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 For c onverting  the sub jec t land  from agric ultura l use to non-

agric ultura l purposes, the 3rd  respondent – Revenue Divisiona l Offic er, vide 

the impugned  p roc eed ings No.C1/ RV&EO/ 2951/ Gnpt-3 da ted  20.11.2019, 

imposed  c onversion fee and  pena lty on the petitioner under the 

p rovisions of Telangana  Agric ultura l Land  (Conversion for Non-Agric ultura l 

Purpose) Ac t, 2006 (A.P.Ac t No.3 of 2006).  Assa iling  the same, the p resent 

writ petition is filed . 

 

 Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner, referring  to the averments made 

in the writ a ffidavit, ma inly c ontended  tha t before passing the impugned  

p roc eed ings, petitioner has not rec eived  any notic e, and  the notic e 

whic h is a lleged  to have been issued  to the petitioner, is sent to the site 

address, whic h the petitioner has sold  away long bac k.  Therefore, he 

submits tha t respondents have not served  any notic e to the petitioner 

before passing the impugned p roc eed ings.   He further submits tha t the 

3rd  respondent has relied  on the vig ilanc e report while passing the 

impugned p roc eed ings, but the sa id  report has not been furnished  to the 

petitioner.  Learned  c ounsel further submits tha t the A.P.Ac t.No.3 of 2006 

c ame into forc e in the year 2006, but p rior to the c oming into forc e of the 

sa id  Ac t, the Hyderabad  Urban Development Authority vide letter 

No.6012/ MP2/ Plg ./ H/ 2004 da ted  06.11.2005, g ranted  approva l for use of 

the sub jec t land  for non-agric ultura l purposes.  Therefore, the p rovisions of 

the A.P. Ac t 3 of 2006, adap ted  to the Sta te of Telangana ,  c annot be 

made app lic ab le to the c ase of the petitioner for imposing c onversion fee 

and  pena lty.  In support of this c ontention, lea rned  c ounsel relied  on the 
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judgment of a  Division Benc h of this c ourt in K.SATYANAND PATNAIK  v.  

HMDA, HYD.1  

 

 Learned  Government Pleader for Revenue, submits tha t p rior to 

passing of the impugned  p roc eed ings, petitioner was issued  with show 

c ause notic e, but the petitioner neither field  any rep ly, nor pa rtic ipa ted  in 

the p roc eed ings, therefore, the 3rd  respondent c onsidering  the materia l 

on rec ord , passed  the impugned  p roc eed ings.  He further submits tha t 

mere approva l of the Hyderabad  Urban Development Authority under the 

p rovisions of A.P. Urban Area  (Dev.) Ac t, 1975, will not exempt the 

opera tion of the p rovisions of the A.P. Ac t 3 of 20006, and  in support of this 

c ontention, lea rned  Government Pleader a lso relied  on the very same 

judgment of the Division Benc h of this c ourt (1 supra ), relied  on by the 

lea rned  c ounsel for the petitioner.  He submits tha t the p roc eed ings under 

the p rovisions of Ac t of 1975 opera te in d ifferent filed , and  unless the land  

is put to non-agric ultura l use p rior to the c ommenc ement of the A.P. Ac t 

of 2006, the sa id  Ac t would  app ly, and  the petitioner is liab le to pay the 

nec essary c onversion fee and  pena lty. 

 

 Apart from other c ontentions, the ma in c ontention of the petitioner 

is tha t before passing the impugned  p roc eed ings, it has not been issued  

with any notic e.  In this c ase, it is to be seen tha t the petitioner ob ta ined  

approva l from Hyderabad  Urban Development Authority in the year 2005 

and  the impugned p roc eed ings shows tha t the show c ause notic e was 

issued  in the year 2019, and  the c ase of the petitioner is tha t the so c a lled  

notic e issued  by the respondent No.3 is to site address of the petitioner, 

whic h it has a lready sold  away.  These c irc umstanc es suggest tha t the 
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petitioner has not rec eived  notic e p rior to passing of the impugned  

p roc eed ings. 

 

 Further, the impugned  p roc eed ings show tha t the 3rd  respondent 

relied  on vig ilanc e report and  a lso the p roc eed ings of the Tahsilda r da ted  

18.11.2019.  The c ase of the petitioner is tha t these doc uments were a lso 

not furnished  to it.  

 

 Learned  Government Pleader for Revenue c ould  not p roduc e any 

materia l to show tha t the notic e was in fac t served  on the petitioner and  

tha t the doc uments relied  on by the 3rd  respondent in the impugned  

p roc eed ings were furnished  to the petitioner. 

 

 These c irc umstanc es show tha t there is no p roper servic e on the 

petitioner and  it was a lso not furnished  with relevant doc uments relied  on 

by the 3rd  respondent before imposing c onversion fee and  pena lty. 

 

 Therefore, without going into other merits of the c ase, and  only on 

the ground  of vio la tion of p rinc ip les of na tura l justic e, the impugned  

p roc eed ings a re liab le to be set aside, and  ac c ord ing ly set aside, and  the 

matter is remitted  bac k to the 3rd  respondent.  It is open for the petitioner 

to ra ise a ll p leas ava ilab le to it under law. 

 

 The petitioner sha ll be furnished  with doc uments referred  to in the 

impugned p roc eed ings da ted  20.11.2019, and  a lso any other doc ument, 

whic h will have bearing  on the issue.   After g iving  opportunity to the 

petitioner to file ob jec tions to the show c ause notic e and  opportunity of 

hearing , the 3rd  respondent sha ll pass appropria te orders in ac c ordanc e 

with law. 
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 The 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 

order as to c osts. 

 

 

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

                                                                            A.RAJASHEKER REDDY,J 
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