
HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

CONTEMPT CASE No.403 of 2018 

  

ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.Subodh for petitioner and  the lea rned  Government 

Pleader (Revenue) for respondents. 

On 08.06.2017, this Court in W.P.No.18358 of 2017 while 

ordering  notic e before admission d irec ted  the parties not to 

c hange physic a l fea tures (sic  of petition sc hedule) till the next da te 

of hearing. 

The writ petitioner filed  the instant Contempt Case 

c omp la ining tha t the respondents, a fter rec eiving  the orders of the 

Court, have c hanged  the physic a l fea tures of petition land .  The 

making  of c onstruc tion notwithstand ing the interim order amounts 

to wilful d isobed ienc e of order of the Court.  Henc e, the Contempt 

Case. 

The respondents, pursuant to notic e ordered  on 06.03.2018, 

a re rep resented  by the lea rned  Government Pleader. 

The 2nd  respondent filed  c ounter a ffidavit. 

Before adverting  to the stand  taken in the c ounter a ffidavit, 

this Court p refers to exc erp t the writ p rayer, whic h reads as follows :- 

“ ……. to issue a writ  of mandamus or any other 

appropriate writ  or direct ion declaring the act ion of the 

respondents 3 to 6 in proposing to const ruct  a graveyard 

in Sy.No.24 of Dharmareddypally Village, Gaj wel 

Mandal, Siddipet  Dist rict ,  without  following the due 

process of  law as il legal, arbit rary and violat ive of  

Art icle 300-A of the Const itut ion of India and 
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consequent ly direct  the respondents not  to evict  the 

pet it ioner without  following the due process of  law…..” . 

 

The rep ly of 2nd  respondent is tha t Sy.No.24 is c lassified  as 

Government poramboke land  and  c overs an extent of Ac .3-32 g ts.,  

Admitted ly, the petitioner was assigned  an extent of Ac .2-03 g ts., 

and  the deta ils of assignment in Sy.No.24 a re sta ted  thus :- 

“ ……. I submit  that  the total extent  of Sy.No.24 is 

Ac.3.32 gts., which was classif ied as Government  

Poramboke land.  Out  of which, the pet it ioner was 

assigned an extent  of Ac.2.3 gts., ie.,  an extent  of Ac.1.5 

gts in Sy.No.24/ 2, an extent  of 23 gts in Sy.No.24/ 3 and an 

extent  of 0.15 gts in Sy.No.24/ 4 and an extent  of Ac.0.30 

gts was assigned to Mr.Umareddy and an extent  of 13 gts 

in favour of Sara Rambai leaving a net  of Ac.26 gts as 

Government  Poramboke land, which is on the western side 

of the road……” . 

 

Ac c ord ing to the 2nd  respondent, the c onstruc tion of 

“ Vykuntadamam”  meant for c remation of dead  bod ies is c overed  

by 20 g ts., in Sy.No.24, whic h is with the Government and  on whic h 

the petitioner does not have right and  title.   

The sum and  substanc e is tha t the c onstruc tion of 

“ Vykuntadamam”  has nothing  to do with the p roperty assigned  in 

favour of petitioner.   

The petitioner filed  rep ly a ffidavit sta ting  tha t this Court on 

08.06.2017 passed  the order exc erp ted  above.  In sp ite of rec eip t of 

the sa id  order, respondents 1 to 4 have sta rted  c onstruc tion of 

“ Vykuntadhamam”  grave ya rd  in the land  c overed  by the irriga tion 

c hannel in Sy.No.24/ 6 vide agreement da ted  30.06.2017.  The land  
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in Sy.Nos.24/ 2, 24/ 3 and  24/ 4 of Dharmaredd ipa lly Village is 

c lassified  as pa tta  land  as per the Sethwar for 1330 Fasli and  the 

petitioner has purc hased  the sa id  land  under reg istered  sa le deeds 

da ted  27.03.1980 and  17.08.1987 and  his name was muta ted  in the 

revenue rec ords and  pa ttadar passbook and  title deed  were issued  

by the revenue authorities.  The 2nd  respondent has a llotted  an 

extent of Ac .0-20 g ts., out of Ac .0-26 g ts., in Sy.No.24/ 6, whic h is 

c overed  by the irriga tion c hannel, for c onstruc tion of g rave ya rd  

“ Vykuntadamam”  for c remation of dead  bod ies.   

The a llega tion now made by the petitioner is tha t the 

agreement for c onstruc tion of “ Vykuntadamam”  was exec uted  on 

30.06.2017, admitted ly, a fter the order da ted  08.06.2017.  The 

petitioner is c ompla ining  tha t the order of this Court is wilfully 

d isobeyed .   

As a lready exc erp ted , the writ p rayer does not refer to the 

extent for whic h the parties were d irec ted  not to c hange the 

physic a l fea tures. 

The petitioner by referring  to mere desc rip tion of Sy.No.24 

c annot and  c ould  not expand  the c onsidera tion of p roperty 

c la imed  by petitioner in the present Contempt Case. 

When the petitioner has b rought to the notic e of the Court 

the a lleged  d isobed ienc e, the Court exerc ises quasi c rimina l 

jurisd ic tion under the Contempt of Courts Ac t, 1971.  Therefore, the 

Court before p roc eed ing further ought to be sa tisfied  tha t the 
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a lleged  ac ts of d isobed ienc e c onstitute wilful and  delibera te 

d isobed ienc e of Court order. 

Admitted ly, the writ petition is pend ing. The petitioner’s 

grievanc e is tha t the p roposed  ac tivity by respondents viola tes 

Artic le 300-A of the Constitution of Ind ia . Along with the c ounter 

a ffidavit, photos of the c onstruc tion and  sub-d ivision of Sy.No.24 a re 

p lac ed  on rec ord  by 2nd  respondent. These a re aspec ts whic h a re 

c onsidered  in the writ petition. 

For the p resent, keep ing in view the above inc onsistenc ies in 

the c ase p leaded  by petitioner, the Court is not c onvinc ed  or 

persuaded  by the materia l on rec ord  to p roc eed  further in the 

Contempt Case. 

The Contempt Case fa ils and  is ac c ord ing ly d ismissed .  

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

   
 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 14-08-2018 

Prv 
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