
HON’ BLE SRI JUSTICE C. PRAVEEN KUMAR 

    

WRIT PETITION No. 17119 of 2015  

 
ORDER: 

 

1) Heard learned counsel for the pet it ioner and Government  

Pleader for Revenue.   

2) The present  writ  pet it ion came to be f iled seeking issuance 

of writ  of mandamus declaring the memo issued by the fourth 

respondent  vide Memo No.B/ 1400/ 2014, dated 06.04.2015 as 

illegal, arbit rary and cont rary to the provisions of the Andhra 

Pradesh Rights in Land and Pat tadar Pass Books Act , 1971; and 

consequent ly direct  the fourth respondent  to issue pat tadar pass 

book and t it le deed in favour of the pet it ioner in respect  of land 

admeasuring Ac.7.19 gts., in Sy.Nos. 147, 148 and 149 of 

Kalvalapally Village, Munugodu Mandal, Nalgonda Dist rict  and to 

make necessary ent ries in column No.13 from the year 1989-90 to 

t il l date.   

3) The pet it ioner herein claims to be the absolute owner and 

possessor of agriculture land referred to above.  She is said to 

have applied for issuance of pat tadar pass book and t it le deed by 

way of representat ion, dated 10.03.2014, to the fourth 

respondent  and also approached the fourth respondent  for making 

necessary ent ries in column No.13 of the revenue records from the 

year 1989-90 t ill date.  The fourth respondent  is said to have 

issued the impugned memo stat ing that  the pet it ioner has kept  
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the said land fallow for a period of four years  and the pet it ioner 

is not  in possession of the said land.  Challenging the said Memo 

the present  writ  pet it ion came to be f iled.  

4)  A counter came to be f iled disput ing the averments made 

in the aff idavit .   It  is stated that  in view of the orders passed by 

this Court  in W.P.No.10684 of 2011 wherein the request  of the 

pet it ioner for restoring her name as occupant  in the revenue 

records was rej ected and having regard to fact  that  O.S.No.323 of 

2006 f iled by Parne Sugunamma, which was dismissed and against  

which an applicat ion came to be f iled to set  aside the exparte 

order, which is pending, it  is urged that  the pet it ioner is not  

ent it led for issuance of pat tadar pass book and t it le deed.  

5) A perusal of the material placed before the Court  would 

show that  on an applicat ion made by the pet it ioner, she was 

issued pat tadar pass book and t it le deed in respect  of lands 

admeasuring Ac.9.17 gts., in Sy.Nos.89 to 92, 150 to 157.  Since 

wrong ent ries in respect  of land admeasuring Ac.7.19 gts., in 

Sy.Nos.147, 148 and 149 came to be made in the name of P.Ranga 

Reddy, the request  of the pet it ioner was rej ected.  As the said 

Ranga Reddy was interfering with the property in dispute, the 

pet it ioner herein f iled O.S.No.1670 of 1989 seeking perpetual 

inj unct ion, which was dismissed by the Dist rict  Munsif  vide 

j udgment  dated 01.07.1994.  Challenging the same, the pet it ioner 

preferred A.S.No.32 of 1994 on the f ile of the Dist rict  Judge, 

Nalgonda, which was allowed on 14.08.1995. Second appeal 
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preferred by said Ranga Reddy vide S.A.No.688 of 1995 was 

dismissed on 19.11.1997.  This Court  while dismissing the second 

appeal directed the Revenue Divisional Off icer to enquire into the 

aspect  of correct ion of ent ries in the revenue records, on an 

applicat ion dated 09.10.1993.   

6) It  is also to be noted that  the said Ranga Reddy also f iled 

O.S.No.323 of 2006 seeking declarat ion of t it le which was 

dismissed on 20.02.2013, against  which an applicat ion is f iled to 

set  aside the exparte order which is pending.  The record also 

discloses that  pursuant  to an observat ion made in S.A.No.688 of 

1995 the Revenue Divisional Off icer, vide proceedings dated 

09.08.1999 deleted the name of the pet it ioner in respect  of the 

said land for the year 1973-74 to 1988-89.  A revision came to be 

f iled before the Joint  Collector, Nalgonda, which was also 

dismissed on 18.06.2001.  Thereafter, the pet it ioner f iled 

W.P.No.21129 of 2001.  It  is to be noted that  by then the said 

Ranga Reddy died and his legal representat ives were contest ing 

the same.  After hearing both sides, this Court  allowed the writ  

pet it ion set t ing aside the proceedings dated 18.06.2001, which 

order has become f inal.  As no act ion was taken in spite of the 

orders passed in the writ  pet it ion, a contempt  case came to be 

f iled, which was rej ected on the ground that  the proper remedy is 

to f ile a separate applicat ion before the Tahsildar to restore the 

necessary ent ries in revenue records and a complaint  to Dist rict  

Collector, Nalgonda if  there is any failure. It  is said that  though 

the representat ions are made, as directed by this Court , no act ion 
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has been init iated t il l date, which lead to f il ing of W.P.No.10684 

of 2011 seeking restorat ion of her name in the revenue records.  

Vide order, dated 27.07.2011, the name of the pet it ioner was 

restored in the pahanies and as such the said writ  pet it ion was 

dismissed as the grievance of the pet it ioner was redressed.   

7) A reading of the counter f iled in W.P.No.10684 of 2011 

clearly indicate that  the Tahsildar admit ted that  the pet it ioner is 

original pat tadar of land to an extent  of Ac.7.19 gts., in 

Sy.Nos.147, 148 and 149 situated at  Kalwalapalli Village, 

Munugode Mandal and her name was recorded in pat tadar and 

possessor column of pahani for the year 1973-74 to 1989-90.  By 

an order dated 12.06.2014 this Court  dismissed the writ  pet it ion.  

It  would be relevant  to ext ract  the relevant  port ion of the order, 

which is as under:  

“ On 19.04.2011, this Court  ordered not ice before admission and 

subsequent ly, the third respondent -Tahsildar has f iled a counter 

aff idavit .   In Para No.4 of the counter, it  is stated as follows:  

“ In this regard, it  is humbly submit ted that  after perusing the 

applicat ion of the pet it ioner and obj ect ions f iled by the 

respondents and keeping in view of the j udgments of  Hon’ ble 

High Court  in W.P.No.21129 of 2005 dated 15.11.2005 and order 

dated 12.11.2009 in C.C. (SR) No.2409 of 2009, it  is revealed that  

the respondents have not  f iled any writ  appeal before competent  

Court .  In the above circumstances, the name of the pet it ioner is 

restored in pahani in respect  of the land to an extent  of Ac.7.19 

gts., in Sy.Nos.147, 148 and 149 of Kalwalapally Village, 

Munugodu Mandal, with effect  from 1973-74 to 1988-89 vide 

order D/ 2503/ 2011, dated 27.07.2011” .  
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In view of the above averments, the name of the pet it ioner is 

already restored in the pahani, as such the grievance of the 

pet it ioner stands redressed and no further orders are necessary 

in this writ  pet it ion.”  

8) From a reading of the above order, it  is clear that  the name 

of the pet it ioner is being restored in the revenue records.  

Pursuant  thereto the pet it ioner again made a representat ion 

before the authorit ies for making necessary ent ries in the revenue 

records and also for issuance of pat tadar pass book and t it le deed 

in respect  of the above land.  Without  considering the orders 

passed by this Court  in the earlier round of lit igat ion, the 

impugned memo came to be issued rej ect ing the request  of the 

pet it ioner stat ing that  the land was kept  fallow for a period of 

four years and the pet it ioner is not  in possession of the said land.  

It  is to be noted that  in the counter f iled in the earlier writ  

pet it ion it  has been specif ically admit ted that  the pet it ioner is in 

possession of the property and that  her name has already been 

restored in the revenue records.  This Court  while accept ing the 

averments made in the counter closed the writ  pet it ion which is 

referred to above.  In fact , in Contempt  Case (SR) No.2409 of 2009 

this Court  observed as under:  

“ After hearing learned Counsel for pet it ioner and learned 

Assistant  Government  Pleader for Revenue (Telangana 

Area) and perusing the orders passed by this Court  earlier, 

this Court  is  convinced that  contempt  case is not  

maintainable. As a consequence of quashing of the 

proceedings of the Joint  Collector dated 18.6.2001, 

pet it ioner has a right  to seek restorat ion of ent ries in the 

revenue records. But  her remedy is to f ile separate 
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applicat ion to Tahsildar to restore necessary ent ries in 

revenue records and if  there is any failure to lodge a 

complaint  with Dist rict  Collector, Nalgonda. Contempt  

case is not  a proper remedy. Further, when the order was 

passed by this Court  on 15.11.2005, contempt  case is f iled 

on 22.4.2009, which is barred by limitat ion under Sect ion 

20 of Contempt  of Courts Act , 1971. If  so advised, 

pet it ioner may make appropriate applicat ion yet  again to 

the Tahsildar, Munugode, and if  there is a failure to take 

act ion on such applicat ion, she may move a pet it ion 

before the Dist rict  Collector, Nalgonda, or f ile a writ  

pet it ion.”   

9) That  being the posit ion, the impugned memo which has 

been passed cont rary to the earlier admissions made in the 

counter, is liable to be set  aside.  At  this stage it  is to be noted 

that  though the legal heirs of P.Ranga Reddy were contest ing the 

mat ter in the earlier round of lit igat ion, but  for the reasons best  

known they are not  made part ies to the  writ  pet it ion.  Infact , an 

obj ect ion to that  effect  was raised by the Government  Pelader for 

Revenue.  

10) Having regard to the aforesaid circumstances, the impugned 

memo is set  aside.  The pet it ioner shall make a fresh applicat ion 

in the prescribed format  for issuance of pat tadar pass book and 

t it le deeds, in which event  the authorit ies shall consider the case 

of the pet it ioner, after hearing the pet it ioner and the legal heirs 

of P.Ranga Reddy and also by taking into considerat ion the various 

orders passed by this Court  earlier, which are referred to above, 

in accordance with law and pass orders as early as possible, 
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preferably, within a period of four (04) weeks from the date of 

receipt  of a copy of the order.    

11) With the above direct ion, the writ  pet it ion is disposed of.  

There shall be no order as to costs.  

12) Consequent ly, miscellaneous pet it ions, if  any, pending in 

this Writ  Pet it ion shall stand closed.  

 
      

 _________________________ 
      JUSTICE C. PRAVEEN KUMAR 

 

29.12.2016  
gkv   
 


