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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY, THE EIGHTH DAY OF SEPTEMBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

|.A.NO. 1 0F 2026
IN/AND

WRIT APPEAL NO: 776 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Appeal Preferred Against Order
Dated 1710612025 in WP No 22390 of 2020 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

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

2. The District Collector, Rangareddy District at Lakdikapool, Hyderabad.
3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Rajendranagar Division, Rangareddy District,

at 51 lnner Ring Road, Sai Hills Colony, Hyderabad
4. The Tahsildar, ShamshabadMandal, Rangareddy District
5. The District Registrar, Rangareddy District
6. The Sub-Registrar, Shamshabad, Rangareddy District

.,.APPELLANTS /RESPONDENTS
AND

1. K. Manohar, S/o. K.Rama Swamy, aged about 62 years, Occ. Agriculture,
R/o. Padra Village, Amrabad Mandal, lt/ahaboobnagar District

2. B. Ravi Kumar, S/o.B.Annadanappa, aged about 56 years, Occ.Business,
R/o. Plot No.159, MCH 210, Road No.4, Alkapuri Colony, Saroornagar,
Hyderabad

3. M.V.Narender, S/o.Chidambaram, aged about 52 years, Occ. Business,
N o.17 -1 -3B2lBl1 5, Bhanu Nagar, Champapet, Hyderabad.

4. Sandhya Shrikotala, ,W/o.SatishKotala, aged about 44 years, Occ. Employee,
No.16-10-2611211 , Race Course Road, Malakpet, Hyderabad.

5. K.Rajender Prasad, S/o. Rama Swamy, aged about 56 years,
Occ.Agriculture, Rl/o.Padra Village, Amrabad Mandal, Mahaboobnagar District

6. Ch. Anthaiah, S/o.Pentaiah, aged about 70 years, Occ.Agriculture, Rl/o.Plot
No.200, Chaitanya Nagar, Ph-ll, B.N. Reddy Nagar,Hyderabad

7. K.Bal Reddy, S/o.Janga Reddy, aged about 62 years,
Occ.Agriculture,Fl/o.TandraVillage, Kalvakurthy Mandal, Mahaboobnagar
District



o T.Guru Murthy, S/o. Shivaiah, aged about 50 years, Occ. Business,
R/o.Devarakonc a Town and Mandal, Nalgonda District.

...RESPONDENTS/VI/RIT PETITIONERS

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stated in
the affidavit filed in support of the petitron, the High court may be pleased to
suspend the operation of the order dated. 17.06.2025 passed in w.p.No.22390 of
2020

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under rlection 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in srpport of the petition, the High court may be pleased to
condone the delay of (i332 )of days in filing the writ Appeal against the order dated.
17.06.2025 passed in V/.P No.22390 of 2O2O

Counsel for the Appeltant: SRI POTTIGAR| SRIDHAR REDDY,
SPECIAL GOVERNMENT PLEADER FOR
THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Counsel for the Respondents: SRl. KOppULA GOPAL

The Court made the fc,llowing: ORDER



IN THEHIGH COI'RT F1OR THESTATEOF TELIINGANA
AT TIYDERABAI)

THE HON,BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KI'MAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

I.A.No.1 of 2026

WRIT APPEAL No,776 of 2o26
(cNR No. HBHCO 104754420261

DATE: O8.O9.2O26

Between:

The State of Telangana, Rep. bY
its Principal Secretary, Revenue
Department, Secretariat and
others

.,..Appellants

And

K. Manohar and others ...,Respondents

COMMON JUDGMENT

Heard Sri Pottigari Sridhar Reddy, learned Special Government

Pleader attached to ttre office of the learned Advocate General

appearing for the appellants, Sri Koppula Gopal, learned counsel for

the respondents and perused the record.

2. This Interlocutory Application uide I.A. No I of 2026' is filed by

the appellants seeking ccndonation of delay of 332 clays in prcl'erring

the accompanying rvrit appeal. The said writ appeal is directed

agarnst the order dated 17.06.2025 passed by the learne'd Single

Judge in W.P.No.2239O of 2O2O, whereby the writ petiticn came to be

in/and
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allowed and the appellants were directed to delete the subject land

from the Prohibited Properties List under Section 22-A of the

Registration Act, 1908 (for short ,i 908 Act,) , and for. issuance of new

pattadar passbooks and title deeds.

3. Before entering upon the merits of the Writ Appeal, it is

necessary to examine the issue of limitation, as the appeal is

presented with a delay of 332 days. Such delay, being pima facie

slgnihcant, ca1ls lbr a careful consideration.

Factual matrix (i.n brief)

4. The respon,lents / writ petitioners claim title and possession over

land admeasurinS3 Ac.5-34 Gts. in Sy.No.117, situated at Sulthanpally

Village, Shamshabad Mandal, Rangareddy District, and claim to have

purchased the szrid property from Sri yelkacherla Narsimha Reddy

under Registered Sale Deed No.7313 of 2006 dated 29.OS.2006. The

record reflects the-t the vendor of the respondents/wrrt petitioners had

earlier been issur:d pattadar passbooks and title deeds pursuant to

Proceedings No.A7' 545/ 2005 dated 30. OS.2OOS.

5. The background of the litigation is as follows

i) Sri Ye kacherla Bal Reddy, father of the respondents'

Reddy, institutedvendor Sri Yelkacherai Narasimha

O.S.No. 121 of 19Z6 against the Government seeking

declara[ion of title in respect of lands in Sy.Nos.62 and 117

of Sulthanpally Village. By judgment and decree dated
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08.10.1980, the trial Court decreed the suit in respect of

Sy.No.1 17 and dismissed the claim concerning Sy.No 62'

The matter was carried in A.S.No.10i of 1981, in which the

appellate court modihed the decree in respect of Sy.No.62

and confirmed the remainder. The proceedings are stated

to have attained fina1ity.

ii) Following the aforesaid proceedings, the name of the

respondents' vendor, Sri Yelkacherla Narsimha Reddy, was

mutated in the revenuc records and pattadar passbooks

and title deeds were issued uide Proceedings

No.A/ 5a5/ 2005 dated 30.05.2005.

iii) After their purchase, the respondents submitted an

application for mutation. The Tahsildar, however, treated

the subject land as Government land and issued Memo

No.D/1316/2006 dated 18.10.2006. The respondents

challenged the said action before the appellant No.3-The

Revenue Divisional Officer, Chevella Division, Ranga Reddy

District. Pursuant to proceedings in C/4963/2008, the

matter was remanded for fresh enquiry.

iv) During the pendency of the remanded proceedings, the

subject land was included in the prohibited properties list

under Section 22-A of the 1908 Act. The respondents

consequently instituted W.P.No.28363 of 20 13. By order

dated 11.11.2013, lhis Court declared the inclusion of the
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subject land rn Section 22_A as illegal and directed the

recor,iing authority to mutate the respondents, names and

issue pattadar passbooks and trtle deeds. The said order

was not appealed against and thus, attained hnality, as

recorrled in the subsequent proceedings.

v) Allegi.tg non compliance wrth the order datecl 1 1 . I I .2O 1 3,

the respondents rnstituted C.C.No. ig56 of 2014.

Thererrfter, the Tahsildar passed proceedings No.B/ 1/2013

dated 27 .O j, .201 5 mutzrting the respondents names and

issuing pattadar passbooks and title deeds. The contempt

procee dings were subsequently closed on 30.O 1.2015.

vi) Subscluently, when the respondents sought issuance of

new pilttadar passbooks, the authorilies again declined to

de-notify the land from the Section 22_A prohibitory list on

the ground that the land was classilied as ,,Billa Dhakala,,

and vcsted in the Government. The respondents submitted

a repr€sentation dated 21.12.2O19 to the District Collector

seekin5l deletion of the land from the prohibilrry list. The

Districr Collector rejected the request by endorsement

No.E 1 /260012019 dated 1 2. tO.2O2O.

vii) Aggriev:d by the said endorsement, the r.espondents

institur:d W.p.No.2239O of 2O2O. By. order dated

17.06.'2025. the learned Single Judge allowed the writ
petltlon set aside the endorsement dated )2.10.2020,
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directed issuance of new pattadar passbooks and title

deeds, and further directed deletion of the subject land

from the Section 22-A prohibited properties list'

6. Aggrieved by the said order dated 17 06 2025' the appellants

have preferred the present writ appeal along with I A'No 1 of 2026

seeking condonation of delay in frling the appeal'

Submissions on behalf of the appellants

7. Learned Special Government Pleader attached to the office of

learned Advocate General appears for the appeliants and' while

seeking condonation of delay of 332 days in filing the writ appeal

arising out o[ the order dated 17 '06'2025 passed in W P'No 22390 of

2O2O, advanced the following submissions:

i) That the delay occurred on account of the administrative

process involved in taking a decision with regard to the filing of

the appeal. The matter had to be processed through the oflices

oftheTahsildar,theRevenueDivisionaloffrcer(RDo)andthe

District Collector, and thereafter through the Revenue

(Assignment) Department of the Secretariat' for obtaining the

necessary instructions and approvals'

ii) That a copy of the order under challenge was received in the

office of the District Collector only on 13 02'2026' Thereafter'

the matter was processed at the various administrative levels

and the appeal papers were forwarded to the learned Advocate
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iii)

General on 29.06.2026 for taking appropriate steps for filing the

appeal.

That the concerned officers were required to attend to several

urgent Gcvernment programmes and priority public duties,

including implementation of the "Praja palana pragati

Pranalika' , the ,,lndiramma 
Housing Scheme,,, works relating to

the propo:;ed Future City Commissionerate, conduct of elections

to Gram F,anchayats and Urban Local Bodies, land acquisition

relating to the MUSI River Front Development project, land

acquisitiorL relating to Roads Expansion and the Radiar Road

connecting Budwel to Nacharam, disposal of Bhu-Bharati

grievances and work relating to the Special lntensive Revision

(SIR) of ele:rorai rolls.

iv) That the ,1ela1, was nerther

occasioned with any intention to gain an unfair advantage.

According to the appellants, the delay occurre d bona ftde on

account of the administrative process and thc cir.cumstances

set out abo.ze.

v) That they lLave a substantial and bona ftde case on merits. In
particular, t is their case that the subject land is recorded as

"Billa Dha},ala/Billadakla,, (Government land) in the Khasra

Pahani for the year 19S4-SS, and that the learned Single Judge
failed to prcperly appreciate the said revenue record and erred
in applying r he principle of res iudicata.

u'ilful nor w,anton, nor was it
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vi) That refusal to condone the delay would cause serious prejudice

to the State, particularly in relation to the subject land which,

according to the appellants, constitute Government land. The

appellants therefore contend thal the delay ought to be

condoned so that the matter may be examined on its merits and

the interests of the State and public property are adequately

protected.

Submissions on behalf of the respondents

8, Learned counsel for the respondents opposed the application for

condonation of de)ay and advanced the following submissions:

i) That the delay of 332 days in filing the appeal is inordinate and

gross and has not been properly explained. The explanation

given by the State is vague, general, and lacks specificity. Mere

reference to terms such as "administrative process" or "other

duties," without providing specific dates and details explaining

how the delay occurred, is insufficient.

ii) That the appellants have failed to demonstrate "sufficient

cause" for the condonation of the inordinate period of delay. The

explanation does not satisfactorily account for the entire period

of delay from 17.O6.2O25 to 15.07.2026.

iii) That the State Authorities, despite being aware of the urgency

and the nature of the litigation, involving Government land and
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contempt proceedings, did not act with reasonable diligence.

The delay is indicative of negligence and a casual approach.

irr) That the li mitation period for filing an appeal by the State is 30

days. The appellants have not offered anv credible explanation

for the deleLy beyond the prescribed period of limitarion.

v) That the respondents, who are individuar citizens, have been

litigating since 2006 to assert their rights. They l_rave been in

possession of the land and have reliecl upon the decree passed

by the cir il court in support of their claim. Allowing the

institution of the appeal ar thrs belated stage, would cause

grave injus ice and prejudice ro them.

vi) That the rltate cannot craim preferentiar treatment over a

private litigant. The same law of limitation applies to the State

as it does to private citizens. The State must act with

reasonable diligence, especially r,i.hen public property and

revenue intorests are involved.

9. We have taken note of the respective contentions urged and

perused the mater ial on record.

Consideration by this Court

10. The fundanLental question that fatls for consideration before

this Court is whether the appellants have made out an), ,,sufficient

cause" for condoning the inordinate delay of 332 da1-s in preferring
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the present writ appeal against the order dated 77.06.2025 passed in

W.P.No.22390 ot 2O2O.

11. It rs trite that though Courts are inclined to adopt a liberal and

pragmatic approach in matters of condonation of delay, such

discretion is not excessive. The party seeking condonation must

demonstrate that the delay was neither intentional nor due to

negligence, and must furnish a reasonable, cogent and satisfactory

delay. The expressionexplanation covering the entire period of

"sufficient cause" cannot be construed in a routine or mechanical

manner

L2, It is pertinent to note that the 1aw relating to condonation of

delay, as interpreted by the Apex Court is well settled. ln Collector,

Iand Acqulsltlon, Anantnag a. Mst. Kat|i,, the Hon'ble Supreme

Court has held that the State as a litigant is entitled to be accorded

the same treatment as any other litigant, and the law is required to be

administered in an even handed man ner. There is, therefore, no

warrant for according preferential treatment when the "State" is the

applicant praying for condonation of delay.

13. The expression "sufficient cause" occurring in Section 5 of the

Limitation Act is to receive a liberal construction so as to advance

substantial justice. However, such discretion is not unfettered. The

party seeking condonation must place before the Court a satisfactory

' goazy z scc 107
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and credible exl)lanation for the cleray and demonstrate that it acted

with reasonabr: diligence. whcre the delay is attributable to

negligence, lack of bona fi.d.es, or unexplained inaction, the court may

decline to exercise its discretion in lavour of condonation. The Court

must ultimately be satisfied that suificient cause prevented the party

from filing the alrpeal within the prescribed period of limitation.

L4. The }{on,ble Supreme Court jn Eshq.

Bhattacharjee u, Mnnaging Commlttee of Raghunathpur Nafar

AcademgP, after examining a number of decisions on the meaning of

'sufhcient cause", has summarized the principles for condonation of

delay as follows:

"21. From the aloresaid authoities the pnncrpLes thclt ccin broqdlu be culled
out are:

21.1. (t) There should be a tiberal, pragmatic, justice_onented, non_
pedantic approach u.thite deahng Ll)ith an application for condonatron of
delag, for the courts are not supposed Lo legallse injusirce but ctre obligecl
to remoue tnju stice.
21.2. (i) Th? tertns .suff cient cause" should be understoocl in thetr

proper spiit, ohilosophy and purpose regard betng had to the fact that
these tenns are basicallg eLastic ancl are to be apptied. m proper
perspectlue to the obtaintng fact_situation.
21 .3. ftfl SuL

consideratton:
21 .4. (rv) fu.

delau but.

stantiat justice betng paramoun
should not be giuen undue and

t and pluotal
uncalled for e
to deliberate

the technicat

p resumption can be attached
mphasis.
causatton o

qross ne li nce on the )o 11 of the counseL or Litiqatlt ts to be
n note o

21.5, (u) Lack of bona fides imputabLe to a partA seeking condonation of
delag s a stgnrfi.cant and releuant fact.
21.6. (ut) It is to be kept in mind. that adherence to strict proof should not

affect publ{c jrcttce and cause pubLit' mischief because the courts are
required to be uigilant so thal in the ulfimate euentuate there ts no real
faiLure oJ lusttce.
21.7. (vi, The concept of tiberat approach h.,s to encapslttate theconception of reasonableness and il cannot be alloued ..t totallgunfettered free pLag.

2 porc1 n scc 649
------
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21.8. (vtii) There is a distinction betueen mordinate delau and a delay of
short duratrcn !'l few 4eas- lbl t-1he former doctinqof preiudice is
attracted u.thereas to tlle Lqlter it mau not be attrocted. That apart, the
first one warrqnts stict apDroach uthereas the second calls for a liberal
dehneqtion.
21.9. (ix) u havi o a to its

1n on or ne ence are reLeuant actors t be taken into consideration.
It is so as the filndamental princip le ts that the courts are required to
w ht eo bqlance o sti ect o bo h artl

uen a total qo bu in the name of tiberqlsoid pinctple cqnnot be qt

apDroach.
21.10. (x) lf the exptanotion offered is concocted or the qrounds uraed in

the lica he cou ant not to e e the
other side unnecessailu to face such a liiqation.
21.11. &) It ts to be borne tn mind that no one gets autag uith fraud,

misrepresentation or interpolation bU taking recourse to the technicatities
of taw of limitalrcn.
21.12. (ni) The entire gamut of facts are to be carefulLy scrutinised and
the opproach should be bosed on the paradigm of ludicial discretrcn
which is founded on objectiue reasoning and not on indiutdual perception.
21.13. (i:rii) The State or a public bodg or on entitA representing a

collectiue cause should be giuen some acceptable latitude...
(Emphasis suppLrcd)

15. On a careful consideration of the material on record, we are of

the considered view that the explanation olfered by the appellants

falls short of the legal requirement of "sufficient cause', for the

following reasons:

i) The affidavit does not furnish sufficient particulars regarding

the dates on which the file was moved, the authorities who dealt

with it, or the specific steps taken at each stage. It mere.ly states

that the file moved between the Tahsildar's office, the ofhce of

the RDO, the office of the District Collector, and the Revenue

(Assrgnment) Department of the Secretariat. There is no

satisfactory account of the time consumed at each stage. In the
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absence of such particulars, the

general arLd insufficient.

explanation remains vague,

ii) The appel ants contend thar a copy of the order was received in

the Distrir:t Collector's office on 13.O2.2026 and that the matter

was forwarded to the learned Advocate General ot 29.06.2026.

Even

when

accc ptlng

thc order

these dates, the period betu,een t7 .06 .2025,

13.O2.2026 remains

ii i)

was pronounced, and

substantially unexplained. The affidavit does not salisfactorily

explain why the order was received in the Distrir;t Collector,s

oflrce onlv on 13.02.2026 or what steps, if any, were taken

during the intervening period to ascertain the status of the

matter partrcularly after the matter was representcd before the

learned Single Judge bl the rearned Assistant Government

Pleader for Revenue. Mere assertion of non_receipt of the order,

without fLrrther explanation, cannot bt. itselt constitute

sufficient cause for the entirc pcriod.

The explanation sought to be offered on the ground of

administrative processing and obtaining approvals within the

appellants cannot, by itself, constitute sufficient cause. It is well

settled that internal proccdural requirements or nlovement of

files within a department are internal matters of the appellants

and cannot be treated as a valid justification for condoning an

inordinate celay, in the abscnce of a specihc and satisfactory

explanation for each stage. State is expected to aot with due
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promptitude and cannot claim any special indulgence in this

regard. As held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Post'naster

General u. Ltving Media Indla Ltd'3' delays attributed merely

to impersonal administrative procedures' movement of files or

bureaucratic processes cannot be accepted as sufhcient cause'

In the absence of a reasonable, satisfactory, and bona fide

explanation for the delay, the routine plea of procedural red

tape or pendency of files for prolonged periods does not merit

accePtance.

iv) The explanation that the concerned officials were engaged in

urgent GovernmenL programmes, elec tion-related duties' land

acquisition, and other administrative assignments does not' by

itself,constitutesufficientcausefortheentireperiodofdelay.

Government officials may undoubtedly be required to attend to

several pressing responsibilities; however, the affidavit must

still establish a reasonable and proximate connection between

those duties and the delay in taking steps to prefer the appeal'

The explanation offered does not adequately demonstrate such

a connection for the en[ire period claimed'

v) The affidavit states that the order was received "on1y on

13.O2.2026". Whiie the date of receipt is relevant for explaining

the subsequent administrative steps, it does not satisfactorily

explain the substantial period between the date of the order and

I

3 lzotzy I scc s63

I
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the date ,>f its receipt. The State, as a litigant, is also expected

to maintain reasonable vigilance in respect of matters in which
it is a par ty and to take timely steps where an adverse order is
passed.

Conclusion

16. For the foregorng reasons, this Court is of the considered view
that the appellants have failed to establish any,,sufficient cause,, for
condonation of the inordinate and unexplarned delay o1.332 davs in
filing the writ ap real.

L7. Accordingl.,,, LA.No.1 of 2026 is dismissed and

the Writ Appeal is dismissed.
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