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This appeal, under Clause 15 of the Let ters Patent , is preferred 

against  the order of the learned Single Judge in WP.No.23902 of 2012 

dated 14.03.2017.  

 

Respondents 4 and 5 in the writ  pet it ion have invoked the 

appellate jur isdict ion of this court  under Clause 15 of the Let ters 

Patent .  The first  respondent  herein filed the writ  pet it ion quest ioning 

the act ion of the respondents in dum ping const ruct ion m ater ial,  and in 

t rying to const ruct  an elect r icit y sub-stat ion, in the land of an extent  of 

Ac.0.38 cents in Sy.No.14-7A of Pappireddipalli Village, Madanapalli 

Mandal, Chit toor Dist r ict , without  init iat ing land acquisit ion 

proceedings, and without  giving not ice to the pet it ioner who is the 

pat tadar and possessor of the land, as illegal and arbit rary. 

 

The case of the first  respondent -writ  pet it ioner, before the 

learned Single Judge, was that , while the land of a extent  of Ac.0.19 

cents was assigned in favour of her husband, another extent  of 

Ac.0.38 cents was assigned in her favour;  the author it ies had  

high-handedly dum ped m aterial on the said land to occupy an extent  

of Ac.0.38 cents;  and the said act ion of the respondents was arbit rary 

and illegal.  

 

I n the order under appeal, the learned Single Judge, after taking 

note of the subm ission of the appellant  herein that  the ‘D’ form  pat ta 

produced by the pet it ioner in respect  of assignm ent  of Ac.0.387 cents 

was bogus, exam ined the or iginal pat ta and recorded his sat isfact ion 
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that  the pat ta was, in fact , given in favour of the first  respondent -writ  

pet it ioner. The Learned Single Judge also perused the or iginal 

adanagal Pahani in respect  of Ac.0.38 cents in Sy.No.14/ 7A, and noted 

that  the nam e of the or iginal pat tedar, appearing in colum ns 12 and 

13 relat ing to the pat tedar and possessor, were m anipulated by 

applying white fluid, and in colum n No.12 it  was writ ten as 

‘anadheenam ’;  sim ilar ly in colum n No.8, where the descript ion of the 

land was required to be recorded, the original ent ry was erased by 

applying white fluid and it  was writ ten as AWD;  the ent ry in colum n 

No.6 was rem oved by applying white fluid, and it  was overwrit ten as 

Governm ent  (prabhutvam ) ;  the m anipulat ion in the records, which 

showed that  it  was Governm ent  land, was not  corrected;  whenever 

any correct ion is m ade in the perm anent  Governm ent  Records, an 

enquiry should be m ade;  and, on due enquiry, appropriate proceedings 

for correct ions, if any, in the perm anent  records should be issued by 

the com petent  authority, and the correct ions should be m ade under 

the signatures of the officers authorised to m ake correct ions in the 

or iginal record by m aking a m ent ion of the details of the proceedings 

at  the place where the correct ions are carr ied out . The Learned Single 

Judge recorded his sat isfact ion that  the or iginal record produced on 

behalf of the Governm ent  had been m anipulated, the copy of the pat ta 

produced by the pet it ioner appeared to be genuine, and he was, 

therefore, not  inclined to accept  the content ions urged on behalf of the 

State.  

 

The Learned Single Judge further observed that  the m ere fact  

that  two separate pat tas were granted viz. one to the pet it ioner’s 

husband and the other to the pet it ioner herself, did not  just ify the 

Governm ent  usurping the land allot ted to them . Having taken note of 

the fact  that  the sub-stat ion had already been const ructed on a part  of 
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the land, the learned Single Judge directed the respondents not  to 

interfere with the pet it ioner’s enjoym ent  over the rem aining extent  of 

land from  out  of Ac.0.38 cents in Sy.No.14/ 7A, i.e., the rem aining land 

after excluding the area or extent  of land over which the elect r icity 

sub-stat ion was const ructed by respondents 1 to 3 except  in 

accordance with the procedure established by law.  I m posing costs of 

Rs.10,000/ - , the learned Single Judge directed the Dist r ict  Collector to 

forthwith init iate necessary act ion against  the officers and staff 

concerned of the Tahasil office/ MRO’s office, or of any other 

Governm ent  office, who were responsible for the m anipulat ion of the 

Governm ent  records, if such act ion is not  already init iated.   

 

The learned Governm ent  Pleader for Revenue has reiterated the 

subm issions urged before the learned Single Judge, and has contended 

that  im posit ion of costs of Rs.10,000/ -  is wholly unjust ified.  We are 

sat isfied, however, that  the order under appeal does not  suffer from  

any patent  illegality and, consequent ly,  does not  necessitate interfere 

in an int ra-court  appeal under Clause 15 of the Let ters Patent . The 

Learned Single Judge has called for the records, exam ined them , and 

has recorded his sat isfact ion that  the pat ta granted in favour of the 

pet it ioner, of an extent  of Ac.0.38 cents, was genuine.  The Learned 

Single Judge has also noted that  the Governm ent  records were 

m anipulated;  and the earlier ent ry, recording the grant  of assignm ent , 

was rem oved applying white fluid, and “Governm ent  land”  was writ ten 

thereupon. The Learned Single Judge was, therefore, just ified in 

holding that  the respondents should be rest rained from  interfer ing with 

the pet it ioner’s possession of the land, except  with respect  to the area 

over which the elect r icity sub-stat ion had already been const ructed.  

 

The order of the learned Single Judge im posing costs of 

Rs.10,000/ - , and in direct ing disciplinary act ion to be taken against  
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the officers concerned, is also just ified as he has, in the order under 

appeal, recorded that  the original records of the Governm ent  had been 

m anipulated and has assigned reasons therefor. 

 

Viewed from  any angle we find no infirm ity, m uch less any 

patent  illegality, in the order under appeal just ifying interference, with 

the order of the learned Single Judge, in an int ra-Court  appeal under 

Clause 15 of the Let ters Patent .  

 

The writ  appeal fails and is, accordingly, dism issed. 

Consequent ly, pending m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any, shall stand 

closed. There shall be no order as to costs. 
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