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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY,THE THIRTY FIRST DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FOUR

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CIIIEF JUSTICE ALOK ARADHE
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR JUKANTI

WRIT APPEAL NO: 888 OF 2024

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred Against the Order Dated
O2lO5l2O24, Passed in W.P. No. 30193 of 2023 on the file of the High Court.

Between:
1. Debbad Pushpavati, Wo. Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao, Aged 83 years,

House wife, R/o. H.No.5-9-30/1i 10, Road No.2, Basheerbagh, Hyderabad.

2. Debbad Vinay Kumar, S/o. Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao, Aged 60 years,
R/o. H.No.5-9-30/1/10, Road No.2, Basheerbagh, Hyderabad.

3. Debbad Raj Kumar, Slo. Late Debbad Visweshwar Rao, Aged 59 years, R/o.
H.No.5-9-30/1/10, Road No.2, Basheerbagh, Hyderabad.

4. Debbad Vijay Kumar, S/o. I-ate Debbad Srinandan Rao, Aged 58 years,
Business, R/o. Plot No.254, H.No.8-2-2831813G, Road No.3, Banjara Hills,
Hyderabad.

5. Qebbad Vijaya Lakshmi, D/o. Late Debbad Srinandan Rao, Aged 57 years,
House wife, R/o. H.No.5-9-30/1/10, Road No.2, Basheerbagh, Hydeiabad.
Appellarts 1 to 5 are rep. by their GPA holder Sri Linga Jaya Reddy, Aged 64
years, Business, R/o. Villa No.702lA, lstana Homes, Gandipet, Ranga Reddy
District

6 linga Jaya Reddy, S/o. Late Sri Raghava Reddy, Aged 63 years, Business,
R/o. Villa No.1 02lA, lstana Homes, Gandipet, Ranga Reddy District.

...APPELLANT
AND

1

2

3

Rock Hills Realty Private Limited, Registered under the Companies Act, 2013,
having its Office at H-No.35-5-109, Villa No.35, Whisper Valley, Raidurg,
Serilingampally, Hyderabad, Rep. by its Authorized Signatory Venkata Naga
Ganga Aditya Tirupathi, S/o. Surya Prakash Rao, Aged about 36 years, R/b.
Guntur, Hyderabad-

The State of Telangana, Rep. by its Secretary (Revenue), Secretariat,
Hyderabad.

The District Collector, Ranga Reddy Dishict, Kongara Kalan, lbrahimpatnam,
Ranga Reddy District-

The Revenue Divisional Officer, Rajendranagar, Ranga Reddy District.4



5. The Tahsil,lar, Rajendranagar Mandal, Rajendranagar, Ranga Reddy District.

6. Blueprint P-olects LLP, Having its office at PIot No. 43, Ja Tabireri Pine Valley,
Gachibowl Hyderabad, Rep by its Authorized Signatory, ratiballaVenkata
Naga Raja Gopal S/o. Late. Sri. Durga Prasad

7. Sri Sai lnfrir Having its office at 4-1lBl2, Khanapur, Narsirrgi lvlunicipality, Rep
by its Partr er and Authorized Signatory Mr. B.Aga Reddy S/o.
Late.Sri.B.r iopal Reddy

...RESPONDENTS

lA NO: 2 OF 2O2t\

Petition un ler Section 151 CPC praying that in the circurrstances stated in
the affiddvit filed n support of the petition, inu-Hign Court may be pleased to grant
interim suspensic n of the orders dt. O2lO5l2O24 passed in W.F . No 301 93 ot 2023,
pending disposal of the Writ Appeal

Counsel for the rtppellants: SRI E.MADAN MOHAN RAO FOtl SRl. BHARATH
REDDY BOMMINENI

Counsel for the Irlespondent No.1: SRI D JAGAN MOHAN REDDY

Counsel for the llespondent NOs.2 to 5: SRI MURALIDHAR IIEDDY KATRAM
GP FOR REVENIIE

Counsel for the I lespondent NOs.6&7: --
The Court made :he following: JUDGMENT



THEHON'B LETHE CHIEFIUSTICE ALOK DHE

AND

THE HON'BLE SHRI IUSTICEANIL KUMAR IUKANTI

w eal No.88 f2024

IUDGI\4EI!:[,0"t the Ha '0h thc Cl'ieJ lnt;o Alok Aradhet

Mr. E.Madan Mohan Rao, learned Senior Counsel

appears for Mr. B.Bharath Reddy, leamed counsel for the

appellants.

Mr. Muralidhar Reddy I{auarn, Iearned

Government Pleader for Revenue aPpears fot tespondents

No.2 to 5

2. Heard on the question of admission.

3. This intra court appeal is directed against order

dared 02.05.2024, passed by a learned Single Judge in writ

petition filed by respondent No.1 herein ui<',

\X.P.No.30193 of 2023, by which order dated 06J02023

passed by the District Collectot, Ranga Reddy District at
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I(ongara talan (respondent No.3), gran ring su(:cession

ccrtificatc in favour of the appellants, has been set aside

and libern has been granted to the appellants t,) aJrproach

the. competent civil court to challenge fie sale deed

dated 19.1).2022 exectted in favour of the rvrir peritioner.

In order appreciate the grievance of the apltellants,o

relevant fa:ts need mention, which are stated rn la.

4. Resl ondent No.1 claims to have puchased uide

registercd sale deed dated 1-9.1,0.2022, land arln-rc,asuring

Acs.40.08 quntas in Survey Nos.3Oi (Part), 302, 303 and

304 (Part situated at Budvel Village, Raj :ndranagar

Mandal, Ranga Reddy District (briefly 'the subjer:t land'

hereinafter), which initially belonged to on3 l)cbbad

Narayana, Debbad Vishweshwar Rao, Debbad Stinandan

Rao, Srira n Chandrashekar and Tadkamalle \ar.asimha

Rao (herei rafter referred to as 'the original orvr ers '). The
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aforesaid origrnal owners entered into an agreement of

sale, on 19.03.1994, in respect of land admeasuring

4cs.121 .29 guntas forming part of Surwey Nos.301 @art),

302, 3.03, 304, 305, 306, 301, 308 and 309 siruated at

Budvel Village, Rajendranagar Mandal, Ranga Reddy

District with one Smt. I{.Vijayalakshmi, Smt. I(Sujatha

Reddy, Smt. Veeramreddy Anjamma, Smr. I(amireddy

Geetha Reddy, Smt. Mudi Laithamma and

Smc. Vaddireddy Ramadevi. The agrcement holders also

agreed to exclude an extent of Acs.12.00 guntas out of the

aforesaid land for roads and passages

5. In terms of the aforesaid agreement of sale

dated 19.03.1994, purchasers formed .into rwo

independent branches whereunder Acs.40.08 guntas fell to

the share of Smt. I{.Sujatha Reddy and Smt.K.Geetha

Reddy (hereinafter referred ro as Branch-I), who are srated

d

h$
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to bc r-enr[r-rs of the ',vrit peritioner. Thc remlining land

fell to l're share of Smt. I(arnau \-ijrLvalakshml,

on

Smt. \''ect rmreddy Anjamma, Smt. Mudi I alrtl amma and

Srnt. Vad jireddy Ramadevi (hereinafter refe:rccl to as

Branch-II

6. The rnembers of Branch-I have exccutr:d 'Seneral

Power of Attorney, on 30.04.1.994, in Favoru' of Srnt

I(Sujatha li-eddy in respect of Acs.65.29 gunlas and the

membcrs of Btanch-Il have executed Genera P<twer of

Atton.rcy, 28.03.1.995, in favour of Snrt. I(arnati

\riiavalaks rmr in respect of Acs.50.00 guntas

7. Sub: equendy, Smt. I(Sujatha lle ddr and

Smt. I{.G,rctha Reddy (Branch-I), representing tJ-rc orignal

owflers, ra\re enteted into agreements ol s ale, on

26.03.199 ' and 27.03.1.991 , in respect of lands

admeasurr rg Acs.38.15 guntas and .\c.1.33 guntas
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respectively with M/s. Hyderabad Pottenes Private

Limited. However, according to the writ petitioner, as

M/s. Hyderabad Potteries did not tulfill the terms and

condi4ons of the agteements of sale, the sale deeds could

not be executed in its favour. In respect of the remaining

extent of Acs.75.21, guntas of land, which feil to the share

of Branch-Il, the same was alienated lry Branch-Il uide

various sale deeds executed in favour ofseveral persons.

8. M/s. Hyderabad Potteries Lirnited filed a suit for

specific perfomance of agreements of sale

dated 26.03.1997 and 27.03.1991 against the onginal

owners and holders of the agteements of sale ui1,

O.S.No.S8 of 2002 bcfore the II Additional District

Judge's Court, Ranga Reddy District ^t L.B.Nagar

(hereinafter refetted to as 'the trial court). The aforesaid

suit was dismissed * e,z/e judgment and decree
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dated 12.11.2010. However, o1l

appellate Court had vacated inter m order

appeal by

M/s. Hv,lerabad Potteries Limited, the said Judulnenr was

set aside ,.'ide jttdgment dated 23.04.2021 in ,\. 1.No.998 of

2010. Tl Lc vendors of the writ petitioner the::cu1>on filed

Civil Apl real No.5822-5824 of 2022 before r:re Supreme

Court. -'l're Supreme Courr, by order dated'.25.08.2022,

allorved thc Civil Appeal and conflrme d rhe ordcr

dated 12. 11.201.0, passed by the rrial court dismissing the

suit for s] ,ecific performance of agreements of sale

9. Dur rng the pendency of A.S.No.998 of 2010, the

dated 01 03.2011, by which rhe vendors of the rvrir

petrtloner were permitted to alienate th<r properry.

Aggrievcc br. the aforesaid order, li.L.P.(civil)

No.291(r- )-9I7 of 2020 was preferred before rrc Supreme

t



1

Court, which rvas dismissed by the Supreme C'owt uide

order dated 03.02.2020

10. SubsequendY, the vendors of the writ Peuttoner

approached the reglstering authorities for the purpose of

execuring sale deed in favour of the writ petitionet but

they were informed that unless the revenue records are

updated indicaung the Principals of vendors of the writ

petitioner as land owners/pattadars, sale deeds cannot be

registered. Thereupon' the vendors of the writ petitioner

filed W.P.No.13334 of 2020, which was disposed of by a

learned Single Judge, by order dated 28'08'2020' directing

the Sub-Registrar, Raien dtanagar to receive' process'

register and release the document presented by the

peridoners therein without referencc to the remarks that

civil cases are pending. Pursuant to the aforesaid order

datecl 28.08.2020, the Sub-Regrstrar, Raiendranagat'



8

addresse, I letter datcd 03.11.2020 to vendors of the writ

petitionc asking them ro submir the requteci dr:cuments

and anss er the objection petirion filed b;, rhe X{anaging

Director of one Siddam Shetty Infra projr:cts private

Limitecl (eadier known as M/s. Hyderabad l.rorteries

Private I rmired). The vendors of the writ p<:drioner,

thereforc. execured an agreemenr of sale darcd 05 12.2017

in favotu of the writ petitioner. Thercaftcr. rle r.vrit

petitioner presented a sale deed for registratior bcfore the

Sub-llegi-. -rar. Flowever, he refused to regist(:r the same

on thc gros1d that thc subject land is an agric rlnrral land

and Sub Regis trar is not empowered to reg;is tcr a

t-ransactior in respect of agriculrural land. Being

aggrieved ry rhe aforesaid acrion of the Sub_Rcg;1srrar, rhe

vendors ot the rvrir petirioner filed W.p.No .313()6 r,f 2022,

in which a clirection was sought to the regisrerin3 authoriry

to receive process, register and release the sal,: deed

i::.
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presented by them. Learned Single Judge passed an

a

interim order dated 21 .09.2022 directing the registering

authoriry to register the saie deed. However, it was

directed that by virtue of registration of sale deed, no

equities in favour of the petitioners therein shali be created

and the registration of sale deed shall be subject to

outcome of the wr-it petition. Thereupon, the regis tering

authoriry has registered the sale deed dated 19.1,0.2022.

the sttength of the aforesaid sale deed, the writn

petitioner claims tide in respect of the sub ject land

admeasuring Acs.40.08 guntas. Respondents No.5 to 9

claiming themselves to be legal heirs of Debbad

famtly/olgnal owners, filed an application under

Section 6 of Telangana Rights in Land and Pattadar Pass

Books Acq 2020 (for short 'the Act) seeking succession.

l'he writ petitioner thereupon submitted

representation/objection petition dared 06.06.2023 to the
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appl-icatl( n submitted by respondents No.5 o 9 without

issuing i nv notice to the writ petitioner. 'l'he rvrit

petiuoncr has also filed a writ petltion zl1 , W-.P.No.14639

of 2023, rr.r which a learned Single Judge par,sect interim

order dat :d 13.06.2023 direcung the ofhciai respondents

to c onsider the representatior 7/objections

dated 06, )6.2023, submitted by rhe wrir pcritionet before

conductir g an enquiry on the application srLbmitted by

responde rts No.5 to 9 under Section 6 of th: Act. The

District ( ollector, by order datcd 06.10.2023 i,rrer a/ia held

that the s rle deed executed in favour of the writ petitioner

is vr>id r nd inoperativc as rhe same was r'xecuted by

General l)ower of Attorney after the de ith of the

principal. It was further held that Sub-Regisrrar: had no

authoritv to register the sale deed as the Tah;Lldar is the

competel- t authoriry to register the saie deed ir re,spect of

District -ollector, not to pass any final order on the
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the subject iand, which is an agriculrural land. The Disrrict

Collector, therefore, by order dated 06.10.2023, allowed

the application filed by respondents No.5 to 9 under

Section 6 of the Acr.

11. Thereupon, the writ petitioner challenged the

aforesaid order in W.P.No.30193 of 2023 and the learoed

Single Judgc, by the impugned order dated 02.05.2024

inter alia held that the question of title cannot be

adiudicated by a Collector in a proceeding under Section 6

of the Act. It was further held rhat in a proceeding under

Section 6 of the Act, the District Collector has virtually

decided the title of respondents No.5 to 9 in respect of the

subject land. Accordiagly, the learned Single Judge has ser

aside the order dated 06.10.2023 passed by the District

Collector and grantcd liberty to respondents No.5 to 9 2.e.,

the appellants herein ro approach rhe competent civil
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Court to challenge the sale deed datecl 19 10.2022

executed rn fhvour of the rvrit peridoner. Jn tLLc aloresaid

facrual ba,:kground, this intra court appeal has l,celL filed.

12. Learned Senior Counsel for the appellant; submitted

that the 1:arnecl Single Judge ought to have apPrcciated

that prina facie, rhe sale deed dated 19.10.2022 executed in

favour of rhe writ petirioner was a fraudulenr. document

and vend,,rs o[ the writ petitioner had no tight to transfer

title in res pect of the sub ject land to the u.rit f ,r:titroncr as

the prin< ipal had died and thereafter, the porver of

attornev [rad executed the SA e deed. It rs further

submittec that the learned Single Judge oupht to have

appreciatr cl that Sub-Regisuar had no authorit, to execute

the sale d:ed in favour of thc writ petitioner as thc sub,ect

iand is an agriculrural land. In any case, the leru'ncd Single

Judge our;ht to have appreciated that the vaLidin' of sale
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deed dated 1.9.1.0.2022 executcd in favour of the writ

petitioner is pending consideraLion 1n \7.P.No.37306

of 2022. Learned Senior Counsel has taken us through the

order passed by the District Collectot and had submitted

that the District Collector has only recorded the

observations and not the fi.ndhgs with regard to vahdity of

the sale deed dated 19.10.2022. lt is further submitted that

in case a statutory right is violated, the iurisdiction of this

Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India can

be invoked. It is urged thar since the sale deed

dated 19.10.2022 is null and void, it is not necessary for

the appellants to chailenge the validity of the aforesaid sale

deed. It is contended that the rmpugned order be set aside

and the appeal be allowed.
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1,3. Wc have considered rhc submtssions r.r.rade bv

learned S cnior Counsel for the appcllants ar Ld have

perused tl Le record.

14. Befr,re proceeding further, it is apposite tc) rxke note

of Sectior 6 of the Act. Section 6 of the Act is e xtracted

below for rhe faciliry of rcfercnce:

6. Effectrng Change in Record of Rights

rvl Lcn acqu,tred the right ovcr th e lu1r.l

th r>ugh succession, sun ivorshtp.

inlrcdtance.

(1' Any person or persons, who acqrLirc

riphts over land through successirn,

su r-ir-orship, inhcritance and seel<ing r()

efl:ct change in Record of Rights, altcr

ar ir.ing at consensus among all the lcgal

he rs on the manner of drvision of the la ncl

an- ()ng thcmselves, shall makc an application.

en, :le.irr* rhe joint Ygfeement spccilyr ne

inc ividual shares, to the Tahsildar thrrlyg.ll

tht website prescdbed for this purpose, or

all tting available dare and dmc as pcl th e

:r ata.rtti.i,.tr:.1 tit,':.. .
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convcflicncc of the pcrsons ro appcar before

the Tahsildar.

(2) \X.hen persons of a lamily seek change of

Record of Rrghts, all the members of the

farnily after arriving at coflsensus with regard

to the manner o[ partition of the land among

themselvcs shall make Ln application,

enclosing the joint agreement specilying

individual shares, to the lt'ahsildar thtough

the website prescribed for this purpose, for

allotting available date and rime as per the

convenience of the persons to appear before

the Tahsildar.

(3) The Tahsildar shall allot the datc and

time, intimate the persons and maintain such

particulars in regrstcr in prescribed format.

(a) The persons mentioned in sub-sectron (1)

and Q), along with the existing Patadar Pass

Book-cum--l'ide Deed that are in the name of

deceased person or in the name of such

fanrily mcmber, as the casc may be, on the

date and rime allottcd to thcm shall atrend

the offrce of the l'ahsildar.
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(5t f'hc Tahsildar shall on thc basis o[. 1,rint

al rccmcflt of all the legal heirs or all thc'

ta rrilv memb€rs, as thc casc malr be, shall

ei fcct the changes accordingly in Recc,rci oi

R ghts instandy, after payment of nrutar.ion

cl arges as prescribed.

((r ) 'I'he Tahsildar shall issue a new Pattr.clal

Pr,ss Book cum Tide Deed in case any of thr'

sl ccessors or the lamily member,s. as thr'

c, se may be, when they do not hol,l a

Pr .ttadar Pass Book-cum Tide Deed, rr r a

d,rl), updated in the existing Pattaclar I)lss

B rok-cum-Tide l)ceds instantly. Ihc

'I Lhsildar shall also furnish extract ol:

cl anges made in Record of Rights ro aL[ oi

tl-em.

[1 AII the persons in possession of Pattr.tlar.

P ,ss Book- cum Tide Dccd shall lurnish thc

dr tails of family members in the 1rr ar neL

prcscribed to the 'I'ahsildar. The l ahsrtrlar

sl all make entries of thc familv mernberr in

P Lttadar Pass Book-cum-Tide Deeds.
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15. Thus, from a perusal of the aforesaid Secuon, it is

evident rhat a petson, rvho acquires right through

succession, survivorship or inheritance, can have right to

seek a change in record of rights only aftcr having

consensus among all the legal heirs. The provisions of

Section 6 can be invoked only after parridon of the joint

family properties in accordance with the Hindu Succession

Act, 1956. The Tahsildar, on the basis of a lomt

agreement executed by ali legal heirs, is required to effect

the changes in the record of rights. In other words,

Section 6 of the Act does not confer any adjudicatory

function on a Tahsildar.

16. The Tahsildar, under the provisions of the Act, and

in particular under Section 6 thereof, does not have any

authoriry to examine the validity of a salc deed. In the

instant case, the District Collector, while passing the
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impugne, I order date d 06. 1 0. 2023 , has cx lm inccl the

validity c f the sale deed executed in favour o f d.re writ

pettttone] . rvhich is evident from the follow ng relcvant

extract oi the aforesaid order:

"It rs a weli settled principle o[ larv that

u ren the Principal dies the GpA beco,ncs

ir operative and void, as held by thrs l{rtn'l;le

Hrgh Court in C.R.p.No.595 of 1!)g9:

1' 93(2) ALT 425 (SB): AIR 1954 SC 316. As

sL ch. the execution o[ registered Salc clcec]

d,t ted 19.10.2022 after the death of the

or iginal Principals is void, invalid ,rnd

in rperative as such I(.Sujatha Reddv :Lrrcl

G:eta Reddy have no sanctity of righr ro
c( nvcy the land in any manner whatsocve .. as

lh:r, are hawing neither the title nor a vrLlid

G )A. And infact the said GpAs werc alt-erLd1,

dc:lared as inoperative by the Hon'blc Court

uir,t Judgment in O.S.No.43 of 2(t(14

da cd 1 1.08.2006. Even presuming for: a

m(,ment, thc GPAs are treated as \,a[d and

op :rative documents, in such case aisc, rhe
vr:*
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registration of document cxccutcd in favour

of Rock Hills Realiry is [raud and illegal

document, as the sale deed executcd by

K.Suiatha Reddy and l(.Geeta Reddy,

whereas the Registered GPAs are in favour

of I(arnati Vijayalaxmi and I(Sujatha Reddy.

That the Sub Registrar was wcil aware oF

the contents of Judgments in O.S.No.43

of 2004 dated 11.08.2006 wherein dcciared

the GPAs are inoperadve and after the dcath

o[ Principals of GPAs, their LRs brought on

record in O.S.No.88 of 2002, A.S.No.998

ol 201,0 and in Supreme Court Civrl Appcals

No.5822 of 2022. As the contents of thc

above said judgment u/erc conveyed in the

regrstered Saie Deed.

The Hon'ble High Court o['felangana at

Hyderabad in W.P.No.30002 oF 2021 whlle

disposing the Prayer madc by M/s. RV and

TNR Infra LLP at Hyderabad for execution

of sale deed without referring to the said

Memo No.G3 / 3241 / 201,8 dated 01.05.2019

held on 27.10.2022 and directed the
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I ctr oner to comply with the instrr,rcli,tn s

c -,nrained in the said Memo by makrn,l an

< nline applicauon under modulc T'\I3
s rcking conversion o[ land and after ge;tin,t5

c rnr.ersion to fiic for regrstration. -I,h: s i:;

n rw a setded provision of law on regislraltor-,

o: Iand which the Sub Regsrar,

R:riendranagar has failed to comply with r:he

p rrr.isions of law and also supcrceded thc

ir structions of his higher authorides z,zZ

X cmo No.G3 /3247 /2018 dated 01.05 2019
-I'hat the land in question is agticult,rral

la rd as on today. The Pahanies and Dha :anr

P,,r'ral clearly disclose that it is an agriculr rrrl
la rds. The Dharani portal clearly ihou.s the

ni mc of Debbad Narayana as the patreclar. o[
th: land. The land is not converted into n.)n_

ag:icultural land and without therc beirrg

cr, lversion the saie deed could not have br:en

-rcl iistered by the SRO without conversron ,rf
th,: land into non-agricultural land I nd

c() rrrary ro rhe Nerv RoR Act No.9 of 2t!Q
u,f tch only authorizes registratron of
ag, icultural lands by Tahsi.ldar. f,hus. r hc
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sale deed in question are registered by rhe

SRO, Rajendranagar is illegai, conrrary to the

provisions of the Registrauon Acr as wcll as

Ncw RoR Act No.9 of 2020. In this regard,

the Government issued a G.O.Ms.No.118

dated 28.10.2020 desrgnating the concemed

Tahsildars as Joinr Registrars. Inspite of it,

the Sub Registrar executed the Rcgistered

Sale Deed in respect of the scheduled

properry (agriculrural lands)."

17. Thus, it is evident that the Disrrict Collector has

travelled beyond the scope of Section 6 of rhe Act. The

question whether the sale deed was executed in pursuance

whether the principal had died before execuLion o[ the sale

deed by the General Power of Attorney are the questions

of fact, which have to be examined by the compctent

couft. Therefore, the District Collector ought not to have

of an agreement of sale for a valid consideration and

expressed his opinion yith regard to validity of the sale
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deed dat:cl 19.10.2022 executed in favour: cf the writ

the validiry of the samc is pendingpe t1t1one r AS

considera ron in \ff/.P.N o.37306 of 2022.

18. F-or the aforementioned reasons, we agrec ,vitl_r the

conclusio r arrived ar by the learned Single Juctge that. the

question ,ri ride cannot be decided in a procer,dinE under

Section 6 rf the Act.

19. Hor, ever, it is clarified that this Cou:r. iras not

expresscd any opinion with tegard to validity of rhe sale

deed date I 19.10.2022 execured in favour. of the writ

petltloner is the afofesaid issue has to be deci,led by the

competent couft.

20. Ther:fore, we do nor find any merit in the Writ

Appeal an( rhe same is, hereby, dismrssed. No cosrs.
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As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions, pendrng if any,

stand closed
sD/-T.KRISHNA KUTUAR'"5iiiiW'tEpidriH 
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SECTION OFFICER

One CC to SRl. BHARATH REDDY BOI/MINENl Advocate [OPUCI

One CC to SRl. D JAGAN MOHAN REDDY Advocate [OPUC]

Two CCs to SRI MURALIDHAR REDDY KATRAM GP FOR REVENUE' Hish

C.rrt r"itn" State of Telangana at Hyderabad' [OUT]
Two CD CoPies
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HIGH COUIlT

DATED:31 t0712024

JUDGMEN T

WA.No.888 ot 2024

DISMISSING THE WRIT APPEAL
WITHOUT }OSTS
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