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HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE TWENTY FIFTH DAY OF FEBRUARY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONO LE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRl JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL :2240F 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Lefters Patent against the order dated
2711112025 in W.P.No. 2725 of 2025 on the file of the High Court.

'l . Anemoni Yadaiah, S/o. Late Anemoni Machaiah, Aged 50 Yrs, Occ-
Agriculture, H.No. 174, Mekala Bazar, Harijanwada, ChinnqQharpalle Village,
Hanwada Mandal, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana - 509334.

2. A. Narayana, S/o. Late Anemoni Anthaiah, Aged 50 Yrs, Occ- Agriculture,
H.No. 174, Mekala Bazar, Harijanwada, Chinnadharpalle Village, Hanwada
Mandal, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana - 509334.

...APPELLANTS

D

1. The State of Telangana, represented by its Principal Secretary, Department of
Revenue, Secretariat, Hyderabad, Telangana.

2. The District Collector, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana.

3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana.

4. The Tahsildar, Hanwada Mandal, Mahabubnagar District, Telangana.

5. The Station House Officer, Hanwada Police Station, Mahabubnagar District,
Telangana,

6. Syed Musleh Uddin, S/o. Late Syed Nizamuddin, Aged 40 _Yrs, Occ-
Birsiness. R/o- H.No. 18-272, N.G.O.s Colony, Near RTC Colony, Shadnagar,
Rangareddy District.

7. Sri Anemoni Anjanelu, S/o Sri Anemoni Pedda Mashaiah Aged about 45 yrs
Occ Agriculture R/o. H No. 185, Chinna Darpalli (V), Hanwada (M),
Mahabubnagar District.

8. Sri Anemoni Venkat Ramulu, S/o Sri Anemoni Pedda Mashaiah, Aged about
35 y1s, Occ -Agriculture, R/o. H .No. 185, Chinna Darpalli (V), Hanwada
(M),Mahabubnagar District.

about 32 yrs Occ
Hanwada (M),

9. Sri Anemoni Raju, S/o Sri Anemoni Pedda Mashaiah, Aged
Agriculture, R/o. H. No.'185, Chinna Darpalli (V),
Mahabubnagar District.



RESPONDENTS
lA NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under section 151 cPC praying that in the circumstances stated inthe affidavit fired in support of the petition, the High court may be preasedpleased to- i) lstay the operation of the Final order dated 27.11.2ozspassed inw'P' No' 2725 of 2025, pending disposal of this writ Appeal. ii) Grant an lnterimlnjunction restraining the Respondents, particularly Respondents 4 to 6, fiominterfering with the Appeilants peacefur possession and enjoyment of theagricurturar rand admeasuring Ac. 2.21 Gts in sy. No. 65, situated atchinnadharpaily Vi[age, Hanwada Mandar, Mahabubnagar District, pendingdisposal of the lvrit Appeal' iii) Direct the Respondents to maintain status quo ason the date of ttre lnterim order (31.01 .202s) in respect of the subject rand, andpass such other order or orders as this Honbre court may deem fit and proper inthe circumstances of the case.

COUNSEI fOr thE ^.TPPEIIANI : SRI SUBRAMANYAM DARABOINA
COUNSEI fOr thc RESPONdENTS NO.TIO4 : SRI MURALID]IAR REDDY KATRAM,

GP FOR REVENUE
counset for the R.spondent No.S : sRr MAHE'H RAJE, Gp FoR HOME
counsel for the Rerspondent No.7 : sRr M.SATEESH

Counsel for the Respondent No.6,g&g :

The Court made thra fel;o*ing: JUDGMENT



i
I

IN TTIE HIGH COIIRT F1OR THE STATE OF TEI,ANGANA
AT ITTDERABAD

THE HON'BI,E TIIE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESII KI'MAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL No.224 of 2O26

DATE: 25.o.2.2o.26

Between:

Anemoni Yadaiah and another
..Appellants

And

The State of Telangana,
represented by its Principal Secretar5r,
Department of Revenue, Secretariat,
Hyderabad and 8 others.

..Respondents

JUDGMENT

Heard Sri D.Subramanyam, learned counsel for ttre

appeltants; Sri K. Muralidhar Reddy, learned Government Pleader

for Revenue appearing for respondent Nos.l to 4; Sri Mahesh Raje,

learned Government Pteader for Home appearing for respondent

No.S and sri M.Sateesh, learned counsel appearing for respondent

No.7.

2. This writ appeal, preferred under Clause 15 of the Letters

Patent, assails the order dated 27-11.2025 passed by the learned

Single Judge in W.P.No.2725 of 2025. By the said order, the

learned Single Judge disposed of the writ petition filed by the

appellants herein, who had sought a direction to respondent Nos.2
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to 4, to issue Pattadar passbooks in their favour and restraining

respondent Nos.2 to 5 from dispossessing them from an extent of

Ac.2-121 Gts- in sy.No.65 of chinnadharpally village, Hanwada

Mandrel, Mahabubnagar District, holdin g inter a.liq. that the dispute

involvr:d conflict and competing claims of title and possession,

incapa.ble of adjudication in tJle writ proceedings.

Factual background (in brieff

3. 1'he dispute in the present case pertains to agricultural land

admeasiuring Ac.4-11 Gts. in sy.No.65 of chinnaclharpalry Village,

Hanwa<la Mandal, Mahabubnagar District. The appellants claim to

be the rluccessors-in-interest of Late Anemoni Machaiah and Late

Anemoni Anthaiah, who are stated to have been protected tenants

in respe,:t of an extent of Ac.2-21 Gts. out of the said land.

4- Ac'cording to the appellants, trre said tenancy rights were

reflected in the relevant revenue records, including pahanis and

other village accounts, and upon the demise of their predecessors,

they succ:eeded to the said rights and continued in possession and

cultivatio;:r of the land.

5. The entire extent of Ac.4-11 Gts. originally stood in the

name of Syed Nizamuddin, father of respondent No.6, as pattadar.

The case of respondent No.6 is that his father, during his lifetime,

executed re registered sale deed dated 22.02.19g2 conveying an\._
extent of lrc.2-38 Gts. out of the said survey number in favour of

I
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L,ate Alimoni Pedda Mashaiah, and that possession of the said land

was delivered to the purchaser on tJre same day. Respondent

Nos.7 to 9 claim to be the legal heirs of the said purchaser and

assert that they have been in continuous possession and

enjo5rment of the land for several decades'

6. The record further discloses t]lat the land in question was

subject matter of acquisition proceedings initiated in the year L984

for the purpose of providing house sites to members of the weaker

sections. An award was stated to have been passed and

compensation was paid to the pattadar, Syed Nizamuddin'

Aggrieved by the said acquisition proceedings, Kavali Bheernaiah

and Anemoni Machaiah i.e., the predecessor of appellant No.l,

approached this Court by filing W.P'No' Ll9l7 of 1985'

7. This court, by order dated 03.04.1986, allowed the said writ

petition at admission stage and quashed the notification issued

under Section a(1) of ttre Land Acquisition Act, inter qlia obserwing

tl:at the petitioners therein were small farmers claiming protected

tenancy rights over the land.

8. The appellants assert that they have been in continuous

possession and cultivation of the extent of Ac.2-21 Gts. and allege

tlrat on 2O.O1 .2025 and again on 25.OL-2O25, the revenue

authorities, accompanied by respondent No.6 and police personnel,

attempted to interfere with their possession and sought to

-1
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dispossess them. Alleging such interference and apprehending

further coercive action, the appellants instituted W.P.No.2725 of

2025 seeking protection of their possession and issuance of

pattadar passbooks in their favour.

9. tn the said writ petition, an interim order of status quo dated

3l.OL-2O25 was granted. Respondent No.6 filed a counter affidavit

disput.ng the claim of the appellants, asserting the title of his

father and the sale in favour of Alimoni Pedda Mashaiah, and

contending that the appellants neither possess tifle nor lawful

possession over the land.

10. fiubsequently, respondent Nos.7 to 9, claiming to be the legal

heirs of the said purchaser, filed an application uide I.A.No.O3 of

2025 :;eeking impleadment and vacating of the interim order,

asserti:rg their independent right, title and possession over the

land prrrchased under the sale deed dated 22-07.1982. They also

referrecl to certain criminal proceedings said to have arisen

betwee:r the parties in relation to the dispute.

11. The learned Single Judge, upon hearing the parties, disposed

of W.P.No.2725 of 2025 by order dated 27.LL.2O25, holding as

under:

a. The petitioners' allegation of attempted dispossession by

the official respondents was not substantiated;

,'-
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b. Respondent No.4 had categorically stated that no such

interference was undertaken or contemplated, and the

said assertion remained unrebutted;

c. In the absence of any demonstrable threat or illegal

action, no violation of Articles 21 or 300-A of the

Constitution of India was made out;

d. The dispute concerned to contested questions of title and

possession, which cannot be adjudicated in writ

proceedings under Article 226 of the Constitution of

India; and

e. The statement made on behalf of respondent No.4 that

there was no intention to dispossess the petitioners was

recorded.

12. Aggrieved by the said order, the present writ appeal has been

frled.

Submissions on behalf of the appellants

13. [.earned counsel appearing for the appellants assailed the

order dated 27.L1.2O25 passed by the learned Single Judge and

has advanced submissions as under:

i. That the appellants are the successors of protected

tenants recognised under the Hyderabad Tenancy and

Agricultural Lands Act, 195O (for short 'Tenancy ActJ-

That by virtue of Section 38-E of the said Act,

ownership of the land stands statutorily transferred to

the protected tenants from the notified date.
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ii. That a certificate issued under Section 38-E

constitutes conclusive evidence of ownership as

against the landholder and persons claiming through

him and therefore, the learned Single Judge erred in

treating the dispute as one involving contested title.

iii. Reliance was placed on the order dated 03.04.1986

passed by this Court in W.P.No.1-19L7 of 1985,

wherein the acquisition proceedings in respect of the

subject land were quashed, which recognised the

status of the appellants' predecessors as protected

tenants and small farmers, and the frndings recorded

therein ought to have been given due weight by the

learned Single Judge.

iv. That under Section 6 of the Telangana Rights in Land

and Pattadar Passbooks Act, 2O2O (for short '2O2O

ActJ, ttre Tahsildar is under a statutory obligation to

maintain the record of rights correctly, and that once

ownership is deemed to have vested in the protected

tenants by operation of Section 38-E of the Tenancy

Act, the revenue authorities are bound to update tJ,e

revenue records and issue pattadar passbooks

accordingly.

,-'"


