
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P. No.16722 OF 2016  

ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.M.Pitc ha iah for petitioners and  Mr.K.Subba  Rao for 

respondents 1 to 3. 

 The petitioners p ray for Mandamus dec la ring  the inac tion of 

respondents in  regula rising  the c onstruc tions ra ised  by petitioners in 

Survey No.86 of Bhanoji Thota , Ga juwaka  Manda l, Visakhapa tnam 

Distric t and  a ttempting  to demolish the struc tures ra ised  by the 

petitioners, as illega l, a rb itra ry, unc onstitutiona l and  c ontra ry to 

G.O.Ms.No.296 Revenue (Assignment-I) Department da ted  

12.08.2015.  The petitioners p ray for a  d irec tion to respondents to 

regula rise their c onstruc tions in Survey No.86 of Bhanoji Thota  in 

terms of G.O.Ms.No.296 da ted  12.08.2015. 

 

 Through G.O.Ms.No.296 da ted  12.08.2015, the 1st respondent 

introduc ed  sc heme for regula risa tion of unob jec tionab le 

enc roac hments in Government land  in urban a reas  to an extent of 

100 square ya rds oc c up ied  by persons from below the poverty line  

a t free of c ost.  The petitioners c la im to have app lied  for 

regula risa tion of possession and  c onstruc tions ra ised  by the 

petitioners in Survey No.86 of Bhanoji Thota .  The c ause of ac tion for 

filing  the writ petition is tha t when the app lic a tions filed  by 

petitioners for regula risa tion a re pend ing with the respondents, the 

respondents a re a ttempting  to d ispossess the petitioners or demolish 

the struc tures in the sub jec t ma tter of writ petition.  On 26.05.2016, 
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this Court d irec ted  ma intenanc e of sta tus quo  as regards 

c onstruc tions in Survey No.86 of Bhanoji Thota .   

The respondents filed  petition to vac a te the interim order and  

by way of rep ly in the c ounter a ffidavit, it is sta ted  tha t the 

app lic a tions of petitioners a re examined  as per the polic y in  

G.O.Ms.No.296 and  they were rejec ted , and  the rejec tion is a lso 

d isp layed  on Visakhapa tnam Distric t website.  The opera tive portion 

of the c ounter a ffidavit reads as follows: 

  “It is respectfully submitted that the writ petitioners have 

applied for regularization of their encroachments with the 

following application numbers through mee-seva and 

they were disposed off in terms of G.O.Ms.No.296 as 

shown below: 

 

Sl. 
No. 

Name of the applicant Application 
No. 

Result of 
application 

Reason for 
rejection 

Date of 
rejection 

1. Darapu Kanaka Durga, 
W/o.Eswara Rao 

VZG1001-50-
60828 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

19.01.2016 

2 Nirujogi Chinnammulu 
W/o.Appala Naidu 

VZG1001-50-
72983, 
VZG1001-50-
73858 

Rejected Vacant land 
 
Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

18.04.2016 
06.05.2016 

3. Janumuri Radha, W/o. 
late Thata Babu 

VZG1001-50-
72819 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

16.04.2016 

4. Adireddy Chinnamma 
w/o.Appala Naidu 

VZG1001-50-
72985, 
VZG1001-50-
73863 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014, 
Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

07.05.2016 

5. Andala Lakshmi, 
W/o.Srinivas 

VZG1001-50-
72933 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

18.04.2016 

6. Mudalavalasa 
Bhulakshmi, 
W/o.Surya Narayana 

VZG1001-50-
72928 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

18.04.2016 

7. Gavireddy Kannatalli, 
W/o.Gavireddy Eswara 
Rao  

VZG1001-50-
72991 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

18.04.2016 

8. Bailapudi 
Ramanamma, 
W/o.Naidu 

VZG1001-50-
72988 

Rejected Extent 
occupied 
more than 
100 sq. yds. 

18.04.2016 

9. Harisanka 
Chilakamma, 
W/o.Apparao 

VZG1001-50-
71201 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

16.03.2016 

10. Vasanth Parvathi, 
W/o.Appala Naidu 

Not applied ….. ….. ….. 

11. Chapa Sinkamma, 

W/o.Malleswara Rao 

Not applied … … … 

12. Gunta Padmavathi, 
W/o.Vykuntam 

VZG1001-50-
73318 

Rejected Dwelling after 
01.01.2014 

23.04.2016 
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It is respectfully submitted that the rejection orders are 

displayed in the Visakhapatnam District Website for the 

knowledge of the applicants and no other communication 

is given to the applicants as more than 10 thousand 

applications were received for regularization in terms of 

G.O.Ms.No.296 and the rejections were not challenged.” 

 

 In view of the stand  taken in the c ounter a ffidavit, for a ll 

purposes, the p rayer as made in the writ petition c annot and  c ould  

not be c onsidered , and  the petitioners have to work out the  

remed ies ava ilab le under the very sc heme under whic h 

regula risa tion is sought for.  

 Mr.Pitc ha iah rea lizing  this d iffic ulty c ontends tha t the 

rejec tion c annot and  c ould  not be taken note by this Court, for the 

rejec tion is not c ommunic a ted  to the petitioners and  therefore will 

have the lega l effec t of an un-c ommunic a ted  order, and  p rays for 

d irec tion to regula rise the oc c upa tion.   

After going  through the sc heme of regula risa tion, its ob jec t 

etc ., this Court is of the view tha t the ob jec tion is required  to be 

noted  but liab le to be rejec ted  in limine. For apprec ia ting  this 

c ontention, Paragraph 12 of G.O.Ms.No.296 is exc erp ted  

hereunder: 

     “12. Processing of Applications 

a) All applications received in “Mee Seva” shall be forwarded 

to the concerned Tahsildar. 

b) A Divisional Level Regularization Committee (DLRC) shall 

be constituted with the following officers: 

           i. Sub-Collector/Revenue Divisional Officer –Chairman 

           ii. Town Planning Officer of concerned Municipal area- 

               Member 

           iii. Tahsildar concerned -  Member & Convener 
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c) The Tahsildar will conduct a detailed inspection in respect 

of each application and make recommendation to the DLRC 

for taking a decision on the eligibility of the applicant.  The 

District Collector/CCLA may prescribe a suitable Check List 

for use of the Tahsildar. 

d) After the decision of the DLRC, the Tahsildar will issue 

assignment order and prepare House site patta in the name 

of woman member of a family and distribute to the 

beneficiaries in a public function.  In case of woman member 

is not available, the eldest male member may be considered. 

e) Each application shall be disposed off within ninety (90) 

days of its receipt. 

f) An Appeal on the decision of the DLRC shall lie with Joint 

Collector-1 within a period of ninety (90) days.” 

 

           From the above it is c lea r, the authorities, if a re p roposing to 

regula rise the oc c upa tion, the p roc edure c ontemp la ted  a t va rious 

stages has to be followed .  The authorities by the c hec klist under 

the sc heme a re not under ob liga tion to ind ividua lly c ommunic a te 

the orders passed  on the app lic a tions filed  for regula risa tion.  The 

c ounter a ffidavit refers to d isp laying the rejec tion order on website. 

In the absenc e of rebutta l and  keep ing in view the writ p rayer, this 

Court is unab le to ac c ep t the c ontention ra ised  by Mr.Pitc ha iah.  

Now there is information tha t the app lic a tions a re rejec ted . Under 

the sc heme, the app lic ants, who a re not sa tisfied  with the dec ision, 

a re g iven liberty to file appea l before the Joint Collec tor within 90 

days.  For the above reasons, this Court is not inc lined  to c onsider 

the writ p rayer, however, the petitioners, who a re interested  in 

working out the remedy of appea l, a re g iven liberty to file appea l 

by enc losing  a  c opy of this order within 30 days from the da te of 
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rec eip t of this order.  The Joint Collec tor to examine and  pass orders 

on the merits of eac h one of the c la ims. 

 The writ petition is d ismissed  with the observa tions.    

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

      

                                                                          

                  ___________ 

                          S.V.BHATT, J 

 

Da te: 23.08.2017 

Stp  


