
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

W.P.Nos.24079 AND 24472 OF 2013 

COMMON ORDER:  

   Heard  Mr.P.Sriraghuram, lea rned  senior c ounsel hold ing  for 

Mr.N.Siva  Reddy for petitioners, the lea rned  Government Pleader for 

Revenue and  Mr.P.Laxma Reddy and  Mr.A.Giridhar Rao for 

respondents 5 to 7. 

 The issue for c onsidera tion in these two writ petitions  a rises 

under the A.P. (Andhra  Area ) Inams (Abolition and  Conversion into 

Ryotwari) Ac t,1956 (for short ‘ the Ac t’ ) and  A.P. (Andhra  Area ) 

Inams (Abolition and  Conversion into Ryotwari) Rules,1957 (for short 

‘ the Rules’ ). 

 The petitioners and  respondents a re same in these two writ 

petitions.  The c ha llenge in W.P. No. 24079 of 2013 is made aga inst 

the order of the Spec ia l Deputy Tahsilda r (Inams), a t Collec tora te, 

Visakhapa tnam/ 3rd respondent in Inam Case No.AIP No.2 of 2009 

da ted  30.07.2009 as amended  in his p roc eed ings bearing  AIP No.2 

of 2009/ SDT (I), da ted  30.04.2010, as illega l, without jurisd ic tion and  

viola tive of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e. 

 In W.P.No.24472 of 2013, the petitioners c ha llenge the order 

of Revenue Divisiona l Offic er/ appella te authority, Collec tora te, 

Visakhapa tnam/ 2nd respondent in Appea l No.4038/ 2010/ C da ted  

31.12.2012 filed  aga inst order of Spec ia l Deputy Tahsilda r (Inams)/ 3rd  

respondent  in Case No.AIP No.2 of 2009 as amended   in his 

p roc eed ings No.AIP No.2 of 2009/ SDT (I) da ted  30.04.2010 and  

quash the same, as illega l and  without jurisd ic tion. 
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 From the writ p rayers exc erp ted  above, it c an be sta ted  tha t 

the substantive p rayer is in W.P.No.24079 of 2013 and  the p rayer in 

W.P. No.24472 of 2013 merely c onfirms the orders c ha llenged  in 

W.P.No.24079 of 2013.  Therefore, the c ounsel appearing  for the 

parties have made submissions substantia lly in W.P. No.24079 of 

2013 and  have further sta ted  tha t the outc ome of W.P. No.24472 of 

2013 depends on dec ision in W.P. No.24079 of 2013. 

 The c irc umstanc es relevant for d isposing of the writ petitions 

a re sta ted  thus: 

 In the year 2008, Ravada  Appa  Rao, Ravada  Demudu and  

Ravada  Gurumurthy/ respondents 5 to 7 herein filed  c la im petition 

under Sec tion 7(1) of the Ac t c la iming  ryotwari pa tta  in an extent of 

Ac .3-60 c ents in Survey No.105/ 1 of Pedamushid ivada  Village, 

Parawada  Manda l, Visakhapa tnam Distric t.  It is a lleged  tha t Survey 

No.105/ 1 of Pedamushid ivada  Village is c overed  by T.D.No.335 in 

the name of Ravada  Somulu. The 3rd  respondent through 

p roc eed ings bearing  AIP No.2 of 2009 da ted  30.07.2009 held  tha t 

respondent Nos.5 to 7 a re entitled  for rytowari pa tta  in Form 8 under 

Sec tion 4(1) (b ) of the Ac t.  The sc hedule of the p roperty in the 

order da ted  30.07.2009 reads thus: 

                                     “ SCHEDULE 

Manda l  :Pa rawada                                                            Distric t:  

Visakhapa tnam 

Village: Pedamushid ivada                                                  R.Sy.No.101/ 1 

 

Sl.No. Name of the 

Cla imant 

Sy. No. Extent Classific a tion 
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1 Sri Ravada  

Apparao, Ravada  

Demudu and  

Ravada  Gurumuthy, 

Sons 

of La te Ta ta lu, 

Residents Of 

Pedamushid ivada  

Village, Parawada  

Manda l 

 

 

Sy.No.101/ 1 Ac .3.60 Dry 

  Tota l Ac .3.60  

 

                                             

    Given under my hand  and  sea l, this 30th day of July,2009. 

 Note: An Appea l sha ll lie to Revenue Court (i.e.) Revenue Divisiona l 

Offic er, Visakhapa tnam within sixty days from the da te of rec eip t of 

this order. 

 

                                                              Sd / - xxx (30.07.2009) 

                                                                                 SPECIAL DEPUTY 

TAHSILDAR 

                                                                                        REVENUE 

DIVISION, 

                                                                                         

VISAKHAPATNAM”  

                                                        

             While matters stood  thus, respondent Nos.5 to 7 app lied  to 

3rd  respondent for c orrec tion of sc hedule as old  Survey No.105/ 1 

c orrespond ing to R.S. No.418/ 10 to 418/ 21 of Pedamushid ivada  

Village and  extent from Ac .3-60 c ents to Ac .3-56 c ents.  The 3rd  

respondent in File No.AIP No.2 of 2009/ SDT (I) da ted  30.04.2010 

basing  on the report of Tahsilda r da ted  21.04.2009 amended  the 

sc hedule as follows: 
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“ Order:- 

 In the c irc umstanc es reported  in the referenc e 2nd  read  

above, the following amendment is issued  to the 

p roc eed ings 1st read  above in respec t of Sy.No. 

c lassific a tion/ Extent of land . 

 

For     Read  

 

Sy.No. 

Old  Sy.No.105/ 1 of 

Pedamushid ivada  

village 

Sy.No. 

Old  Sy.No. 105/ 1 whic h 

c orrespond ing 

 to R.S.No.418/ 10 to 418/ 21 of 

Pedamushid ivada  village  

Extent:                             

Ac .3.60 c ts. (Three 

ac res and  sixty c ents 

only)     

Extent: 

 Ac .3-56 (Three ac res fifty six 

c ents only)  

 

Classific a tion:Ryotwari 

Dry 

Classific a tion: Ryotwari Wet 

 

 

                                                                                           Sd / - 

                                                                        Spec ia l Deputy Tahsilda r 

(Inams) 

                                                                                  Revenue Division, 

                                                                                    Visakhapa tnam”  

 

  

 The petitioners c ha llenge the p roc eed ings da ted  30.07.2009 

and  30.04.2009 as illega l, beyond  the jurisd ic tion of 3rd  respondent, 

viola tive of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e and  unc onstitutiona l. 

 The petitioners c la im to have purc hased  p lots in Survey 

Nos.418/ 10 to 418/ 21 of Pedamushid ivada  Village and  a re in 

possession and  enjoyment of purc hased  p lots.  It is further sta ted  

tha t the land  c overed  by Survey Nos.418/ 10 to 418/ 21 is sub jec t 

ma tter of layout approved  by Gram Panc haya t of 

Pedamushid ivada ,  vide L.P.No. 2 of 1982. On merits, the petitioners 
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c ontend  tha t respondents 5 to 7 a re not entitled  for g rant of 

ryotwari pa tta  either in Survey No.105/ 1 or Survey Nos.418/ 10 to 

418/ 21.  The definite c ase of petitioners is tha t respondents 5 to 7 

app lied  for grant of ryotwari pa tta  to  a  pa rtic ula r survey number 

i.e. Survey No.105/ 1 without referenc e to any c orrela tion  survey 

number.  The notic es, enquiry in this beha lf etc . have been 

c onfined  only to the survey number for whic h ryotwari pa tta  was 

sought for.  The 3rd  respondent with the passing of order in AIP No. 2 

of 2009 da ted  30.07.2009 does not have jurisd ic tion to c orrec t the 

order or c hange the deta ils in the sc hedule for whic h the ryotwari 

pa tta  has been granted .  In other words, p roc edure now followed  

to amend the sc hedule of Form-8 amounts to reviewing the order 

da ted  30.07.2009 and  the power of review is unava ilab le to 3rd  

respondent.  The petitioners p ray for setting  aside the p roc eed ings, 

as illega l, vio la tive of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e and  without 

jurisd ic tion. 

 4th respondent/ Tahsilda r, Parawada  Manda l, filed  c ounter 

a ffidavit and  on the p roc edure followed  by 3rd  respondent c ounter 

a ffidavit reads thus: 

   “  In rep ly to Pa ra  4 of the a ffidavit, it is 

submitted  tha t basing on the report of the 4th 

respondent, the 3rd  respondent has issued  

orders in Progs. AIP No.3/ 2009 SDT (I) 

d t.30.04.2010 duly amended  the Survey No. and  

Extent mentioned  in his ea rlier orders 

d t.30.07.2009 as deta iled  below:  
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FOR READ 

Survey No. 

Old  S.No.0.105/ 1 of 

Pedamushid ivada  

Village 

Survey No. 

Old  S.No.0.105/ 1 

whic h 

c orrespond ing to 

R.S.No.418/ 10 to 

418/ 21 of 

Pedamushid ivada  

village 

Extent 

Ac .3.60 c ts. (Three 

ac res and  sixty c ents 

only) 

Extent: 

Ac .3.56 c ts. (three 

ac res and  fifty six 

c ents only) 

Classific a tion:Ryotwari 

Dry 

Ryotwari Wet 

  

 

 In this c onnec tion it is submitted  tha t the 3rd  

respondent-SDT, Inams, RDO’s offic e, 

Visakhapa tnam is not a t c ompetent as per the 

p rovisions under the Ac t to revise his own orders.  

But, he has issued  orders in Progs.AIP No.3/ 2009 

SDT (I) d t.30.04.2010 amend ing his ea rlier orders 

d t.30.072009, whic h is quite c ontra ry to the 

p rovisions  la id  down under the Ac t.  If suc h 

amendment is essentia lly required  to his own 

orders d t.30.07.3009, the 3rd  respondent sha ll 

submit nec essary p roposa ls to the appella te 

authority i.e. R.D.O. Visakhapa tnam u/ s.7(2) of 

the Ac t. But, in the instant c ase, though there is 

amendment in the Survey No, Classific a tion and  

Extent, the 3rd  respondent has issued  his orders 

d t.30.04.2010 in viola tion and  c ontra ry of the 

sta tutory p rovisions la id  down under the Ac t.”    

(Emphasis added) 
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 The same stand  is reitera ted  by the lea rned  Government 

Pleader and  submitted  tha t the matter requires re-examina tion by 

3rd  respondent for order da ted  30.04.2010 is without jurisd ic tion. 

 Respondents 5 to 7 filed  c ounter a ffidavit. The c ase of 

respondents is tha t the respondents a re absolute owners and  

possessors of sub jec t ma tter of writ petition and  the ryotwari pa tta  

was rightly g ranted  in  their favour. The Spec ia l Deputy Tahsilda r 

(Inams), Visakhapa tnam Division, a fter c onduc ting  enquiry under 

the p rovisions of the Ac t g ranted  ryotwari pa tta  in favour of 

respondents 5 to 7 for an extent of Ac .3.60 c ents in Sy. No.105/ 1 of 

Pedamushid ivada  village by order da ted  30.07.2009. Survey 

No.105/ 1 is  o ld  survey number and  c orresponds to new re-survey 

No.418/ 10 to 21 of Pedamushid ivada  village and  sinc e the new 

resurvey numbers a re not mentioned  in the order, it was c orrec ted  

by order da ted  30.04.2010 and  therefore there is no illega lity or 

irregula rity in the orders impugned  in the writ petition.  Petitioners 

who have purc hased   house site p lots  have questioned   the orders 

of the Spec ia l Deputy Tahsilda r (Inams), Visakhapa tnam da ted  

30.07.2009 and  30.04.2010 before the Revenue Divisiona l Offic er by 

filing  appea l under Sec tion 7(2) of the Ac t and  the appea l was 

d ismissed   by order da ted  31.12.2012.  

 The emphasis of respondents 5 to 7 is tha t sinc e the appea l is 

d ismissed  there a re no merits in the writ petition and  the writ petition 

is liab le to be d ismissed . 

 I have head  the c ounsel appearing  for pa rties and  perused  

the rec ord . 
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 The point for c onsidera tion is:  

          Whether the orders of 3rd  respondent da ted  30.07.2009 and   

30.04.2010 a re va lid , lega l and  tenab le? 

 To sum up  the c ase, it is sta ted  respondents 5 to 7 filed  

app lic a tion under Sec tion 7(1) of the Ac t for g rant of ryotwari pa tta .  

The app lic a tion for g rant of ryotwari pa tta  was made with the 

definite desc rip tion of p roperty i.e. for Survey No.105/ 1.   The 3rd  

respondent has issued  (Rules 5 and  6) notic es in Forms V and  VI by 

showing the sc hedule of p roperty as Survey No. 105/ 1, T.D.No.335.  

The 3rd  respondent sinc e has not rec eived  ob jec tions for g rant of 

ryotwari pa tta  aga inst Survey No.105/ 1 dec ided  to grant ryotwari 

pa tta  for Survey No.105/ 1. The 3rd  respondent c eases to have further 

jurisd ic tion with the passing of orders da ted  30.07.2009.  

Respondents 5 to 7 a fter ob ta ining  ryotwari pa tta  for a  pa rtic ula r 

survey number, it is not d isputed , app lied  for c hange of sc hedule of 

order da ted   30.07.2009.   In an app lic a tion filed  for g rant of ryotwari 

pa tta , the substantia l issue for c onsidera tion is with regard  to ryoti 

land  for whic h ryotwari pa tta  is c la imed .  Therefore, the enquiry on 

the app lic a tion for g rant of ryotwari pa tta  is substantia lly with 

regard  to the sub jec t matter i.e. sc hedule of land  of the 

app lic a tion.  Henc e, right from the filing  of app lic a tion up  to the 

fina l orders, the enquiry foc uses on one aspec t i.e. land  for whic h 

the pa tta  is sought by the app lic ant.  Tha t being the position, if 

enquiry is taken in respec t of one survey number, orders a re passed  

and  therea fter on the app lic a tion of the c la imant, if the sub jec t 

ma tter is a llowed  to be c hanged , the same virtua lly amounts to 



 9 

reviewing or revisiting  the whole p roc edure a lready undertaken by 

respondent No.3.  The notic es in the enquiry a lready would  have 

been taken up  with the desc rip tion shown in the app lic a tion and  

rec eip t or non-rec eip t of ob jec tions would  be spec ific  to sc hedule 

of p roperty in the app lic a tion.  Now if for asking  or otherwise if 

sc hedule is c hanged  illustra tively sa id  from A to B or A c orrela te A/ 1 

etc ., virtua lly amounts to c hang ing the order itself.  Therefore, suc h 

exerc ise in the c onsidered  view of this Court will have to be c a lled  

review and  the power of 3rd  respondent to review its own orders is 

tested  on well estab lished  p rinc ip les of law whic h need  no 

reitera tion.  The 3rd  respondent, as a lready noted , reviewed  his 

ea rlier order added  the desc rip tion of p roperty as Survey No.105/ 1 

c orrespond ing to R.S. No.418/ 10 to 418/ 21 of Pedamushid ivada  

Village, extent Ac . 3-56 c ents.  

          Now the question for c onsidera tion is whether the 3rd  

respondent has jurisd ic tion to c hange the survey number and  d irec t 

issue of ryotwari pa tta  for c orrec ted  survey number.  The lea rned  

Government Pleader firstly has relied  upon by the stand  taken in the 

c ounter a ffidavit, sec ond ly even by independent examina tion of 

the Ac t and  the Rules, submits tha t the 3rd  respondent does not 

have power to review or rec onsider his orders.  It is further sta ted , 

and  in the c ase on hand , the order passed  by 3rd  respondent 

c annot be trea ted  as c orrec ting  a  c leric a l error.  Therefore, on the 

ground  tha t the 3rd  respondent does not have jurisd ic tion to review 

his order da ted  30.07.2009 and  c hange the sc hedule whic h virtua lly 

c hanges the entire identity, loc a tion etc . vide order da ted   
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30.04.2010 is unsusta inab le and  c onsequently liab le to be d ismissed .  

The c onc lusion to the c ase on the above lines does not g ive quietus 

to the c la im of ryotwari pa tta  made by respondents 5 to 7, for on 

their own sta tement tha t the sc hedule of p roperty for ryotwari pa tta  

is app lied  requires to be amended  and  tenures a re regula rised  as 

per one’s entitlement.  Therefore, even if this Court holds tha t the 

order da ted  30.07.2009 is within the jurisd ic tion of 3rd  respondent still 

on the very sta tement of app lic ants/ respondents 5 to 7 the 

sc hedule is erroneous. Therefore, the orders da ted  30.07.2009 and  

30.04.2010 a re required  to be set aside and  matter remitted  to 3rd  

respondent for c onsidera tion and  d isposa l in ac c ordanc e with law.  

The order of appella te authority, for the reasons sta ted  supra , is 

unsusta inab le and  ac c ord ing ly set aside. 

The writ petitions a re ordered  as ind ic a ted  above and  the 

matter is remitted  to 3rd  respondent.  No order as to c osts. 

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

  

         ___________ 

     S.V.BHATT,J 

 

 

 

Da te:22.09.2017 

Stp  

 

 

 


