
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

(Special Original Jurisdiction)

FRIDAY, THE THIRD DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

[ 34881

.,.PETiTIONER

WRIT PETITION PIL) NO: 2OF 2025(

Between:

AND

Mir Ahmed Khan, S/o Late Mir Abid Ali Khan Ahmed, Age' 48 years, Occ'

advocate, R/o. H.No. 16-2-751 , Saidabad Colony, Hyderabad submits that I

am the resident of Saidabad Colony, Hyderabad.

.t. The state of Telangana, Rep by its Principal se-retary Revenue, secretariat,

Hyderabad.

2. The Collector, Hyderabad District, Lakdi ka pul, Hyderabad'

3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Saidabad mandal, Hyderabad'

4. The Commissioner, GHMC, Having office at GHMC Office, Tank Bund Road'

Hyderabad

5. The Zonal Commissioner, GHMC, South Zone, having office at Phool Bagh,

Hyderabad.

6. The District Registrar, Stamps and Registration, Hyderabad District

Erragadda, Hyderabad.

7. The Sub Registrar, Stamps and registration, Azampura, Hyderabad

B.TheAsstCityPlanner,CircleNo.6GHMC,Malakpet,SaidabadColony,
Hyderabad.

9. P. Shylesh Narayana, S/o late P. Satyanarayana, Aged about QQ-yrs' Occ'

Business, Fl/o H.no. 2.1-566, Shanker Matt, Nallakunta, Hyderaba'd.50o044.

10.Mohd Abdul Sami, S/o Mr. Mohd Jahangir, Aged about 49 yrs, oc-c. Business,

Fl/o H. no.'l 6-2- 851 t N 1 2, Ameen Colony, Saidab-'C, Hyderabad' 500059'

ll.Mohammed Taher shareef, s/o Mr. Mohammed lsmail shareef, aged about

4Tyrs,Occ.Business,R/oH.no.17-3-18614l,lmambada,Charminar'
Hyderabad.



12. Mohd Ather Ahmed, S/o not knwn to the Petitioner, Occ. €onstruction
business, Rl/o 3/o i6-2-8511A112, Ameen Colony, Saidabad, -Hyderabad.
500059

13.Mr. Syed Amer Ali, S/o. Syed Amjad Ali, Aged 28 years, Occ Business, Flat
No 203, H.No.16-9-434, Qadri Tower, Old WatelTank, Old Malakpet,
Hyderabad 36

'l4.Griham Housing Frnance Ltd., Rep. by its Manager, Having office at 602, 6m
Floor, Zero One lT Park, Survey No. 79/1 , Ghorpadi, Mundhwa Roaci, Pune,
Maharastra - 41 1036

Respondent Nos. 13 and 14 are impleaded as per court Order dated
22.06.2026 vide l.A.No.3 ol 2025 in W.P (PlL) No.2 of 2025.

...RESPONDENTS

Petition under Article 226 of lhe Constitution of lndia praying that in the

circumstances stated in the affidavit filed therewith. the High Court may be pleased

to issue a Writ Order or direction more particularly in the form of Writ of l/andamus,

declaring the proceedings Nlo. B194412016, thereby approving ihe sale of

government land under survey number 3211 , bearing house number 16-1-27 (NJew

number 16-1-27|G), admeasuring 330 sq. yards, situated at Saidabad, Hyrjerabad in

favour of the respondent No. 9, as illegal, in violation of GOMs No.92, dated

26.5.2016. and tainted with fraud, unconstitutional. Consequently this Hon ble Coui-t

may be pleased to order cancellation of conveyance vide document No. 2132i of

2023, daled 21 3.2023 n favour of the respondent NO.9, and subsequent ratification

deed vide document No. 2176 of 2023, dated 21 .3.2024, in favour of respondents

No. 10 and 1 1 and direct the Revenue officials to take over the possession

immediately and forthwith.

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2025

Petition under Seclion 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Couri may be pleased to direct the

Respondents No. 4 and 5 to immediately stop all construction activities in respect of

land under survey numbet 3211, beating house number 16-1-27 (New number

16-1-27|G), admeasuring 330 sq. yards, situated at Saidabad Hyderabad, pending

disposal of the writ petiticn (PlL)



l.A. NO: 2OF 2025

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that In the circumstances stated in the

affidavit tiled in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct the

Respondents No. 6 and 7 to enter the property bearing house number 16-1-27 (New

number 16-1-271G), admeasuring 330 sq. yards in survey number 3211, situated at

Saidabad Village and Mandal, Hyderabad in prohibition list under Section 22-A of lhe

lndian Registration Act, 1908, pending disposal of the writ petition (PlL).

LA. NO: 4OF 2025

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased lLdirect the

Respondents No.10 to 12 nct to alienate or create any charge on {he. petition

schedule property till the disposal of the Writ Petition (PlL).

Gounsel for the Petitioner: SRI MOHAMMAD ADNAN

Gounsel for the Respondent No.1 to 3: SRI M.VIGNESWAR REDDY,
AGP FOR ASSIGNMENT

Counsel for the Respondent No.4, 5 & 8: SRI K.RAVI MAHENDER,
SC FOR GHMC

Counsel for the Respondent No.6 & 7: SRI MURALIDHAR REDDY KATRAM,
GP FOR STAIJIPS & REGISTRATION

Counsel for the Respondent No.10 to 12: SRI SRINIVAS VELAGAPUDI

Counsel for the Respondent No.13 & 14: SRI G.MALLIKARJUNA RAO



IN THE HIGH COI'RT FOR THE STATE OF TEIJUTGANA

AT ITYDERABAD

THE HONBLE THE CHIEF JIISYTICE SRI APARESH KT'MAR SINGH

AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHII'DDIN

WRIT PEtrITION IPILI No.2 of 2O2S

DATE:Q3.O7.2o26

BETWEEI{:

Mir Ahmed Khan
...,Petitioner

AND

The State of 'lelangana, Rep. by its Prrncipal
Secretary, Rcvenr-re I)epartment, Secretariat,
Hvder;rbad and 11 others

.... Respondents

ORDER

Heard Mr. Mohd. Adnan, learned counsel appearing for the

petitioner; Mr. M. Vigneswar Reddy, learned Assistant Government

Pleader for Assignment appearing for respondents No.1 to 3;

Mr. Muralidhzir tleddv Karram, Iearned Government pleader for

Stamps and Rt-gistration Department appearing for respondents No.6

and 7: Mr. Srinivas Velagapudi, learned counsel appearing for

responclents No.1o ro 12; and Mr. G.Mallikarjunzr Rao, learned

counsel appears ltr respondents No.13 and 14 and perused the

record.

2. This Writ pr'_ition (public Inrerest Litigation) irstituted. under

Article 226 o1- thr: Constitution of India, ca11s ir: question the
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proceedings in File No.B/ g44 /2016, pursuant to which a Deed of

Conveyance bearing Document No.2134 of 2023, dated 21'O3'2O23'

was executed by the Revenue authorities in favour of iespondent No 9

in respect of land admeasuring 330 Sq' Yds, bearing House No'16-1-

27 (New No.16-l-27 lG), situated in Sy'No'32/ 1, Saidabad'

Hyderabad. The petitioner seeks a writ of Mandamus declaring the

regularization and conveyance of the subject land as illegal' arbitrary

and contrary to G.O.Ms.No.92, Revenue (ULC) Department' dated

26.05.2016, and consequently seeks cancellation of the said

Conveyance Deed as well as the Ratifrcation Deed bearing Document

No.2l76 ol 2023, executed in favour of respondent Nos'1O and 11'

together with a direction to the Revenue authorities to take over

possession of the subject property.

Factual Matrix (in brieQ

3. The subject land admeasuring 330 Sq' Yds, bearing House

No.16-1-27 (New No.16-1 27lG), situated in Sy'No'32/1' Saidabad'

Hyderabad, formed part of the land declared surplus under the

provisions of the Urban Land (Ceiling and Regulation) Act' 1976' (for

short ULC Act') in proceedings bearing CC'No J/ l2a5l 176'

Possession ofthe land was taken over by the Government and handed

over to the Revenue authorities. The land was thereafter included in

the Government land bank and was earmarked for public purposes'
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inclucling allotmont to the Women and Child Welfare Department for

establishment of an Anganwadi Centre.

4. Responclent No.9 had earlier asserted rights over the subject

property and rns,ituted W.P.No.43043 of 2015 before this Court. The

said rvrit petitior came to be withdrawn on O3.O2.2O21. Thereafter,

respondent No.9 sor-rght regularization of the subject land under

G.O.Ms.No.92, Revenue (ULC-I) Department, dated 26.05.2O16.

5. Pursuant to thr. proceedings in File No.B/944 l2016, a Deed of

Convevance bear:ng Document No.2134 of 2023, dated 21.O3.2023,

was executed bv the Revenue authorities in favour of respondent

No.9. Subsequertlv, a Ratification Deed bearing Document No.2176

ol 2023 rvas executed in favour of respondent Nos.lO and 11 in

relation to a sale transaction entered into between the parties in the

vear 20 18.

6. Follou'ing the cxeculion of the aforesaid conveyance and

ratification deeds, representations dated 04.1 1.2024 were submitted

seeking cancellation ol the transactions. Information was also sought

under the Right ro Information Act, 2O05 (for short ,RTI Act,).

Aggrieved rhereby, the petitioner has instituted the present W.p.(pll)

seeking cancellation o[ thc proceedings in File No.B/944 /2016, the

Conver ance Deerl dated 2l .O3.2023 and the consequential

Ratific:rtion Deed, and for a direction to the aulhorities to resume

possession of the subject land.
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Submlssions of the petitioner

7. Learned counsel on behalf of the petitioner has raised the

following submissions:

i) That the present W.P.(PIL) has been instituted solely in public

interest for protection of valuable Govemment land allegedly

alienated in favour of private parties and that the petitioner has

no personal or pecuniary interest in the subject property.

ii) That the land in Sy.No.32l 1, Saidabad, Hyderabad, is

Government land declared as surplus under the ULC Act in File

No.J1L285l 176. Possession thereof was taken over by the

Government under a palchanama and handed over to the

MRO/Tahsildar. The land was thereafter included in the

Government land bank and earmarked for public purposes,

including allotment to the Women Development and Child

Welfare Department for establishment of an Anganwadi Centre.

iii) That the regularization of the subject land in favour of

respondent No.9 under G.O.Ms.No.92 dated 26.05.2016 is

contrary to the eligibility conditions prescribed therein,

particularly Condition No.lo(c), which requires occupation of

the excess land supported by a registered document. l,earned

counsel submitted that respondent No.9 was never in

possession of the land and, in this regard, the learned counsel

relied upon the counter affidavit fi1ed by the State in

W.P.No.43O43 of 2015, wherein possession of the land was
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stated to b,: wit.h the Tahsildar. It is further submitted that the

u'ithdrar,r.al of the said writ petition on 03.O2.2021

demonstrates the inability of respondent No.9 to establish any

lawlul clainr over the property.

iv) That the regularization proceedings culminating in the

execution ol the Convcyance Deed dated 21.03.2O23 are vitiated

bv fraud, arbitrariness and collusion. It is submitted that

despite thc Government s earlier stand regarding possession of

the land, rt:spondent No.9 secured regularizatron through the

intervention of influential persons. It is further submitted that

the conve]'ance \\'as effected for a consideration of about

Rs.28,00,O00/ -, u hereas the market value of rhe propertlr was

approximate'1v Rs-.1,OO,O0,000/ -, resulting in substantial Ioss to

the public exchequer.

v) That the regularizertion is also contrary to Conditions 1O(a) and

10(b) of G.(l.Ms,No.92. According to the learnt:d counsel, land

'"vhich had alreardv vested in the Government arid of which

possession had becn taken over could nol have been regularized

rn favour c,f respondent No.9, rl,ho was not the original

declarant in the urban land ceiling proceedings. It is further

submitted that the u,ithdrawal of W.P.No.43O43 of 2015, though

a pre-condition under Condition No.lO(b), cannot by itself

justifv reg ulurrization, particularly r,r'hen rhe u,rit petition was
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withdrawn after respondent No.9 failed to substantiate his

claim.

vi) That during the pendency of the present WP(PIL), respondents

Nos. lb to 12 created third-party interests in the subject

property by alienating a portion thereof in favour of respondent

No.l3 and creating a mortgage in favour of respondent No. 14,

Griham Housing Finance Limited. Learned counsel submitted

that the said transactions were effected with undue haste so as

to complicate the subject matter of the litigation, necessitating

the impleadment of the said parties.

Submissions of respondent Nos.lO to 12

8. The learned counsel on behalf of the respondents has raised the

following submissions:

i) That the petitioner lacks Iocus standi to challenge the impugned

transactions and that the writ petition, though styled as a PIL,

is not a bona ftde public interest action.

ii) That the subject property originally formed part of a larger

extent of Ac.533 Sq. Yds. owned by the Patel family and was

purchased by the father of respondent No.9, late Sri

P.Satyanarayana, under a registered Sale Deed bearing

Document No.359 of 1984. Upon his demise, respondent No.9

succeeded to the property as legal heir. It is contended that

notwithstanding the declaration of 33O Sq. Yds. as surplus land
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under the ULC Act, the family had a tau{ul and marketable title

over the rt:maining extent and continur:d to assert rights over

the property.

iii) That respondent No.9 was fully eligible to seek regularization

under G.O.Ms.No.92 dated 26.0S.2O16, being the legal heir of

the original purchaser and claiming possesslon under a

rcgistercd conveyance. According to tht: leamed counsel, the

requiremenr. under the scheme relating to occupation supported

b1. a regisrered document stood satisfied b1, virtue of the

registered S,rle Deed bearing Document No.359 of 19g4 and the

continuous ,;laim of title thereunder.

iv) That the regularization proceedings were undertaken strictly in
accordance rvith thc procedure prescribed under G.O.Ms.No.92.

The proposa. u'as considered by the competent authorities and

recommendeC by the Revenue Divisional Ofhcer (RDO)

Committee, l)ursuant to r,r.hich respondent No.g remitted the

regularization charges of Rs.2g,21,5OO/_ and an amount of

Rs.2,42,3601- towards the value of the compound wall.

Thereafter, a Deecl o[ Conveyance bearing Document No.2134 of

2023, dated .17.03.2023, came to be executed in his favour bv

thr c6;11O,. ran, auth('ritr..

v) That the subsequenr transactions entered into by respondent

No.9 n.ere bon,z fi.d.e and for valid consideration. It is stated that
thc sale in favour of respondent Nos. 10 atrd I1 under
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Document No.9029 of 2018 was subsequently ratihed through

Ratihcation Deed bearing Document No.2176 of 2O23 upon

completion of the regularization process. It is iurther submitted

that the subsequent alienation in favour of respondent No.13

and creation of mortgage in favour of respondent No.14 were

lawful transactions creating vaiid third-party rights. According

to the learned counsel, the impleadment of the said parties

became necessary only on account of the subsequent

transactions and no interim orders ought to be granted so as to

prejudice the deveiopment activities undertaken on the

property.

vi) That no element of public interest is involved in the present

liligation. It is contended that the Government, in exercise of

its policy powers under G.O.Ms.No.92, took a conscious

decision to regularize eligible surplus lands on payment of the

prescribed consideration and, therefore, the petitioner cannot

seek to invalidate the regularization merely on the ground that

the land was previously proposed for public use.

vii) That G.O.Ms.No.92 dated 26.05.2016 was issued as a policy

decision to regularize eligible surplus lands vested in the

Government after the repeal of the Urban Land (Ceiling and

Reguiation) Act, 1976, and that the petitioner has not

challenged the validity of the said Government Order or the

policy underlying it.
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viii) That resp:ndent No.9 had complied with all the conditions

prescribed uncler G.O.Ms.No.92. In particular, W.p.No.43043

of 2015 wzrs w.ithdrawn in compliance rvith Clause 1O(b), while

the requi.-em€.nt under Clause 1O(c) stood satished as

respondenl No.9 traced his title through the registered Sale

Deed of the year 1984 executed in favour of his late father,

through whom he claimed.

ix) That the alplication for regularization was duly processed by

the competent :ruthorities and the Screening Committee.

Pursuant thereto, respondent No.9 paid the prescribed

regularizat.ion charges of Rs.2g,21,500/_ together with

Rs.2,42 ,360 I - towards the value of the compound wall,

rvhereafter the RDO conllrmed the allotment and the competent

.ruthoritv executed the Deed of Conveyance dated 21.O3.2O23.

x) That respondenrs Nos.1O to 12 thereafter obtained building

permission from the competent authority and completed

construction in accordance with law, ancl therefore, the entire

process of regularization. conveyance and subsequent

development u'as undertaken strictly in a<:cordance with

C. (). Ms. No.9.2.

9 We have takcn note of the respective contention s urged and the

material on record
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Consideration by this Court

10. Before adverting to the merits of the controversy, it is necessary

to examine the maintainability and bona fides of the present WP (PIL)'

The petitioner claims to be a social activist and an Advocate'

However, the record discloses that this is the second PIL instituted by

the petitioner in relation to the very same subject rnatter' An earlier

PIL, being W.P.(PIL) No.55 of 2024, was withdrawn by the petitioner

with liberty to institute a fresh petition. Though the grant of such

liberty is not under challenge, the fact remains that the petitioner has

chosen to re-agitate the same cause by filing the present writ petition

(PIL). This circumstance assumes reievance while examinrng t}:,e bona

fides of the litigation and the nature of the interest sought to be

projected as public interest.

11. The record further reveals that the petitioner has been actively

pursuing the matter by submitting representations to various

authorities and seeking information under the RTI Act' Though such

steps do not, by themselves, bar the maintainability of a PIL, they are

relevant in assessing t].e petitioner's bona fides, as PIL jurisdiction is

intended to advance genuine public causes rather thal personal or

collateral interests. Although the petitioner claims to have no

personal interest in the subject property, the material on record

shows that the subject property is situated in close proximity to his

residence and that the petitioner has been pursuing the issue for a

considerable period, including by hling an earlier PIL on the same
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subject. These circumstances create a strorrg pimo facie impression

that the petitroner is not acting as a disinterestcd public-spirited

individual

12. The Hon'bl; Supreme Court in Ashok Kumar Pandeg u. State

of West Bengall, has held as under:

12. Pubhc interest litiqotion is a uleapon uhich has to be used uith
qreat care and circumspection and the rudiciaru has to be ertremelu
carefu L to see that behind the beautiful ueil o f public interest an uqlu
pnvate mahce, uested interest and/ or pubLlcitu-seekinq is not
lurkino. It ts to be used as an effectiue weopon in the annoury of lau,

for deLtueino sociaL justice to c,itizens. The attractiue bran.d name of
pubLrc trlterest lttiltatlon should not be used Jor susprciozs products
of mtschref. lt sltould be aimed at redressal of aenuine oublic urono
or pubhc tnFtru and not pubhcill.l-onented or founded on personal
L'endetta As indu:ated aboue, court must be cqrefitl to see that a
bod1.t of persons or a member of the public, who approaches the coutT

is actinq bona fide and not for personal qain or piuate motiue or
pohticql motutcttron or other oblique consideration. Th,e court must not
ollou' its p()cess to be abused for oblique considerations. Some
persons uitll ueste'd itlterest indulge in the pastime of meddling uith
ludtctal proce'ss etther bg force of habit or from. improper motiues.
()ften theg ctre qctuated bg a desire to wn notorietA or cheap
pop1 an1A. The petittons of such busgbodtes deserue to be throtDn
aut bll reJection ot tle thresho[d, and in appropiate cases, uith
erernplary co:;ts.

(Emphasts supplied)

13. The principal challenge in the present writ petition centres

around thc interprctation and application oI G.O.Ms.No.92, Revenue

(ULC) Department, dated 26.05.2016. The ob.ject ol the said c.O.

appears to be to F,rovide a mechanism for regularization of specified

categories of ceiling surplus lands vested in the Government, subject

to the fulhlment of the conditions prescribed therein. The petitioner's

'1zoo+1 a scc 349
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principal contention is founded on Clause 10(c) of the G'O'' which is

extracted hereunder for ready reference:

1O. Nou.t, therefore, tle Gouernment, while keeping in uieu the

prouisions of section 3(1)(a) of the IJrban Land (Ceiting & Regulation)

Repeat Act, 1999 prouiding tlut the repeal of the pincipal Act shall

no, of".t the uesting of ang uacont land under sub-section (6) of

section 10, possession of uhich hos been taken ouer bg the

Gouemmentorangauthorized"personortlLecompetentauthority'
etc., and also in uieut of seueral representation's receiued from the

pubtic uho haue not utilized the benefit of tLrc orders issued in G'Os

from time to time read. aboue and afier coreful consideration of the

i.ssue haue decided to formtlote scheme for regtlansation/ allotment

of excess lands to the parties raho are in occ"tpation bg wag of

regtstered documents and accordinglg' tssue the follouing
giid.tin 

" for regulaisation/ allotment of excess lands ttthich uere

uested. uith Gouemment and possession of ttthich has been taken

ouer bg the Gouernment under tlte prouisions of pincipol Act 1976

to the parties in occupation; subiect to the follouing conditions:

a) The atlotment shotl be considered tthere the excess land already

uestedu-liththeGouemmenttJ/s10(6)oftheHncipalAct,19T6
and possession of uthich has been taken ouer by the Gouernment;

(b) The allotment shall be subject to tttithdratual of all litigation's filed
'either'bg 

the occupant of excess land, or tLrc excess land holder' or

any other interested person and pending' other than those couered

under the Repeat Aci relating to tl'Le excess land as on the date of

this G.O.

(c) Allotment under these ord-ers shall be confined to excess lands in

the ocanpation of parties uhere such occupation is euidenced' bg a

registered. document from the excess lond hotder or person claiming

through him/ her. niwaea p'tner that the registered transactiort's of

excess lands thot took ptace pior to the date of this Order utitl be

considered for regularizotion/ ollotment under these orders'

L4. Further, the petitioner's contention that respondent No'9 was

never in 'occupation'of the subject land and, therefore' did not satisfy

the said eligibility criteria under Clause lO(c) cannot be accepted'

Clause 10(c) cannot be read in isolation divorced from the scheme and



13

object of G.O.Ms.No.92. The emphasis of the provision is on the

existence of a re.gistcred transaction traceable to the excess land

holder or a person claiming through him/her prior to the issuance of

the G.O. The reccrd discloses that respondenL No.9 traces his claim

through a registered sale deed executed in the year 1984, much prior

to the issuance of G.O.Ms.No.92 and prior to the subsequent

conve] arlcc executed by the Government. in these circumstances, the

interpretation adocred by the competent authority cannot be said to

be ex facie contr€rry to Clause lO(c) merelv because the petitioner

disputes respondent No.9 s physical possession of the land.

15. Equally unte,nable is rhe contention founded on Clause 10(b),

which requires rvitndrau'al of pending litigation relating to the excess

land. The record discloses that W.P.No.43043 of 2015 hled by

respondent No.9 '"vas dismissed as withdrawn on 03.02.2021.

Consequently, the requirement under Clause 1O(b) stood satisfied.

The petitioner's allegation that the withdrawal was motivated or

strategic is purell speculative and unsupported by any cogent

material. Such conjecture cannot invalidate the admiristrative action

taken under G.O.Ms.No.92.

16. The relief sought by the petitioner includes a declaration that

the Deed of Convcyanc:e dated 21.03.2023, the Rar ification Deed

dated 2 r .o3.2023 a,d the consequential transactions are ilregar ancl

liable to be cancc ecr. Such relief necessar y invorves t:xamination of
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questions relating to title, validity of registered instruments and

allegations of fraud.

17. It is well settled that the jurisdiction of this Court under erticle

226 of the, Constitution is primarily one of judicial review. The

Registering Authority performs a statutory function under the

Registration Act and, once a document is duly registered, neither the

Registering Officer nor the superior authorities under the Act possess

the power to cancel its registration. If a registered instrument is

alleged to have been obtained by fraud, misrepresentation or any

other illegality, the appropriate remedy ordinarily lies before the

competent civil Court. The writ Court does not ordinarily undertake

adjudication of disputed questions of title or act as a fact-finding

forum to determine allegations of fraud.

18. In this regard, the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Satga Pal Anand

a. State of Madhga Pradeshz has held as under:

34. The role of tlrc Sub-Registror (Registrotion) stands discharged,
once the document is registered (see Rajo MoLnmmad Amir Ahmad
Khan [State of U.P. u. Raja Mohammad Amir Ahmad Khan, AIR
1961 SC 7871 ). Section 17 of the 1908 Act deals urith documents
uhich reqtire compulsory regi.stration. Ertinguishment deed i"s one
such document refered to in Section 17( 1 )(b). Section 18 of tlrc same
Act deols u.tith documents, registration whereof is optional. Section
2O of the Act deals uith docwments containing interlineations,
blanks, erasures or olterqtions. Section 21 proutdes for desciption
of property and maps or pla ns and Sedion 22 deals uith the
desciption of houses and land bg reference to gouemment maps
and suraeys. There is no express proui,sion in the 19O8 Act tohich
empolaers the Registrar to recoll such registration. The fact wlrcther

'?1zoro1 ro scc 767
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the document uas properlA presented for registration cannot be
reopened bq the Registrar afier its reg stration. Thr pouer tg cancel
the req$trat ion [s ct substantiue motter. ]n absence: o an ex SS
pro utston in that behal it is not o n to assumo thot the Sub-
Reqstrar lReqbtration tuould be competent to concel tlrc
reqlstrut ion t'f the doa)ments in question. Similarlu, the oouer of the
laepeelpt_s9 imited to do SU12eintendence of Reqistrationnerai is I

O ffic:es and nake rules ln that behaLf. Euen the Insoecto r Genentl
has no pou.le, to ('ancel the reqtstration of anu document uhich ha,s
ctlreadu been reqistered.

(Emphasis suppLied)

19. In the present casc, the petitioner,s challenge rests on

allegations of fraurl and violation of G.o.Ms.No.92 in the execution of

the convevance :lncl subsequent transactions. These allegations

involve disputed qtrestions relating to title, possession and the validity

of the transac:tions, which cannot be adjudicated in proceedings

under Article 226. While this Court may examine thc legality of the

administrative action under G.O.Ms. No.g2, tt cannot, in exercise of

its writ jurisdict on, cleclare the registered conveyance and

subseqtrent instrurrLents void or direct their cancellation.

Conclusioa

20. For the foregoing re.1sons, this court is of the considered view

that the petitroner has failed to make out any ground \4.arranting

interference in exercise .f the extraordinary iurisdictio. of this court
under Article 226 of :he Constitution of lndia. Thc ch2llsngg raised in
the present hrbric 

'rteresr 
Litigarion involves disputed questions of

fact relating to tirle, F,ossession and allegations of Iraud, which cannot
be adjudica terl in u.rit proceedings.
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21. Accordingly, the Writ Petition (PIL) is dismissed' It is, however'

made clear that this order sha-ll not preclude any person aggrieved

from availing such remedy as may be available in law before the

competent authoritY.

As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions, pending if any, stand

closed. No costs
SD/- AHMED ABDULLAH KHAN
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