  tha t the petitioner fa iled  to sa tisfac torily 

show c ause why revision is not filed  firstly within the time and  

sec ond ly the c ause shown is inc orrec t or insuffic ient.   

The opera tive portion of the order impugned  in the writ 

petition is as follows:- 

“ In order to peruse the reasons for c ondona tion of 

delay in these (3) c ases sta ted  above, I c a lled  for those 

(3) files and  I notic ed  tha t the revision petitions, in these 

c ases were not filed  with suc h exorb itant delay. 

In P2/ 124/ 2010, the Revision Petition was filed  on 

06.02.2010 and  the delay from 19.04.1997 up to 06.02.2010 

was c ondoned  without c iting  any reason for suc h 

c ondona tion and  therefore, I am not inc lined  to fo llow 

the p rinc ip le of c ondonda tion of delay in this c ase. 

In P2/ 1103/ 2009, the orig ina l Revision Petition was 

filed  on 13.09.1997 and  therefore there was no suc h delay 
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of about (15) years as in this c ase. Henc e, this 

p rec edenc e a lso c annot be used  to c ondone the delay 

in this c ase. 

In P2/ 1084/ 1997, Revision Petition was filed  on 

13.09.97 and  therefore there was no suc h delay of a lmost 

(15) years as in this c ase. 

In view of the above I am not inc lined  to use the 

p rec edenc e of (3) c ases to c ondone the delay in this 

c ase.  However, a fter examining the reasons submitted  by 

the Counsel for c ondoning the delay, I notic e tha t the 

entire b lame has been put on the Counsel who had  

appeared  before Direc tor of Settlements when the c ase 

was d ismissed  by Direc tor of Settlements on 19.04.97.  As a  

p rudent and  d iligent petitioner, it is responsib ility of the 

petitioner before Direc tor of Settlements, to have kep t 

trac k of the development in the Court of Direc tor of 

Settlements and  should  have taken appropria te ac tion to 

have filed  the Revision Petition before this Court, in time, I 

see lac k of due d iligenc e on beha lf of the Revision 

Petition and  therefore I am not inc lined  to ac c ep t the 

reasoning g iven for c ondoning the delay. 

In the result, the Revision Petition is d ismissed  a t the 

stage of admission.”      

 

The suffic ient c ause sta ted  by the petitioner is tha t he was 

not aware of the pend ing c ase in R.P.No.124/ 82, when his fa ther 

d ied . The c ounsel, who was rep resenting  the revision petition 

before the Direc tor of Settlement a lso d ied  without hand ing over 

the rec ord  and  on ac c ount of c omp lete ignoranc e, the further 

revision under Sec tion 7(d ) of the Ac t is not filed  within time.  It is 
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spec ific a lly b rought to the notic e of the 1st respondent tha t as 

aga inst the c ommon order, the revisions a re still pend ing, and  

the c ases filed  by revision petitioner may be taken up  a long with 

the revisions pend ing aga inst the c ommon order of Direc tor of 

Settlements.  The request of petitioner was rejec ted  on the 

grounds a lready noted  and  the revision was d ismissed  by the 1st 

respondent. 

I have perused  the a ffidavit filed  by the petitioner and  

taken note of the information furnished  by the Assistant 

Government Pleader namely tha t the two revision petitions filed  

aga inst the c ommon order in respec t of the same village in the 

neighbourhood  a re yet to be d isposed  of by the 1st respondent.  

The c ause shown by the petitioner is tha t his fa ther d ied  and  the 

lea rned  c ounsel who appeared  for his fa ther a lso d ied  in the 

year 2003 a fter the orders were passed  by the Direc tor of Survey 

and  Settlements.  The p robab ility of not c ollec ting  the file by the 

petitioner’ s fa ther c annot be over looked .  The rights under 

Sec tion 11(a ) of the Ac t a re va luab le in na ture instead  of 

c onsidering  the issue on merits, the revision is heard  on delay in 

p resenta tion and  d ismissed .  This c ourt is of the view tha t the 

petitioner c an be g iven an opportunity to c anvass the merits 

a long with simila rly situa ted  persons, whose revisions a re pend ing  

before the 1st respondent. 
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The order impugned  in the writ petition is set aside.  The 

matter is remitted  to the 1st respondent and  the 1st respondent is 

d irec ted  to hea r Case No.P2/ 482/ 2011 a long with Case 

Nos.P2/ 1103/ 2009 and  P2/ 124/ 2010 and  d ispose of exped itiously. 

The writ petition is ac c ord ing ly ordered .   No order as to 

c osts. 

Misc ellaneous petitions, if any, pend ing sha ll stand  c losed .   

 

 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 27-09-2016 

Prv 
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