
 

HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT PETITION Nos.7482, 7588, 7589, 7781 and 7784 of 2012 

 

COMMON ORDER 

 

 Heard  Mr.Abhisekh Reddy for petitioners and  the lea rned  

Assistant Government Pleader (Revenue) for respondents. 

The writ petitions a re filed  c ha lleng ing p roc eed ings 

No.G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 7, G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 9, G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 19/ 13, 

G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 10 and  G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 14 respec tively da ted  

25.02.2012 as viola tive of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e, illega l, void  

and  without jurisd ic tion. 

The c irc umstanc es in a ll the writ petitions a re substantia lly 

simila r. 

The c ounsel appearing  for pa rties have trea ted  W.P.No.7482 

of 2012 as lead  writ petition and  have c onsented  to d isposing of the 

ba tc h by referring  to the averments in W.P.No.7482 of 2012. 

W.P.No.7482 of 2012 

The petitioners c la im to be purc hasers of agric ultura l land  in 

Sy.No.135 of Thimmapur Village, Damarac herla  Manda l, Na lgonda  

Distric t and  Sy.No.245 of Mud imanikyam Village and  Manda l, 

Na lgonda  Distric t. The petitioners have p lac ed  on rec ord  Pa tta  

Certific a te No.A4/ 663 da ted  09.06.1993, pa ttada r pass books issued  

in their favour and  ‘No Ob jec tion Certific a te’  issued  by the Distric t 

Revenue Offic er, Na lgonda  a t the time of purc hase from one Orsu 

Lac ha iah. 
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The petitioners by referenc e to the assignment, No Ob jec tion 

Certific a te da ted  22.12.2018 and  a lso pa ttadar pass books, c la im 

interest, right, title and  possession of the respec tive extents 

purc hased  by petitioners.  While the matter stood  thus, the 2nd  

respondent issued  impugned p roc eed ings da ted  25.02.2012 and  

the opera tive portion of the p roc eed ings reads thus ::- 

“ The Tahsildar, Damarcherla has reported that  on 

verif icat ion of the D.R. for the year 1993 it  is noted against  

the Sl.No.663, “ as land allot ted to freedom f ighter Sri Orsu 

Lachaiah, S/ o.Venkaiah, R/ o.B.Chandupat la’  and allot ted to 

A4 Sect ion.  But  Cert if icate issued from A sect ion.  There is 

no ent ry in personal register.  On physical inspect ion of the 

land, it  is not iced that  the purchasers Sri Padigapat i Venkat  

Reddy S/ o.Kot i Reddy R/ o.Damaracherla in Sy.No.245 to an 

extent  of Ac.1.00 gts Mudimankiyam village and also in 

Sy.No.135 to an extent  of Ac.2.14 gts in Timmapuram village, 

Sri Padigapat i Srinivas Reddy, S/ o.Kot i Reddy 

R/ o.Damaracherla in Sy.No.245 to an extent  of 1.00 gts 

Mudimankiyam village and also in Sy.No.135 to an extent  of  

Ac.2.13 gts in Timmapuram village and Sri Padigapat i Ram 

Reddy S/ o.Kot i Reddy R/ o.Damaracherla in Sy.No.245 to an 

extent  of 1.00 gts Mudimankiyam village and also in 

Sy.No.135 to an extent  of Ac.2.13 gts. in Timmapuram village 

and the Tahsildar requested to accord permission to review 

the assignment  case.  As such the assignment  Pat ta 

Cert if icate issued in Sy.No.135 to an extent  of Ac.7.00 gts. of 

Timmapuram village and also in Sy.No.245/ 19 to an extent  of 

Ac.3.00 gts at  Mudimanikyam village of Damaracherla Mandal 

issued in favour of  Sri Orsu Lachaiah, S/ o.Venkaiah, 

R/ o.B.Chandubat la village of Chivvemla Mandal vide 

Cert if icate No.A4/ 663 dt .09.06.1993 is hereby cancelled for 

violat ion of assignment  procedure.”  
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The ma in ground  of c ha llenge aga inst the proc eed ings 

impugned in the writ petition is tha t the 2nd  respondent assumed 

everything  aga inst petitioners and  title holders, behind  their bac k 

without notic e to petitioners, issued  p roc eed ings impugned in the 

writ petition.  Therefore, on the short g round  a lone, the p roc eed ings 

impugned in the writ petition a re liab le to be set aside.  The other 

ground  of c ha llenge is tha t the purc hase by petitioners is a fter 

verifying  the Certific a te issued  by Distric t Revenue Offic er,  

Na lgonda  Distric t and  a fter exp iry of reasonab le period , exerc ising  

jurisd ic tion either revisiona l or otherwise is unava ilab le to 

respondents.  The bela ted  exerc ise of jurisd ic tion by respondents 

renders the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition void  and  

illega l.  The petitioners p ray for setting  aside the p roc eed ings 

impugned in the writ petition. 

The Assistant Government Pleader rep lying  to the first 

c ontention of petitioners i.e., vio la tion of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e 

by taking note of va rious referenc es in the p roc eed ings impugned 

submits tha t the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition have 

been passed  without notic e to petitioners, who c la im to have 

subsisting  interest in the sub jec t ma tter of writ petition.  Therefore, he 

c ontends tha t the p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition c an 

be set aside on the short g round  of vio la tion of p rinc ip les of na tura l 

justic e and  matter may be remitted  to respondents for ac tion 

aga inst the sub jec t ma tter of writ petition in ac c ordanc e with law. 
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On the other submission of Mr.Abhisekh Reddy namely tha t 

exerc ise of revisiona l jurisd ic tion a t this point of time is not 

ma inta inab le, the Assistant Government Pleader c ontends tha t 

exerc ise of jurisd ic tion by respondents is dependant on the fac t 

situa tion of the c ase and  if fraud  or dec ep tion has been p lac ed  on 

the doc uments on whic h the respondents a re relying  upon, it is a  

matter of verific a tion but not on assumption to p revent the 

authorities from enquiring into the a lleged  assignment transfer in 

favour of petitioners etc .  Ac c ord ing to him, these a re basic  fac ts, 

whic h require enquiry and  p roof before the respondents.  He fina lly 

c ontends tha t the grounds now ra ised  on the bela ted  exerc ise of 

revisiona l jurisd ic tion a re not ava ilab le and  ought to be left open for 

c onsidera tion by the authorities. 

I have perused  the rec ord  and  taken note of the respec tive 

submissions. 

The first c ontention is vio la tion of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e 

on whic h the respondents a re unab le to sa tisfy this Court tha t the 

p roc eed ings impugned  in the writ petition a re passed  a fter issuing  

notic e to petitioners or g iving  them opportunity as per the 

enac tment under whic h the respondents intended  to c anc el the 

assignment or dec la re tha t the a liena tion in favour of petitioners is 

illega l.   

On the sa id  short g round , the p roc eed ings impugned  in the 

writ petitions a re set aside.  Proc eed ings No.G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 7, 
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G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 9, G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 19/ 13, G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 10 and  

G3/ 1387/ 2010/ 17/ 14 respec tively da ted  25.02.2012 a re restored  for 

c onsidera tion by 2nd  respondent in ac c ordanc e with law. 

After file is restored , the 2nd  respondent issues notic e to 

petitioners within six weeks from the da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this 

order. 

The petitioners on rec eip t of notic es a re g iven liberty to file 

rep ly before 2nd  respondent ra ising a ll ob jec tions inc lud ing the 

jurisd ic tiona l ob jec tion on whic h no view is expressed  by this Court. 

The 2nd  respondent c onsiders ob jec tions, verifies the rec ord  

from the offic e of 3rd  respondent and  as a re deemed fit, orders a re 

passed , as exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within three months 

from the da te of filing  of exp lana tion by petitioners. 

The parties a re d irec ted  to ma inta in sta tus-quo  in a ll aspec ts 

as on today for a  period  of four months from today. 

 The writ petitions a re ordered  ac c ord ing ly.  No order as to 

c osts. 

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

         

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 02-04-2018 
Prv 
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