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 The unoffic ia l respondent No.5 herein filed  representa tion before 

the 4th respondent – Tahsilda r  for g rant of permission for c onstruc tion of 

house and  for d rilling  of bore well in the sub jec t land , and  the writ 

petitioner filed  her ob jec tions. As the unoffic ia l respondent No.5 relied  on 

a  reg istered  sa le deed  da ted  27.05.2015 and  the ob jec tor /  writ petitioner, 

relied  on an unreg istered  sa le deed , purported  to have been exec uted  

by one of the pa ttadars of the sub jec t land  by name P.Parthasara thi 

Na idu on 24.02.2000,  4th respondent, found  tha t the d ispute is of c ivil in 

na ture and  vide endorsement in L.Dis/ A/ 54/ 2018 da ted  13.04.2018, 

advised  the parties to approac h the c ivil c ourt for resolving the issue.  

Aggrieved  by the same, the unoffic ia l respondent No.5 filed  revision 

before the 3rd  respondent – Joint Collec tor.  By the impugned  order in 

ROC-Rev-ESCE/ 341/ 2018-JA(E7)/ CTRCO da ted  08.05.2018, the                  

3rd  respondent, set aside the endorsement of the 4th respondent da ted  

13.04.2018.   Aggrieved  by the same, the ob jec tor filed  the p resent writ 

petition. 

 

 The opera tive portion of the impugned order of the 3rd  respondent 

is as under: 

 
 “ In view of the above, it is c lea r tha t the doc ument possessed 

by the petitioner viz., Venka iah is found  to be genuine one and  

the doc ument p roduc ed  by the ob jec tor viz., Janakamma is not 

a  va lid  doc ument sinc e she fa iled  to get title for the last 18 years 

for the unreg istered  doc ument possessed  by her. 

 

 Therefore, the endorsement issued by the Tahsilda r, Tirupati 

urban in L.Dis/ A/ 54/ 2018 da ted  13.04.2018 is hereby set aside and  

the petitioner is a t liberty to approac h the authorities c onc erned 

for permission if any required  for c onstruc tion of house etc .”  
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 Sri Sita ram Chaparla , lea rned  c ounsel appearing for the petitioner 

c ontended  tha t as both the pa rties c la imed  title over the sub jec t land , 

the 4th respondent – Tahsilda r, rightly held  tha t there is c ivil d ispute and  

required  the parties to approac h the c ivil c ourt for resolving  the d ispute.   

He submits tha t the 3rd  respondent in the revision filed  by unoffic ia l 

respondent No.5, has delved  into the d isputed  questions of fac t and  

without there being any suffic ient ma teria l evidenc e, gave a  find ing  with 

regard  to title, whic h is not within his rea lm.  He sta ted  tha t the settled  

p rinc ip le of law is tha t the revenue authorities c annot dec ide title and  the 

c ompetent authority is the c ivil c ourt. Therefore, he submits tha t the 

c onc lusions a rrived  by the 3rd  respondent, whic h has the effec t of 

dec id ing  the title, have to be set aside.  He further submits tha t before 

passing the impugned  order, 3rd  respondent has not issued  any notic e, 

g iving  opportunity to the petitioner, and  this amounts to viola tion of 

p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e.  On these grounds, he sought to set aside the 

impugned order and  to c onfirm the order passed  by 4th respondent – 

Tahsilda r. 

 

 Sri P.Venugopa l, lea rned  Senior Counsel appearing  for the 5th 

respondent, fa irly c onc eded  tha t from a  perusa l of the impugned  order, 

there is no ind ic a tion whether the petitioner was served  with any notic e 

g iving  her opportunity.  However, he submits tha t when the permission is 

sought under a  sta tute, the c ompetent authority has to prima fac ie  sa tisfy 

whether to grant permission. In the p resent c ase, the 5th respondent has 

relied  on a  reg istered  sa le deed , and  whereas, the petitioner, who is the 

ob jec tor, relied  on an unreg istered  sa le deed .  When relianc e is p lac ed  

on an unreg istered  sa le deed , as aga inst a  reg istered  sa le deed , in 

respec t of the sub jec t p roperty, the c ompetent authority, in order to 

sa tisfy himself with regard  to c la ims of respec tive pa rties, has to c onsider 
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the same and  c ome a  just c onc lusion, and  the same c annot be equa ted  

to the p roc ess of dec id ing title.  He submits tha t ma tter may be remanded  

and  the 3rd  respondent may be d irec ted  to rec onsider the issue and  pass 

appropria te orders by c omp lying with the p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e. 

 

 Heard  the lea rned  Assistant Government Pleader for Revenue for 

offic ia l respondents 1 to 4. 

 

 A read ing of the impugned  order goes to show tha t before passing 

the sa id  order, no notic e was issued  to the petitioner.  When the appella te 

authority is setting aside the order passed  by the p rimary authority, 

p rinc ip le of na tura l justic e requires issuanc e of notic e and  opportunity of 

hearing  to the pa rty, who suc c eeded  before the p rimary authority. The 3rd  

respondent, while passing the impugned  order, fa iled  to c omply with the 

p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e.  Therefore, only on the ground  of vio la tion of 

p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e, the impugned  order is set aside, and  the 

matter is remitted  to the 3rd  respondent to pass orders a fresh in 

ac c ordanc e with law, within a  period  of four weeks from the da te of 

rec eip t of a  c opy of this order, a fter issuing notic e and  opportunity of 

hearing  to the petitioner and  the 5th respondent. 

 

 It is open to the petitioner and  the 5th respondent to file relevant 

doc uments in support of their c la im.  

 

 Writ petition is ac c ord ing ly a llowed  to the extent ind ic a ted  above. 

 

 Interloc utory app lic a tions pend ing, if any, sha ll stand  c losed .  No 

c osts. 

                                                     ------------------------------------------------------ 
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