
 HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE S.V.BHATT 

 

WRIT PETITION No.21898 of 2018 

 

ORDER: 
 

 Heard  Mr.S.Laxminarayana  Reddy for petitioner, the Assistant 

Government Pleader for Revenue and  Mr.M.S.R.Chandra  Murthy 

rep resenting  Mr.G.Purushotham Reddy for 5th respondent. 

The petitioner c ha llenges the order of 2nd  respondent made 

in exerc ise of power under Sec tion 9 of A.P.Rights in Land  and  

pa ttadar pass Books Ac t, 1971 (for short ‘ the Ac t’ ), as illega l and  

does not sa tisfy the jurisd ic tion c onferred  on 2nd  respondent. 

Having heard  the lea rned  c ounsel both on merits and  a lso 

the p roc edura l defec ts pointed  out by the petitioner, this Court 

p refers to d ispose of the writ petition with the c onsent of lea rned  

c ounsel appearing  for pa rties by referring  to the following  

c irc umstanc es. 

The 5th respondent aggrieved  by issuanc e of pa ttadar pass 

book in favour of petitioner filed  revision under Sec tion 9 of the Ac t.  

The 2nd  respondent has reg istered  the c ase as ROR Revision Petition 

No.40 of 2016.  The revision was heard  on 31.03.2018.  The order 

impugned in the writ petition is passed  on 05.04.2018. 

Mr.Laxminarayana  Reddy c ontends tha t the 2nd  respondent 

firstly d id  not exerc ise the jurisd ic tion in the manner c onferred  on 

him by  Sec tion 9 of the Ac t and  muc hless in terms of the ra tio la id  

down by this Court in KURUVA  HA NUM A NTHA M M A  Vs. PRINC IPA L 
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SEC RETA RY, REVENUE DEPA RTM ENT, HYDERA BA D A ND A NO THER1, 

wherein this Court held  as follows :-  

“ …….. 

In a case where the j urisdict ion of revision against  issue 

of PPP/ TD is invoked, from the above discussion, it  can be 

const rued that  the Collector f irst ly calls for the record of rights 

and examines the issue of PPP/ TD on one or the other 

parameters viz.,  Regularity; Correctness; Legality or Propriety 

and if  sat isf ied that  the decision, order or proceeding should be 

modif ied etc., the  revision disposed of keeping both the ent ries 

in record of rights and the ext ract  viz. PPP/ TD.  The Collector 

has wide power and j urisdict ion vis-à-vis the record of right  

under Sect ion 9 of the Act  against  the order passed by Recording 

Authority, Mandal Revenue Off icer or Revenue Divisional Off icer, 

to examine the regularity, correctness, legality or propriety of 

any decision taken, order passed, or proceeding made in respect  

thereof and remit  the mat ter to Mandal Revenue Off icer for 

decision afresh.  

Therefore, as in the case on hand the issue of PPP/ TD 

at t racts one or the other  grounds of revision referred to above  

for challenge and a revision under Sect ion 9 against  issue of 

PPP/ TD is maintainable before the Dist rict  Collector under 

Sect ion 9 of the Act .  The Collector in the revision f iled before 

him is required to call for the record of right  maintained by the 

Mandal Revenue Off icer, examine the part iculars contained in 

the PPP challenged in revision viz., whether conform to Sect ion 

6-A (2) or proviso thereto, conduct  enquiry and pass one or the 

other orders specif ied in Sect ion 9. 

 Issuing PPP/ TD without  passing an order ought  to be 

t reated as a serious lapse on the part  of the recording authority 

and appropriate steps are taken by Dist rict  Collector in ensuring 

compliance with Sect ion 6-A (2) and  to avoid burden on the 

statutory authorit ies or on the Courts.  

The associat ion of these two groups of words namely, 

“ Regularity; Correctness; Legality; or Propriety”  and “ Modif ied, 

Annulled, Reversed or Remit ted for Reconsiderat ion”  keeping 

with each other in the scheme of Sect ion 9 of the Act , this Court  

const rues that  the comprehensive meaning at t ributable to each 
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one of the words is at t racted while entertaining the j urisdict ion 

or deciding the revision f iled before Dist rict  Collector.  In 

addit ion to the reasons already given by const ruing as stated 

supra, this Court  holds that  against  the mere issue of PPP/ TD a 

revision under Sect ion 9 is maintainable. 

 Having regard to the scope of Sect ion 9 of the Act , a 

person, if  aggrieved against  an ent ry made or maintained in 

record of rights or cont inued to be maintained by recording  

authority  can  f ile revision under Sect ion 9 of the Act .  Likewise 

on the same analogy the aggrieved person can f ile revision 

against  the issuance of PPP/ TD. The Collector is obliged  by the 

revisional j urisdict ion  he enj oys to examine all the aspects 

namely regularity, correctness, legality or propriety in the issue 

of PPP/ TD and pass orders on the ent ries in record of rights and 

also on the legality or otherwise of PPP/ TD against  which 

revision is made before him.  This Court  is of the view that   by 

adopt ing the above interpretat ion to Sect ion 9 and Sect ion 6-A 

of the Act  before a lit igant  is compelled to work out  the 

remedies under Sect ion 8 of the Act , can avail the remedy within 

the framework of the Act  by f il ing revision and obtain orders in 

this behalf .   The point  is answered by holding that  in cases 

where the PPP/ TD is issued either in breach of sub-sect ion (2) of 

Sect ion 6-A of the Act  or otherwise part icularly without  an order 

or proceeding under Sect ion 5 of the Act , an aggrieved party is 

not  without  remedy and legal wrong can be canvassed by f ling 

revision under Sect ion 9 of the Act .  The remedy available under 

Sect ion 8 of the Act  is always independent  and a party if  

advised, whether before f il ing the revision or after await ing the 

outcome of revision, can work out  the remedy of establishing 

t it le etc before the competent  civil Court .  The other remedies 

referred in Ratnamma case are to be understood as held in this 

order. 

    ………..”  

 

He further c ontends tha t the 2nd  respondent is empowered  by 

Sec tion 9 of the Ac t to c a ll for the rec ord  and  examine its p ropriety, 

lega lity etc ., but ought not to pass orders basing on the report 

rec eived  from 4th respondent.  The further ob jec tion in this beha lf is 
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tha t the report is rec eived  a fter the a rguments a re c onc luded .  The 

last c ontention he ra ises aga inst the order impugned  in writ petition 

is tha t non-app lic a tion or independent c onsidera tion of issue is 

evident from the c onsidera tion of fac ts in issue by the 2nd  

respondent.  To illustra te, he c ontends tha t first three pages refer to 

c ontentions of revision petitioner-5th respondent, last two pages 

refer to c ounter-c um-written a rguments filed  by writ petitioner and  

the last pa ragraph a lone refers to the reason whic h weighed  with 

the 2nd  respondent to set aside the pa tta  issued  in favour of 

petitioner.  He p rays for a llowing the writ petition and  leave the 

pa rties to work out remed ies before the Civil Court. 

Learned  Assistant Government Pleader firstly justifies the order 

by c ontend ing tha t though it does not refer to deta iled  reasoning 

but the substanc e of reason c an be c ulled  out from the observa tion 

of 2nd  respondent tha t pa ttadar pass book was issued  in favour of 

petitioner without fo llowing the due p roc edure under ROR Ac t. 

After taking  note of the da tes, referred  to above, and  a lso the 

mec hanic a l c onsidera tion of riva l c la ims, he submits tha t the 

revision ought to be d isposed  of by examining  the riva l c la ims on 

merits and  a fter examining the rec ord  of p rimary authority, whic h 

resulted  in issuing pa ttadar pass book in favour of petitioner.  He 

submits tha t the matter c ould  be remitted  to 2nd  respondent for 

c onsidera tion and  d isposa l in ac c ordanc e with law. 
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The 5th respondent sinc e is a  benefic ia ry of order under 

c ha llenge, lea rned  c ounsel for 5th respondent c onsents to the 

c ourse of ac tion suggested  by the Assistant Government Pleader. 

Though an a ttempt is made to c onvinc e this Court to 

examine the merits independently, both by petitioner and  5th 

respondent, keep ing in view the sc ope of jud ic ia l review under 

Artic le 226 of Constitution of Ind ia , the exerc ise is not undertaken by 

this Court, as revision is held  to be an effec tive remedy under the 

Ac t. In the c ase on hand , sinc e the exerc ise of authority by the 

revisiona l authority does not c onform to the letter and  sp irit of 

Sec tion 9, the order impugned  in the writ petition 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. 

The petitioner as well as 5th respondent, if so advised , c an 

request the 2nd  respondent to furnish c opy of Tahsilda r’ s report or 

peruse the rec ord . 

The 2nd  respondent c onsiders d isposing  of the revision, a fter 

remand , 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 . No order as to c osts. 

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

 

_____________ 

S. V. BHATT, J 

Dt: 28-06-2018 

Prv 
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