
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

W.P. Nos.7883 AND 7893 OF 2014  

COMMON ORDER: 

 Heard  Mr.S.Ra jan for petitioner and  the lea rned  Government 

Pleaders for Revenue and  Forests. 

 The petitioner and  the respondents a re same in these two writ 

petitions. 

 The petitioner c ha llenges the orders of Commissioner of 

Appea ls/ respondent No.5 in W.P. No.7883 of 2014 and  respondent 

No.6 in W.P. No.7893 of 2014 in p roc eed ings Nos. VI/ 228/ 2010 and  

VI/ 332/ 2010 respec tively, as illega l, suffer from a rb itra riness and  a re 

c ontra ry to the d irec tions issued  by this Court in W.P. No.3266 of 

2012. 

 The c ounsel appearing for pa rties submit tha t in respec t of 

the sub jec t ma tter of writ petitions, a  revision is pend ing before the 

Commissioner of Appea ls.  The orders impugned in the writ petitions 

do not sta te reasons in support of the c onc lusion a rrived  by the 

Commissioner of Appea ls, henc e,  the Government Pleaders have 

c onsented  to d isposing of the writ petitions by remitting  the matter 

to Commissioner of Appea ls for c onsidera tion and  d isposa l in 

ac c ordanc e with law.  To apprec ia te this limited  ob jec tion of 

petitioner, this Court c onsiders it appropria te to refer the order 

da ted  09.02.2012 in W.P. No.3266 of 2012 and  therea fter the 

opera tive portion of the p roc eed ings impugned in W.P.No.7883 of 

2014.  
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  “Oral order: 

 Heard both sides. 

 Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the 5th 

Respondent has admitted the revision petition filed by the 

4th respondent without condoning the delay of 18 years. 

 After hearing the learned counsel for the parties, the 

writ petition is disposed of with a direction  to the 5th 

respondent that the petitioner’s preliminary issue, delay 

of 18 years be considered first before deciding the case 

on merits.  The revision petition filed by the 4th 

respondent shall be disposed of by the 5th respondent 

within four weeks from the date of receipt of a certified 

copy of the order. No costs.” 

 

       “Proceedings No.VI/228/2010, dated 15.02.2014         

  On basis of above findings, I find it a fit case to take 

up suo-motu revision U/s.14-A of A.P. (A.A.) Inams 

(Abolition & Conversion into Ryotwari) Act 1956 to satisfy 

myself regarding the correctness of decision and 

regularity of such proceedings. 

        There is no time limit prescribed for suo-motu 

revision. 

     Sri N.V.S.V.Ramakrishna had filed following orders 

made by Hon’ble High Court in W.P. No.3266/2012 on 9-

2-2012 wherein Hon’ble High Court had directed  5th 

respondent to hear preliminary issue of delay of 18 years 

first before considering the merits. 

It is decided to take up suo-motu revision U/s.14-

A of AP (AA) Inams (Abolition & Conversion into 

Ryotwari) Act 1956 as there is no time limit for taking up 

revision U/s.14-A.  The case is posted for hearing on 

dt.25-03-2014 at 2-30 p.m.” 
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 This Court is of the view tha t the Commissioner of Appea ls 

ought to have taken note of the observa tion/ d irec tion of this Court 

in W.P. No.3266 of 2012 while passing the orders impugned in these 

writ petitions.  The reasons now assigned  in c ounter a ffidavit or ora l 

a rgument c annot sa tisfy the requirement or c omp lying with the 

d irec tions issued  by this Court. The Commissioner of Appea ls if 

dec ided  to hold  tha t there is no time limit for enterta ining  a  revision, 

suc h c onc lusion ought to have been p rec eded  by same reasoning 

till its c onc lusion.  The c ounsel appearing  for the parties sinc e have 

c onsented   to d isposing of the writ petitions, this Court is not 

p roposing to examine the merits or other c irc umstanc es p leaded  by 

petitioner and / or c ontesting  respondents.  The writ petitions a re 

ordered  as follows: 

 The orders impugned  in the writ petitions a re set aside as not 

sa tisfying  with the d irec tions issued  by this Court in W.P. No.3266 of 

2012 and  matter remitted  to Commissioner of Appea ls for 

c onsidera tion and  d isposa l a fresh.  After remand , the respondents 

a re g iven liberty to rely on the p rinc ip le la id  down in Maharaja Alak 

Narayana Sc ienc e & Arts Soc iety (MANSAS),Vizianagaram v. 

Buddaraju Sarojini and others1  and  persuade the  Commissioner of 

Appea ls with their c ontention tha t no time limit is p rovided  on 

revision and  in the c ase on hand  having regard  to tota lity of 

c irc umstanc es, the revision is ma inta inab le. The Commissioner of 

Appea ls c onsiders and  d isposes of app lic a tions, now restored  to file, 

                                                            

1 2005 (2) ALT 106 
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a long with other revisions pend ing on the same sub jec t matter as 

exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within two months from the 

da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order.  The parties to the lis a re 

g iven liberty to file add itiona l ma teria l, if any, in support of their 

respec tive c ases. 

 No order as to c osts. 

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

      

                                                                          

           ___________ 

                            S.V.BHATT, J 

 

Da te:27.07.2017 
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