
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V. BHATT 

 

W.P.No.17263 OF 2018  

ORDER: 

 

 Heard  Mr.C.B.Ram Mohan Reddy for petitioner, the lea rned  

Assistant Government Pleader (Revenue) for respondents 1 to 4 and  

Mrs.Y.L.Siva  Ka lpana  Reddy for respondent Nos. 5 and  6. 

 

 The issue a rises under Sec tion 9 of the A.P. Rights in Land  and  

Pa ttadar Passbooks Ac t, 1971 (for short ‘ the Ac t’ ).  The lea rned  

c ounsel appearing  for the pa rties have made their submissions on 

the order of 2nd  respondent in Case No.D.Dis.F3/ 1535/ 2017 da ted  

27.03.2018.  The p rinc ipa l g round  of petitioner aga inst the order 

impugned in the writ petition is tha t the order of 2nd  respondent 

does not c onform to the jurisd ic tion c onferred  by Sec tion 9 of  

the Ac t and  is a  sta tistic a l d isposa l.   At any ra te, while c onfirming  

the order of the Revenue Divisiona l Offic er/ 3rd  respondent, no  

effort is undertaken by 2nd  respondent in apprec ia ting  the lega lity, 

p ropriety or c orrec tness of entries in 1-B reg ister or the c onc lusions 

rec orded  by the 3rd  respondent.  The petitioner for the p roposition 

under Sec tion 9 of the Ac t relies on the dec ision of this Court 

reported  in KURUVA HANUMANTHAMMA v. PRINCIPAL SECRETARY, 

REVENUE DEPARTMENT, HYDERABAD AND ANOTHER1. 

 

 The Assistant Government Pleader submits tha t the petitioner 

before ra ising  grounds aga inst the order impugned  in the writ 

petition ought to sa tisfac torily exp la in for the absenc e of petitioner’ s 

c ounsel a t the hearing  on 17.03.2018.  The order impugned  is a  

c onfirming order and  he suggests tha t this Court has to read  the 
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orders of 2nd  and  3rd  respondents together to understand  whether 

the orders suffer from illega lity, impropriety, irregula rity etc .   

 

 Mrs.Ka lpana  Reddy adop ts the a rguments of Assistant 

Government Pleader and  c ontends tha t the appea l filed  by 

petitioner does not sa tisfy the requirements of the Ac t.   The appea l 

filed  by petitioner b ristles with severa l omissions. The Appella te 

Authority c onsidered  the c ase of writ petitioner referring  to the c ase 

as sta ted  before him and  the doc uments relied  on by the petitioner.   

Ac c ord ing to her, the petitioner miserab ly fa iled  to point out an 

error apparent on the fac e of the rec ord .  Therefore, she p rays for 

d ismissing  the writ petition. 

 

 I have heard  the lea rned  c ounsel and  perused  the rec ord .  

  

 The following point a rises for c onsidera tion: 

“Whether the order of Joint Collector dated 27.03.2018 

conforms to the revisional jurisdiction conferred on 2nd 

respondent or not?  

 

 For apprec ia ting  the riva l c ontentions, the Court finds it 

c onvenient to exc erp t the suc c inc t order p ronounc ed  by  

2nd  respondent whic h reads thus: 

“ENQUIRY DETAILS: 

The case was first heard on 17.02.2018 and further on 

03.03.2018 and 17.03.2018 by the undersigned.  On 17.02.2018, 

03.03.2018 & 17.03.2018, the Advocate for respondents is 

present and the Advocate for petitioner is absent. 

 

ORDER: 

 Heard the case and perused the records.  On 17.02.2018, 

03.03.2018 and 17.03.2018, with reference to the material 

submitted by them and the order of the RDO, Gudur have been 

perused.  As seen from the order of the Revenue Divisional 

Officer, Gudur it is observed that the RDO has passed orders with 



 3 

regard to land measuring an extent of Ac.40-36 cents situated in 

Sy.No.743 to 800 of Kadivedu Village of Chillakur Mandal vide 

D.Dis.No.110/2016, dated 09.10.2017 and the orders are in 

accordance with law and provisions laid down under the A.P. 

Rights in Land and Pattadar Pass Books Act, 1971 and amended 

thereon.  I do not see any reason to interfere in the order passed 

by the Revenue Divisional officer, Gudur as it is intact.  Therefore, 

the order passed by the RDO, Gudur is hereby holds good. 

 

 In view of the above observations, the Revision petition 

filed by Sri M.Siva Kumar Reddy is hereby dismissed and the 

orders of the Revenue Divisional Officer, Gudur are upheld”. 

  

 The petitioner in Ground  No.2 ra ised  in writ a ffidavit sta tes as 

follows.  To apprec ia te the c irc umstanc es for the absenc e of 

c ounsel for writ petitioner, it is sta ted  thus:- 

  

 “The 2nd respondent while deciding the matter under 

revisional jurisdiction has not chosen to provide opportunity  

of hearing while enquiring into the matter to the petitioner.   

The revision was posted on 17.03.2018 and the advocate of the 

petitioner was waiting through out the day and the 2nd respondent 

came to the office at about 5 PM and without even hearing  

the counsel for the petitioner reserved the matter for orders.   

The petitioner submits that the 2nd respondent was under the 

orders of transfer and in his anxiety to decide the matter failed to 

give opportunity to the petitioners advocate.  The order under 

challenge cannot be sustained.” 

 

 Be tha t as it may, the petitioner c ha llenges the order of  

2nd  respondent as not c onforming to the revisiona l jurisd ic tion 

c onferred  by Sec tion 9 of the Ac t.  The fulc rum of c onsidera tion of 

this c ontention is dependant on c onsidera tion of lega lity, p ropriety, 

regula rity etc ., by the 2nd  respondent.  The 2nd  respondent is under 

ob liga tion to c a ll for the rec ords from the offic es of 3rd  and   

4th respondents and  sa tisfy himself whether one or the other ground  

on whic h the revisiona l jurisd ic tion c an be enterta ined  is made out 
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by a  pa rty or not.  When this Court rec ords the above find ing , it sha ll 

not be understood  tha t this Court expressed  a  view on the merits of 

the riva l c la ims of petitioner and  respondent Nos.5 and  6.   

 

 This Court in exerc ise of power of jud ic ia l review sinc e is  

not c onvinc ed  tha t the 2nd  respondent exerc ised  the jurisd ic tion in 

the manner in whic h the sec tion has c onferred  authority on  

2nd  respondent, the order impugned  in the writ petition is set aside.  

Ac c ord ing ly, the order da ted  27.03.2018 is set aside and  the matter 

is remitted  to 2nd  respondent for c onsidera tion and  d isposa l in 

ac c ordanc e with law a fter g iving  reasonab le opportunity to both 

the pa rties, as exped itiously as possib le, p referab ly within three 

months from the da te of rec eip t of a  c opy of this order. 

 

 The writ petition is, ac c ord ing ly, ordered  as sta ted  above. 

There sha ll be no order as to c osts. 

 

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

                                                                   

      

      

                           ___________ 

                       S.V.BHATT, J 

 

31st July, 2018 

Lrkm  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


