
THE HON’  BLE SRI  JUSTI CE CHALLA KODANDA RAM 

 

W RI T PETI TI ON No .1 9 9 1 2  o f  2 0 1 9  

ORDER:  

 

 

 The pet it ioner alleges that  she is the owner of H.No.16-75/ 15, 

adm easuring 36 square yards, and that  she was allot ted the subject  

property by the Huzurnagar Municipality on account  of her part ing with her 

hotel for road widening work in 1996;  that  her daughter, who is the 3 rd 

respondent , had fraudulent ly created a docum ent  dated 07.07.2006 as if 

the property belonged to Nagarjuna Dist r ict  Cooperat ive Market ing Society, 

Nalgonda, and that  she purchased the property from  that  Society, and 

illegally got  m utated her nam e in the m unicipal records.  The pet it ioner, 

therefore, m ade a representat ion dated 14.06.2019 to the 2nd respondent -

Municipality, seeking restorat ion of her nam e in the m unicipal records by 

rem oving the nam e of her daughter-3 rd respondent  from  the records. 

 

Heard the learned counsel for the pet it ioner, and the learned 

Standing Counsel for respondent  No.2. 

 

Having regard to the subm issions m ade, it  is a case where the 

allegat ion is that  the pet it ioner was allot ted the subject  land by the 

Municipality way back in 1996, and that  the 3rd respondent  had allegedly 

forged a docum ent  dated 07.07.2006 styled as a “Sale Deed”  and got  

m utat ion in her favour in the m unicipal records. 

 

I n those circum stances, whether the subject  land cam e to be given to 

the pet it ioner by the 2nd respondent -Municipality for the purpose of road 

widening in 1996, in exchange of her land, where she was allegedly running 

a hotel;  or whether the 3 rd respondent  acquired the subject  land through a 

valid t it le in 2006;  or whether the t it le deed docum ent  produced by the 3 rd 

respondent  is a forged docum ent  or not ;  are all m at ters which are pure 

quest ions of fact  which cannot  be decided by this Court  in a writ  pet it ion 

exercising jur isdict ion under Art icle 226 of the Const itut ion of I ndia.  Apart  



from  that , the dispute is essent ially between the pet it ioner and 3 rd 

respondent  with respect  to t it le to the property, and such a dispute cannot  

be sorted out  or set t led by the 2nd respondent  in the nam e of considering 

the representat ion. 

 

Now, com ing to the prayer of considerat ion of representat ion m ade 

by the pet it ioner on 14.06.2019 before the 2nd respondent , it  is well set t led 

that  even for a representat ion to be directed to be considered, there m ust  

be a duty cast  upon the respondent -author it ies to consider the 

considerat ion and there m ust  be a corresponding r ight  in the person to 

m ake such a representat ion.  Not  every representat ion of any nature is 

required to be considered by the respondent  authorit ies.  At  any rate, in 

view of quest ions of fact  involved in the representat ion m ade by the 

pet it ioner, which cannot  be decided by the 2nd respondent , no Mandam us as 

such can be issued in favour of a pet it ioner. 

 

I n those circum stances, I  see no m erit  in the writ  pet it ion, and 

therefore the writ  pet it ion is dism issed.  No costs.  Miscellaneous pet it ions, 

if any pending, shall also stand dism issed. 

 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

CHALLA KODANDA RAM, J 

1 6 t h  Sep t em b er , 2 0 1 9  

 

KSM 
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