
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P.No.18113 OF 2017 

ORDER: 

 

Heard  Mr.T.Surya  Sa tish for petitioners and  the lea rned  

Government Pleader (Revenue) for respondents.  

 

At request of respondents on 07.06.2017, time was granted  for 

p roduc tion of rec ord  in p roc eed ings No.B/ 80/ 2017 da ted  

25.04.2017.  The 2nd  respondent is p resent in Court and  has 

p roduc ed  the rec ord  for perusa l.  The lea rned  Government Pleader  

(Revenue), a fter going through the rec ord  and  a lso on the 

instruc tions of the offic er p resent in Court, fa irly sta tes tha t the order 

impugned in the writ petition from the stage of initia ting  ac tion till 

the same is c onc luded  through the p roc eed ing da ted  25.04.2017 

does not stand  to jud ic ia l sc rutiny.  The p roc eed ings impugned  in 

the writ petition read  as follows: 

“But it is brought to the notice of this office that, the 

Assignees has failed to develop the above land and brought 

into the cultivation till date.  The same facts also reported by 

the Mandal Revenue Inspector-I, Sircilla and Village Revenue 

Officer, Siricilla vide reference 3rd read above.  Thus he has 

violated the condition laid down under para VI (iii) of 

G.O.Ms.No.1406 dt.25.07.1958. 

Hence, the assignees in the show cause notice issued 

in the reference 4th read above has been called upon to 

explain as to why the land assigned to them should not be 

resumed back into Govt. custody for violation of condition 

within (15) days from the date of receipt of the notice, failing 

which further action will be taken as per rules.  The said 

notices was served to the above assignees. 

 The reply given by the assignees are not satisfactory, 

for which it cannot be considered. 

 In view of the above, and in terms of Govt. orders in 

the reference 2nd read above, the land which was assigned to 
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an extent of Ac.(102-26) acres is hereby resumed back into 

Govt.custody”. 

 

Apart from the sta tement made by the lea rned  Government 

Pleader, from the opera tive portion exc erp ted  above, it is evident 

tha t the 2nd  respondent, without app lying  his mind  to the issue  

on hand  i.e., fo llowing the p roc edure of issuing notic e,  

rec eiving  exp lana tion, a fford ing  opportunity, verifying  the nec essity 

to rec a ll the assignment or not, has passed  the order impugned  in 

the writ petition.  Norma lly, this Court does not c onsider the 

grievanc e, if remedy by way of appea l is p rovided  to the higher 

authorities, aga inst the order impugned.  The c ase on hand  stands 

on a  d ifferent footing  for the reason exc erp ted  above. Henc e,  

the p roc eed ings impugned in the writ petition a re set aside.  

The 2nd  respondent/ Tahsilda r to re-examine the nec essity of issuing 

notic e in eac h one of the c ases, verify da te of assignment and  

whether he is, a t this length of time, empowered  to issue notic e or 

not and , as a  matter of fac t, if c irc umstanc es subsist for issuing  

notic e, then he is free to p roc eed  in ac c ordanc e with law. 

 

The writ petition is ordered  as ind ic a ted  above.  There sha ll be 

no order as to c osts. 

 

Consequently, pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, a lso 

stand  d isposed  of.  

  

 ____________ 
                                                                                            S.V.BHATT, J 

                                                       

12th June, 2017 
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