
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

W.P. Nos.29415 OF 2013, 29410 OF 2013, 29413 OF 2013, 26835 OF 2013, 

29416 OF 2013, 29411 OF 2013, 29414 OF 2013 AND 29412 OF 2013  

 

COMMON ORDER: 

Heard  Mr.A.Pandu Ranga  Rao for writ petitioners and  the 

lea rned  Assistant Government Pleader (Assignment) for 

respondents. 

The matter a rises under the A.P. Assigned  Lands (Prohib ition of 

Transfers) Ac t, 1977 (for short ‘ the Ac t’ ).  The petitioners c ha llenge 

the c ommon order da ted  08.07.2013 of 1st respondent c onfirming 

the orders of 2nd  and  3rd  respondents da ted  13.12.2010 and  

27.03.2010 respec tively. 

  The c ounsel appearing  for the pa rties submit tha t the 

referenc e to c irc umstanc es in W.P. No.29415 of 2013 would  be 

suffic ient for d isposing  of the writ petitions. 

 G.Prasad / petitioner c la ims to be living  by agric ulture.  

Respondent No.3 granted  assignment in favour of petitioner for an 

extent of Ac .3-70 c ents in Survey No.361/ 4 in Vijayapuram Village 

and  Manda l, Chittoor Distric t.  Ac c ord ing  to petitioner, he was and  

is in possession of the assigned  land .  While matters stood  thus, the 

3rd  respondent issued  notic e under Sec tions 3 and  4 of the Ac t and  

passed  order da ted  27.03.2010 c anc elling  the assignment and  

ordering  resumption of assigned  land .  The petitioner filed  appea l 

and  the order of c anc ella tion and  resumption was c onfirmed  vide 

order da ted  13.12.2010.  The petitioner c ha llenged  the orders of 
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respondent Nos. 2 and  3 before 1st respondent in Case No.D.Dis.No. 

(E4)/ 1389/ 2011. On 08.07.2013, the 1st respondent c onfirmed  the 

orders of respondents 2 and  3.  Henc e the writ petition. 

The c ounsel for petitioner c ontends tha t the p roc eed ing 

initia ted  under the Ac t is c omp letely illega l and  without jurisd ic tion.  

Ac c ord ing to petitioner, the petitioner has not c ontravened  the 

assignment c ond itions or the Ac t. There is no referenc e to any sa le 

transac tion in the orders of respondents 1 to 3 and , therefore, on 

assumed transfer of p roperty, the orders impugned  in the writ 

petition have been passed .  The c ounsel relies upon the dec ision of 

this Court in Sudalagunta Sugars Limited v. Joint Collec tor, Chittoor 

and another1 and  c ontends tha t the notic e is bereft of reasons, and  

notic es in Form Nos.1 and  II a re not issued .  Therefore, it is liab le to 

set aside. 

 The Assistant Government Pleader firstly by relying  upon the 

reasons rec orded  by the respondents tried  to susta in the orders 

impugned in the writ petition, however, on the c ontention of 

petitioner tha t there is no sa le deed  evidenc ing transfer of assigned  

land  in favour of anyone, it is submitted  tha t these deta ils though 

a re ava ilab le, c ould  not be inc orpora ted  in the orders.  Therefore, it 

is fa irly sta ted  tha t the orders impugned in the writ petition c an be 

set aside and  the matter remitted  to 3rd  respondent for 

c onsidera tion and  d isposa l a fresh in ac c ordanc e with law. 
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 The sta tement is p lac ed  on rec ord  and  the orders impugned 

in the writ petition a re set aside and  matter is remitted  to 3rd  

respondent for c onsidera tion and  d isposa l a fresh in ac c ordanc e 

with law.   As this Court is d irec ting  the 3rd  respondent to initia te 

ac tion a fresh, it is made c lea r tha t the 3rd  respondent issues notic e 

with full deta ils on whic h the 3rd  respondent intends to p roc eed  

under the Ac t.   

The writ petitions a re ordered  as ind ic a ted  above.  No order 

as to c osts. 

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

      

                                                                              ___________ 

                     S.V.BHATT, J 

 

Da te:19.07.2017 

Stp  
 


