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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

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

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE VAKITI RAMAKRISHNA REDDY

WRIT APPEAL Nos.781 840 and 841 ot 2O26

WRIT APPEAL NO: 781 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause '15 of the Letters Patent preferred against the order

Dated 2910112026 in W.P.No.11897 of 2020 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

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

2. The District Collector, Now Medchal-Malkajgiri District, Keesara, T S.

3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Office of the RDO, Malkajgiri Division,

lvledchal-Malkajgiri District,T. S.

4. The Tahsildar, Office of the Tahsildar, Bachupally Mandal, Now Medchal-
lvlalkajgiri District, T.S.

...APPELLANTS
AND

1. Sri Kolan Rukka Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Janga Reddy, Aged aboutT2
Years,Occ- Agriculture, Resident of House No.2-1 13, situated at Nizampet
Village, Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District' now Medchal Malkajgiri

District.

2. Sri Kolan Mohan Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 63
Years, Occ- Agriculture,Resident of House No.1-5l1 , Nizampet Village'
Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District

3. Sri Kolan Raj Mohan Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Raj i Reddy, aged about 48
Years, Occ- Agriculture, Resident of H.No.3-100/2/13, situated at Nizampet,
Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District



4. Sri Kolan Janardhan Reddy, Son of late Sri Janga Reddy, Aged about 51

Years, Occ- Agriculture, Resident of House No.2-1'12, Nizampet Village,
Quthubullapur Mandal, R.R District.

5. Sri Kolan Jayaram Reddy, S/o late K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 57 Years,
Occ- Business, Resident of House No.2-1 10, Nizampet Village, Quthubullapur
Mandal, Rangareddy District.

6. Smt.Kolan Jyothi, Wife of late Sri K.Narsimha Reddy, Daughter-in-law of late
K.Janga Reddy, Aged about 44 Years, Occ- Housewife, Resident of H.No.2-
80, Nizampet Village. Quthbullapur Mandal, R.R District.

7. Smt.Kolan [,4adhavi, Wife of late Sri K.Lakshma Reddy Daughter -in-law of
late K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 44 Years, Occ- Housevrife, Resident of
House No.2-110, Nizampet, Quthbullapur I\,4andal, R.R District

8. Sri Kolan Prathap Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Janga Reddy, aged about 59
Years, Occ-Ex.Serviceman, Now Agri., Resident of 11,No.1-30/128, Pf 12,

Sanjeeva Colony, New Bowenpally, Sec'bad.

9. Sri Kolan Muthyam Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Raji Reddy, aged about 54
Years,Occ- Agri, Resident of H.No.2-1 11, Nizampet, Quthbullapur Mandal,
R.R District.

10.Sri Kolan Manikya Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Raji Reddy, Aged about 52 Years,
Occ-Agrl, Resident of H.No. 2-107, Nizampet Village, Quthbullapur Mandal,
R.R District

...RESPONDENTS

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

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 to suspend

the operation of the order dated-2910112026 in W.P.No.11897 of 2020, pending

disposal of the writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI POTTIGARI SRIDHAR REDDY, SPL. GP
attached to the O/o. THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Counsel forthe Respondents: SRI RAJA SRIPATHI RAO, Sr. COUNSEL, REP.
SRI AKHIL MUNNURI

WRIT APPEAL NO: 84O OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred against the Order

dated 29-0'1-2026, in W.P.No.11110 of 2026 on the file of the High Court.

Between:



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

2. The District Collector, now Medchal Malkajgiri District, Keesara TS.

3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Office of the RDO' Malkajgiri Division,

Medchal Malkajgiri District TS.

4. The Tahsildar, Office of the Tahsildar Bachupally Mandal, now Medchal
Malkajgiri District TS.

,..APPELLANTS
AND

M/s. VINAYAK DEVELOPERS, lM/s. VINAYAK DEVELOPERS, A Regd.
Partnership having its office at Nizampet Village, Bachupally Mandal,
Medchal-Malkajgiri District, Rep by its Partner Sri Perala Narsing Rao, Son of
P. Hanumanth Rao, aged about 46 years, Resident of Plot No 8/1 1,

H.No.4-6-137138/9, Sai Nagar East Allwyn Colony, Kukatpally, Hyderabad,
T.S.-500090.

...RESPONDENT

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

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

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Cou( may be pleased to suspend

the operation of the order dated.29.01.2026 in W.P.No.11110 ol 2020, pending

disposal of the writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI POTTIGARI SRIDHAR REDDY, SPL. GP
attached to the O/o. THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Counsel forthe Respondents: SRI RAJA SRIPATHI RAO, Sr. COUNSEL, REP.
SRI AKHIL MUNNURI

WRIT APPEAL NO: 841 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred against the order

dated 2910112026 in W.P.No.10920 of 2020 on the file of the High Court.

Between:

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

2. The District Collector, Now Medchal-Malkajgiri District, Kee sara, T.S.



3. The Revenue Divisional Officer, Office of the RDO, Malkajgiri Division,

Medchal-Malkajgiri District,T.S

4. The Tahsildar, Office of the Tahsildar, Bachupally lvlanda], Now Medchal-
Malkajgiri District, T.S.

...APPELLANTS
AND

1. Sri Kolan Rukka Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Janga Reddy, Aged about 72

Years,Occ. Agriculture, Resident of House No.2-1 13, situated at Nizampet
Village, Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District, now lr/edchal N/alkajgiri

District

2. Sri Kolan Mohan Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 63

Years, Occ. Agriculture, Resident of House No.1-5l'l , Nizampet Village,

Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District

3. Sri Kolan Raj lvlohan Reddy, Son of Late Sri K.Raji Reddy, aged about 48

Years, Occ. Agriculture, Resident of H.No.3-100/2i '13, situated at Nizampet,

Quthbullapur Mandal, Rangareddy District.

4. Sri Kolan Janardhan Reddy, Son of late Sri Janga Reddy, Aged about 51

Years, Occ. Agriculture, Resident of House No.2-112' Nizampet Village,

Quthubullapur Mandal, R.R District.

5. Sri Kolan Jayaram Reddy, S/o late K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 57 Years,

Occ. Business, Resident of House No,2-1 10, Nizampet Village, Quthubullapur
Mandal, Rangareddy District

6. Smt.Kolan Jyothi, Wife of late Sri K.Narsimha Reddy, Daughter-in-law of late

K.Janga Reddy, Aged about 44 Years, Occ. Housewife, Resident of H.No.2-
80, Nizampet Village, Quthbullapur Mandal, R.R District

7. Smt.Kolan Madhavi, Wife of late Sri K.Lakshma Reddy Daughter in-law of late

K.Chandra Reddy, Aged about 44 Years, Occ. Housewife, Resident of House

No.2-1 10, Nizampet, Quthbullapur Mandal, R.R District

8. Sri Kolan Prathap Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Janga Reddy, aged about 59

Years, Occ.Ex.Serviceman, Now Agri., Resident of '1 1,No 1-30/128, Pf 12'

Sanjeeva Colony, New Bowenpally,Secbad

9. Sri Kolan [\iluthyam Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Raji Reddy, aged about 54

Years,Occ. Agri, Resident of H.No.2-1 11, Nizampet, Quthbullapur Mandal,

R.R District.

10. Sri Kolan Manikya Reddy, Son of late Sri K.Raji Reddy, Aged about 52 Years,

Occ.Agrl, Resident of H.No. 2-107, Nizampet Village, Quthbutlapur Mandal,

R.R District.

.,RESPONDENTS

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petition under section 15'1 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to suspend



the operation of the order dated. 29.0'l .2026 in W.P.No. 1O92O of 2020, order

dated.29.01 .2026, pending disposal of the writ appeal.

Counsel for the Appellants: SRI POTTIGARI SRIDHAR REDDY, SPL. GP
attached to the O/o. THE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Counsel for the Respondents: SRI RAJA SRIPATHI RAO, Sr. COUNSEL, REP.
SRI AKHIL MUNNURI

The Court delivered the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF'TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

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

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE VAXITI RAMAI(RISHNA REDDY

WRIT APPEAL Nos.781 E4O AND A4L OF 2026

Dateil:. 22,o.9.2o26

WRIT APPEAL No.781 of 2O26
(CNR No.HBHCO tO234A32O26l

BETWEEN:

The State of Telangana, Rep. by its
Principal Secretaqr, Revenue Department,
Secretariat Buildin gs, Secretariat,
Hyderabad & others

AND

Sri Kolan Rukka Reddy and others

WRITAPPEAL No.84O ol 2o26
(CNR No.HBHCO to234a92026l

Between:

The State of Telar-rgana, Rep. by its
Principal Secretary, Revenue Department,
Secretariat Builciings, Secretariat,
Hyderabad & others

AND

M/ s. Vinayak Developers, A registered partnership
Pir rep. by its Partner Sri Perala Narsing Rao

Appellants

Respondents

.Appellarrts

Respondents
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WRIT APPEAL No.841 of2026
(CNR No.HBH cO tO234A5.2O26l

Between:

The State of Telangana, ReP. bY its
Principal Secretary, Revenue Department,
Secretariat Buildings, Secretariat,
Hyderabad & others

AND

Sri Kolaa Rukka ReddY and others

...Appellants

Respondents

COMMON ORDER:

Since the parties, the facts, and the questions of law arising in

these three intra-court appeals are common, a-11 three being directed

against a common order dated 29.0l'2026 passed by the writ court in

W.P.Nos.1O92O,1111Oand11897of2O2O,theywereheardtogether

arrd are disposed of by this common order' W'A'No '781 of 2026 '

arising out of W.P.No.11897 ol 2O2O, which was itseif treated as the

lead matter before the writ court, is treated as the lead appeal, and

the facts narrated therein, being common to the connected appeals,

are set out below.

2. Heard Mr. Pottigari Sridhar Reddy, learned Special Government

Pleader attached to the office of the iearned Advocate General' for the

Sripathi Rao, learned Senior Counsel,appellants;

instructed

arrd Mr.

by Mr.

Raja

Akhil Munnuri, learned counsel, for the

respond.ents. Perused the record
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BRIEF FACTS

3. The land in dispute is an extent of Ac.13.14 guntas comprised

in Sy.No.325 of Nizampet Vi1lage, Bachupally Maldal (formerly

Quthbullapur Mandal), Medchal-Ma,lkajgiri District (formerly Ranga

Reddy District). Respondent No.l and the fathers/ grardfather of

respondent Nos.2 to 1O claim to have been a,llotted the land under the

Laoni Rules, 195O, on payment of Rs.201.72 each towards upset

va1ue, to an extent of Ac.4.18 guntas apiece; that pahanies, pattadar

pass books ald title deeds came to be issued to them under the A.P.

Rights in Lald and Pattadar Pass Books Act, l97I; and that, on the

demise of the original allottees, the land devolved on respondent

Nos.2 to 10, whose names were mutated as pattadars in the revenue

records, including through Faisal Patti of 1960.

4. It is not in dispute that respondent No. 1 and one K. Chandra

Reddy sold a part of the lald, vide registered sale deed dated

22.03.7996, to third parties, who in turn sold arl extent of Ac.2.00 to

Vignarr Vidyalaya Limited for educational use, artd that structures

were raised on the larrd by legal heirs of the other allottees during

1990. In October, 2015, the appellant No.4 (Tahsildar) initiated steps

to resume the land and issued Form-I notice dated 23.11.2015.
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Being, aggrieved by the aforesaid notice, tJ:e respondents herein filed

W.P.No.39984 of 2O15, which was disposed of ort 09.12.2O 15 with a

direction to the Tahsildar to consider their reply and pass a reasoned

order in accordance with law.In compliance, the Tahsildar passed

order dated 07 .O7.2016 hotding that the respondents were pattadars

in possession of the lald inherited from their fore-fathers, that the

assignment was under the Laoni Rules, 1950, which confers absolute

title with a right of alienation, that the Telangana Assignment

(Prohibition of Transfers) Act, 1977 ("the POT Act") had no

application, and accordingly withdrew the Form-I notice.

5. More than four years later, the appellant No.4 addressed a

letter dated 29.O7.2O2O to the appellant No.3 (Revenue Divisional

Officer), requesting that the matter be "taken up as an appeal" under

the POT Act, reviewed afresh, and appropriate orders passed. Acting

on that letter, and without any application to condone the delay of

1,460 days in preferring such an appeal, the appella;rt No.3 passed

the impugned order dated O9.O7.2O2O, setting aside the Tahsildar's

order dated 07.01.2016 and directing resumption of the lald under

the POT Act. Consequentia,l Form-I and Form-II notices, both dated

lO.O7.2O2O, followed.
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6. The respondents carried the matter in W.p.Nos. l lg97, 11 110

and lO92O of 2O2O, assailing, respectively, the order dated

O9.O7.2O2O, and the Form-II and Form-l notices d,ated 7O.OZ.2O2O,

essentially on the grounds that (i) the appellants had failed to

establish that the land was "assigned land" within the meaning of

Section 2(1) of the POT Act, subject to a condition of non_alienation;

and (ii) the appellant No.3 lacked jurisdiction to entertain, as an

appeal under Section 4-A of the pOT Act, a challenge preferred 1,460

days after the order impugned before it, and could not, in any event,

resume the land nearly forty eight years after the assignment.

7. The appellants resisted the writ petitions by a counter_affrdavit

contending, in substance, that the land was recorded as

"porambokesarkari" til1 7964-65; that Laonilza_fa for the 1a-nd (along

with other survey numbers) was proposed by the then Tahsildar rn

the Faisal Patti of 7964-65 at an assessment of Rs.201.72, but was

never approved by the Nazim-e-Jamabandi; that pahanies for the lald

were nonetheless unauthorisedly issued in the names of the original

allottees; that the challans relied upon by the respondents, bearing

the date 24.02.1960, could not be genuine since the Laonilzafa was

proposed only in 1965; that the assignment, being post the Revised

Assignment Policy under G.O.Ms.No.1406, Revenue. dated
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25.07.1958, carried a condition of non-a-lienation, breach whereof

attracted the POT Act; and that the Tahsiidar's order dated

07.0l.2016 was erroneous and rendered without proper verification of

records.

THE ORDER UNDER APPEAL

8. By the common order dated' 29.01.2026, the \tr'rit court framed

three issues, namely, (i) whether the appellant No'3 was justifred in

igrroring the delay of 1,460 days in entertaining the "appeal" against

the Tahsildar's ord.er dated 07'O 1.2016; (ii) whether the appellant

No.3 was empowered to treat the letter of appellant No'4 as an appeal

at all; and (iii) whether resumption proceedings coutd be initiated

without first establishing that the land was assigned land within the

mealing of the POT Act.

g. On issues (i) and (ii), the writ court held that Section 4-A of the

POT Act prescribes a period of ninety days for preferring an appeai

against an ord.er of the Tahsildar; that the appeal in the present case

was entertained a-fter 1,460 days, v/ithout any application to condone

the delay, and despite a specihc objection on that score; tJlat this was

contrary to Section 4-A; and, relying on the decisions in
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B.Adinaraganomurthg u. Collector, Anantapurl (resumption held

impermissible after 34 years) arrd PonnalaNarsinq Rao u.

NallollaPontaioL? alld D.Umqrani u. District Collectot3, that the power

of resumption could not, in any event, be exercised nearly forty years

after the assignment. On issue (iii), relying on the decisions in

G. Satgonaragana u. Gouernment of Andhra Pradesha, Dasari

Noragana Rao u. Deputy Collector & MRO, Serilingantpallis and

Sunkara Sujano u. Distict Collector, Ranga Reddg Distric&, the writ

court held that the appellants had failed to discharge the initial

burden of establishing, with evidence, that the land was assigned

land subject to a condition of non-alienation, noting, in particular,

that the impugned order itself recorded that the assignment deed was

"not traceable in the office." All three writ petitions were accordingly

allowed, and the order dated O9.O7.2O2O and the Form-I and Form-ll

notices dated 1,O.O7 .2020 were set aside.

SI,'BMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF THE APPELLANTS

10. I-earned Special Government Pleader assailed the common

order on the following broad grounds: that mere revenue entries do

,2000 (1)ALD 168.
,ArR 1990 {SCW) 4692
r20 15 (4) Ar-D 572.
rMANU/APl043 r/20 1.r
s2010 (6) ALr) 536
62014 (2) N:T | 12.
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not, by themselves, confer title, and it was for the respondents to
prove, by documentary evidence, how they came to acquire the land;
that the Faisal patti of 1964-65 shows that Laodlzalafor the lalrd
was proposed only after G.O.Ms.No.14O6, Revenue, dated 25.07.195g
came into force, which carries a condition of non_alienation so that
the land could not have been assigned under the old Loani Rules,
1950, as the respondents contend, and the Tahsdar,s order dated
07.O7.2076 proceeded on a wrong premise; tJ-at neither the pOT Act,
7977, nor the Rules of 2oo7, prescribe any period of limitation for
issualce of Form-I and Form-II notices, so that the Tahsiidar could
rssue such notices "at aty time," ald, correspondingly, the third
appelialt's action of 2O20 was not truly an appea-l but an
independent exercise of tlre power of resumption, to which section
4-A and the ninety-day period have no application; that
PonnalaNorsing Rao,s case (supra), relied upon by the respondents,
arose under Section 32 of the Telalgaaa Area Tenancy and
Agricultura_l Lands Act, 1950 arrd had no application to the present
facts; arrd that the respondents had themselves admitted, in the writ
petitions, that the land was Government lartd assigned in 1960, so
that they could not simultaleously deny the applicability of the pOT
Act and the condition of non-alienation attaching to such assignment.
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SI'BMISSIOIS ON BEHALF OF THE RESPONDENTS

11. Learned Senior Counsel for the respondents supported the

common order a:rd submitted that the own letter dated 29.O1.2O2O of

appellant No.4 expressly requested the appellarrt No.3 to .take up the

subject matter as an appea1," and ttre order dated O9.O7 .2O2O of

appellalt No.3 itself purported to act on that basis: that the

appellants carnot now be permitted to disown that cha,racterisation

merely to escape the bar of limitation under Section 4-A. an argument

amounting to approbating arrd reprobating the same proceeding. It

was further submitted that the Tahsildar's order dated 07 .01.2076,

passed pursuant to this Court's specific direction in W.p.No.399g4 of

2015 after verification of the pattadar pass books, title rjeeds and

revenue records, attained frnality, unchallenged by the Stare for over

four years, during which period third-party rights (including of an

educational institution) came to be created on the strength of

registered instruments; that the appellarrts, who bore the initial

burden of establishing that the lald was assigned land subject to a

condition of non-alienation, could produce no assignment deed, a fact

recorded in the impugrred order itself, and could do no better than

cast suspicion, without proof, on the genuineness of decades_old

challans; arrd that, in arry event, whether treated as an appeal or as a
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fresh exercise of the power of resumption, an action initiated roughly

sixty years aJter the claimed assigrrment, and four years after the

Tahsildar's own considered order, could not be sustained.

POINTS FOR CONSIDERATION

12. On the above rival contentions, the following points arise for

consideration:

O Wlether the impugned order dated 09.07.2020' pa.ssed bg

the appellont No.3 on the letter dated 29.O1.202O of the appellant

No.4, is uitioted for utant of jurisdiction on tle ground of delag;

(it Wtether the appellants established, on the mateial on

record, that the subject land is "assigned land" within the

meaning of Section 2(1) of tte POT Act, 1977, subject to a condition

of non-olienation, so as to clothe them uith jurisdiction to initiote

re sumption pro cee ding s ; and

(iit) Whetler, on the aboue ilndings, tlrc tttit court taas right in

setting aside the impugned order ond the conseEtential notices,

and uhether ong case for interference is made out in tLrcse intra-

court appeals.

ANALYSIS AITD FINDINGS

Point l1): Lirz;ltatton

13. The letter dated 29.01.2O2O of appellant No'4, on the

appellants' own showing, requested the appellant No 3 "to take up the
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subject matter as an appeal as per the POT Act, 1977, review the

matter once again and to pass appropriate orders", a fact averred in

the writ afhdavit and not disputed in the counter-affidavit, and the

impugned order dated O9.O7 .2O2O records that it was passed in

purported exercise of appellate power over the Tahsildar's order dated

07.07.2076. Having thus invoked, and acted under. the appellate

mecharism provided by Section 4-A of the POT Act, it is not open to

the appellalts to now contend before this Court that the proceeding

was, in truth, an independent, time-unbound exercise of the

resumption power under Sections 3 and 4. The Hon'b1e Supreme

Court, in R.N. Gosain u. Yashpal Dhir7, held that a part]. cannot be

permitted to approbate and reprobate, to take one position before the

authority whose order is impugned and an inconsistent position

before the appellate forum. This ground is accordingly rejected on the

appellalts' own record.

14. Even otherwise, and independently of how the 202O proceeding

is characterised, the submission that the POT Act and the Rules of

2O07 prescribe no period of limitation for issuarce of Form-l and

Form-II notices does not carry the appeliants' case as far as they

suggest. The Hon'ble Supreme Court, in State of Gujarat u. patel

,ArR r 993 SC 3s2
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Raghau Nathal, held that where a statute vests power in an authority

without prescribing a period of limitation for its exercise, that silence

does not mean ttre power can be exercised at any point of time; it
must be exercised within a reasonable time, the length of which

depends on the facts of the case and the nature of the order sought to

be disturbed. The same principle was applied by the Hon,ble Supreme

Court to the exercise of suo motu revisional power over revenue

entries in Joint Collector, Ranga Red.dg Distict u. D. Narsing Raos, it
was held that a suo mofu revision under Section 166_E} of the Andhra

Pradesh (Telaagana Area) Land Revenue Act, 1317F, exercised after a

iapse of about fifty years, was arbitrary and unreasonable,

notwithstanding that no limitation was prescribed for its exercise.

Section 4-A of the POT Act itself, in prescribing ninety days for an

appeal against an order of the Tahsildar, furnishes a legislative

yardstick of what was considered a reasonable period for reopening

such orders; it would be incongruous to hold that the very same order

could, in the guise of a fresh "resumption," be reopened four vears

later with no explanation whatsoever for the delay.

15. On the facts, the delay is not confined to the 1,46O days

between the Tahsildar's order dated 07.O 1.2016 and the letter dated
3ArR 1969 SC 1297
,(20rs) 3 scc 69s

11969) 2 SCC 187
J20rsi 1 scR 437.
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29.O1.2O2O that set the impugned proceeding in motion. The

assignment itself is traced to 1960; the first attempt at resumption, in

20 15, was made fifty-five years later and was withdrawn upon a

considered order after due enquiry; the present attempt follows a

further four years, taking the interval between the assignment artd

the impugned order to roughly sixty years. No explanation for so

protracted a delay was offered either before the appellant No.3 or

before the rvrit court, nor is arry offered in these appeals. The principle

that the power of resumption cannot be exercised after a lapse of

decades as held in B. Adinaragano Murthg's (supra)where resumption

after 34 years was held impermissible, applies with. greater force

here.

16. Point (i) is accordingly alswered against the appellants and in

favour of the responden ts.

Point (ii): Whethe" the land ua,s shoun to be asslqned lon.d
sublect to non-allenation

17. It is u.e1l settled that before resumption proceedings cal validly

be initiated under the POT Act, the revenue authorities must flrst

establish, u-ith evidence and not merely by reference to disputed

revenue entries, that the lald is "assigned land" within the meaning

of Section 2(1) of the Act arld that the assignment carries a condition
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of non-alienation. This Court has taken this view in

G.Satgonaragano's case (supra), Dosari Noragana Rao's case (supra),

alrd Sunkara Sujano's case (supra), holding in each of those decisions

that resumption proceedings initiated without such proof are without

jurisdiction. The impugned order itself records, ald this finding

against the appeilants' own case is not disputed before this Court that

the assignment deed is "not traceable in the office." What the

appellants do possess is, at best, a Faisa-l Patti entry for 1964-65

proposing Loar.ilzafa for the land, which, on their own averment in

the counter-a-ffidavit, was never approved by the Nazim-e-Jamabandi;

and a bare assertion, unsupported by any inquiry or finding, that the

challans produced by the respondents are fake because they predate

the 1965 proposal. An unapproved departmental proposal cannot

supply the place of a duly sanctioned assignment carrying a condition

of non-alienation, and a suspicion of forgery, however voiced, is not a

substitute for proof; the burden lay squarely on the appellants to

establish their case, and on this record they did not.

18. On the other hand, the respondents rely upon the pass books

and title deeds issued in their favour under the A.P. Rights in Land

and Pattadar Pass Books Act, 7977, and that their names stand

mutated in the revenue records, including through the Faisal Patti of
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1960 itself, the very entries which the Tahsildar examined and relied

upon, pursuant to this Court's direction in W.p.No.399g4 of 2015,

before concluding by a reasoned order dated OZ .0I.2016 that the

respondents were pattadars holding absolute title under the Laoni

Rules, 1950, and that the pOT Act had no application. That order was

not carried in appeal within time by any party, and no material has

been placed before this Court, either in the impugned order or in

these appeals, that was not already available to and considered by the

Tah sildar in 2016.

19. This being an intra-court appeal against arr order passed by the

writ court in exercise of jurisdiction under Article 226 of the

Constitution, this Court does not sit as a court of hrst appeal to

reappraise disputed questions of fact; interference is warranted only

where the hnding is shown to be perverse, based on no evidence, or

vitiated by an error apparent on the face of the record. The appellants

have not been able to point to any such inhrmity in the hnding of the

writ court on this aspect; on the contrary, that finding is consistent

with, and indeed follows, the Tahsildar,s own considered order of

2016.

20. Point (ii) is accordingly answered against the appellants and in

favou r of the respondents.
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Polnt lllll: Scope of lnterference

21. It follows from the findings on Points (i) arrd (ii) that the order

dated. 09.07.2020 of appellant No.3, and the consequentia-l Form-l

and Form-II notices dated 10.07.2020, were rightly set aside by the

writ court, the proceeding before the appellant No.3 being barred by

limitation on the appellants' own characterisation of it, and, in any

case, unreasonably delayed; and the appellants having failed to

discharge the burden of establishing that the land is assigned land

subject to a condition of non-alienation. None of the grounds urged on

beha-lf of the appellants, examined above, survives scrutiny.

22. No other or independent ground of challenge to the common

order dated 29.01.2026 was pressed. These appeals accordingly fail.

CONCLU SION

23. For the foregoing reasons, this Court holds that:

(i) the impugned order dated O9.O7 .2020 was without

jurisdiction, having been passed beyond the period prescribed

under Section 4-A of the POT Act, 1977, and in any event after

an unreasonable and unexplained delay;
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(ii) the appellants failed to establish that the subject larrd is

assigned land within the mearing of Section 2(1) of the POT

Act, subject to a condition of non-a,lienation; ald

(iii) the common order dated 29.07 .2026 passed by the

RESULT

24. For the foregoing reasons, W.A.No.781 of 2026 fails and is

dismissed, and the order dated 29.01.2026 passed by the learned

Single Judge in W.P.No.11897 of 2O2O is confirmed. For the same

reasons, the connected W.A.No.840 of 2026 arrd W.A.No.847 of 2026

also fail and are dismissed, and the common order dated 29.O7.2026

passed by the learned Single Judge in W.P.No.1 1110 of 2O2O and

W.P.No. iO92O of 2020, respectively, is confirmed. There shall be no

order as to costs. Miscellaleous applications, if any pending in these

appeals, shall stand closed.

learned Single Judge in W.P.Nos. 10920,

2O20 does not call for interference.
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