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O R D E R 

 

 

 The name of the petitioner as per the averments made in the writ 

a ffidavit is  Smt. Y.Ind ira  Swamy @ Smt. Y.Sikind ra  Devi @ Smt. Y.Sec endra  

Devi, and  she c la ims to be the wife of one Y.Venka ta  Swamy, who worked  

as Circ le Inspec tor of Polic e, and  d ied  in ha rness on 17.11.1997, and  the 

c ase of the petitioner is tha t she is in rec eip t of servic e benefits of her 

husband .  During  his life time, the sa id  Venka ta  Swamy was a llotted  LIG 

Fla t No.103/ 9, IV Phase, KPHB Colony, Hyderabad  vide letter 

No.10076/ LIG/ K2/ 86 da ted  19.07.1986.   Petitioner, who c la ims to be the 

wife of la te Y.Venka ta  Swamy, made app lic a tion da ted  25.09.2017  to the 

2nd  respondent, mentioning her name as ‘Y.Ind ira  Swamy’  and  sought for 

transfer and  reg istra tion of sub jec t fla t in her name.  The 2nd  respondent – 

Telangana  Housing Board , rep resented  by its Exec utive Eng ineer (Hg), 

Western Division, THB, KKP, vide the impugned  c ommunic a tion in  

Lr.No103/ 9/ LIG/ Ph-IV/ EE(WD)/ 2017 da ted  18.10.2017, rejec ted  the c la im of 

the petitioner on the ground  tha t the orig ina l a llottee Y.Venka taswamy 

entered  the name of his wife as ‘Y.Sikind ra  Devi’  in the nomina tion form, 

and  the petitioner, whose name is ‘Smt. Y.Ind ira  Swamy’ , fa iled  to p rove 

tha t she is ‘Y.Sikindra  Devi’ .  The 2nd  respondent further required  the 

petitioner to submit ‘ family member c ertific a te’  /  Lega l Heirs Certific a te/  

issued  by c ompetent revenue authority, or by a  c ompetent c ivil c ourt, 

enab ling  them to take steps to transfer and  reg ister the sub jec t fla t in 

ac c ordanc e with law.  Aggrieved  by the impugned  c ommunic a tion 

da ted  18.10.2017, the p resent writ petition is filed . 
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 Learned  c ounsel appearing  for the petitioner, based  on the 

averments made in the writ a ffidavit, submits tha t p rior to the marriage, in 

the sc hool rec ords the name of the petitioner is rec orded  as                  

‘Ch. Sec endra  Devi’ , but she was c a lled   ‘Ch.Sikind ra  Devi’  and  a fter 

marriage with Mr. Y.Venka t Swamy, she was c a lled  ‘Y.Ind ira  Swamy’ .  

Learned  c ounsel submits tha t the husband  of the petitioner d ied  in an 

extremists enc ounter, and  the petitioner, who is his wife, rec eived  

c ompensa tion, and  is a lso in rec eip t of his servic e benefits.  If the 

petitioner is not the wife of Y.Venka t Swamy, she would  not have been in 

rec eip t of his servic e benefits.  Learned  c ounsel submits tha t exp la ining  

the above d isc repanc y in the name, petitioner a lso filed  an a ffidavit 

a ttested  by a  jud ic ia l offic er.  He submits tha t these c irc umstanc es p rove 

tha t the petitioner is ‘Y.Sikind ra  Devi’  and  is entitled  for transfer and  

reg istra tion of sub jec t fla t in her name.  But the respondents, taking  hyper-

tec hnic a l ob jec tions, rejec ted  the request of the petitioner, and  henc e 

the impugned  c ommunic a tion may be set aside and  the 2nd  respondent 

may be d irec ted  to transfer and  reg ister the sub jec t fla t in the name of 

the petitioner. 

 

 On the other hand , Sri C.Buc hi Reddy, lea rned  Stand ing Counsel 

appearing  for the respondents supporting  the impugned  c ommunic a tion, 

submitted  tha t the orig ina l a llottee has entered  the name of his wife as 

‘Y.Sikind ra  Devi’  in the nomina tion form, but the petitioner, whose name is 

‘Y.Ind ira  Swamy’ , fa iled  to p rove tha t  she is ‘Y.Sikind ra  Devi’ .  Therefore, 

the 2nd  respondent issued  the impugned c ommunic a tion and  henc e the 

same may not be interfered  with. 

 

 In this c ase, there is no d ispute tha t the sub jec t fla t was a llotted  to 

Y.Venka t Swamy, and  he entered  the name of his wife as ‘Y.Sikind ra  Devi’  
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in the nomina tion form. For effec ting  transfer and  reg istra tion in the name 

of nominee a fter the dea th of orig ina l a llottee, the dec la ra tion g iven in 

the nomina tion form, forms the basis.  But the name of the petitioner is 

‘Smt. Y.Ind ira  Swamy’ , and  exc ep t an a ffidavit, the petitioner has not 

p roduc ed  any doc ument to show tha t she is ‘Smt. Y.Sikind ra  Devi’  and  

tha t both the names belong to one and  the same person i.e., the 

petitioner.  In the absenc e of any tang ib le p roof, the ac tion of 

respondents in refusing  to effec t transfer and  reg istra tion in the name of 

the petitioner, c annot be faulted . 

 

 However, as mentioned  in the impugned  c ommunic a tion, petitioner 

is a t liberty to ob ta in dec la ra tion from c ompetent c ivil c ourt and  based  

on whic h the respondent No.2 sha ll take ac tion in ac c ordanc e with law. 

 

 It is made c lea r tha t the c ompetent c ourt sha ll dec ide the c la im of 

the petitioner in ac c ordanc e with law, without being influenc ed  by any 

observa tion made in this order. 

 

 Writ petition is ac c ord ing ly d isposed  off.   

 

 Misc ellaneous petitions pend ing , if any, sha ll stand  c losed .  No order 

as to c osts. 

 

 

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

                                                                               A.RAJASHEKER REDDY,J 

 

 

Da te: 29—10—2019  

 

Avs  

 

 

  

 

   


