
t 3418 |
IN THE HIGH COURT FO

or rlorJ*lBHE oF rELANGANA

MONDAY, THE TWENTY FIRST DAY OF OCTOBERTWo THoUSAND AND rwer.rri.rd,jn"".

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE (

rH E HoNo ,RAB LE s Rr #F;,:::T.=:::fi:'J'
WRIT APPEALNO :355OF 2023

writ Appear under crause-l5 0f the Letters patent preferred against the orderdated"r3-04-2022inw p No 127e8.ri,ri;;; ;;r]rn tn" rire of the Hish court.
Between:

' I!:,:8Hi[ J,iJi{rli]ft $Spt1t 
Principar secretary, Depa rtment or Reve n ue,

: !xi,:3tlJ:#i?J"';J* 1""?;ir,:fl",:iX":jil:lsecretary, Revenue U L c
3. The Special Officer z

r-, na 
-i.,-iin!,Iffi:h:X3r?offiffl 

#itno'or, 
rhe District corrector, Urban

AND

1.

2

IA NO: 20F 2023

2

3il'#ifiiire,5i?yi:3sx"^ara Lere, Age 42 No417 serenitv Mist Dr

${i,;-tE;qt#iffi f f,,l#*l-rs,gry,r,,fflr*"
... RESPONDENTS/PETITIONERS

The Commissioner, Meerpet Municipal Corporation, Hyderabad_500079.

...APPELLANTS/RESPONDENTS

...RESPONDENT/RESPONDENT

l

Petition under Section 
,1 

51 cpc praying that in the circumstances statedin the affidavit fited in support of the peiitio;: if.lu ffign Court may be pleased tosuspend the orders Dassed by,the LearneO Singl" juOge, in W.p. No. 127gg of
,'r1?l; 

o""o 'rs oqiozz, penoing aisposar ;iirrii nipear, in r,"-int"-ruli or

l

I
l

I



Counsel for the APPellant: sRr PorrrrcARrSSP+TET,?DRDAYi 
sPL' GP /

Counsel forthe Respondent No'1 & 2: DR' J' VIJAYALAXMI

Counsel for the ResPondent No'3: SRI CH. JAGANNATHI RAO

The Court delivered the following: JUDGMENT
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TH
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HON'B
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THE

LESRI

T APP

EJ

,35

E HO CHI

JUS

EAL

EF

AND

E .IUSTICE K HE

(Per th.e Hon,ble the Chtef Justtce Alok Aradhe)

Mr. Pottigari Sridhar Reddy, learned

.s N s RAO

5of 2023

SpeciaJ

office of the learned

1SS10n.

TIC

No

JUD

Government pleader attached to the
Advocate General for the appellants.

Dr

Nos.1 artd 2.

2

J. Vijaya Laxmi, learned counsel for respondent

Heard on the question of a

3. This intra court appeal has been hled against the
order dated 13.04.2022 passed by the learned Single Judge
by which W.p.No. 1279g of 2O2l preferred by respondent

Nos.l and 2 has been a_llowed and the order passed by the

Special Officer Competent Authority under the Urban Land
(Ceiling and Regulation) Act, 1976 (for short, ,,the Act,) has

been set aside and the appellants have been directed to

refund the amount to the aforesaid respondents.
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4. Facts giving rise to filing of this appeal briefly stated

are that the father of respondent Nos l aed 2 purchased

Plot No.Bl measunng 463 square-yards in Sy'Nos'55 and

56 vide registered sale deed dated 06 l2'199O in the

approved, layout of Raghavendra Nagar Colony' Jillelaguda

Gram Pachayat from the lega'l heirs of original pattadar

Smt. Habeebr.rnnisa Begum' Respondenl No'2 purchased

Plot Nos.82, 83 and 84 measuring 991'65 square yards in

Sv.Nos.55arid56videregisteredsa'ledeeddated

06.12.lgg0intheapprovedlayoutofRaghavendraNagar

Colonv, Jillelaguda Gram Pachayat frorr' the legal heirs of

original pattadar Smt' Habeebunnisa Begum' The father of

respond ent Nos 1 and 2 gifted Plot No ' B 1 measuring 463

square yards in favour of respondent lrlo' 1 vide gift deed

d,ated. 27.O2.2OO7 Similarly' respondent No'2 also gifted

part of PIot No.B2 measuring 165 square yards in favour of

respondent No. 1 vide gift d eed d at ed 27 O2'2OO4'

5. Smt. Habeebunnisa Begum' the original pattadar'

has fiied a declaration before the competent aUthOfify

under the Act. in the year 1-og7, the four sons and two
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daughters of Smt. Habeebunnisa Begum also filed separate
declarations in respect of the rand measuring Acs.49.04 in
Sy.Nos.SS, 56 and 33 to 36 of Jillelaguda Viilage. Smt.
Habeebunnisa Begum expired on 06.09.19g7. A draft
statement was issued under Section g(1) of the Act on
31.08.19g7. The final statement under Section 8(4) of the
Act was passed on 29.O4.I9g9. Respondent Nos.l and 2
filed an appea-l under g661i6n 33 of the Act and the same
was dismissed on 10.09. 799T for want of prosecution.

6. Thereafter, on O3.Og .2OO2 a noti{ication under
Section 10(1) of the Act was issued, which w.as followed by
another notification published on 05.12.2006 under
Section 10(3) of the Act. ThereaJter, a notification under
Section 10(S) of the Act was issued on 03.01.2007 arrd

fina1ly proceedings under Section r 0(6) of the Act were

issued on 06.03.2007. According to the appellants, the

possession of the subject land under the panchalarna was

taken on |2.O3.2OOZ.

7. Respondent Nos.1 ald 2 filed W.p.No. l279a of 2O2l

in which challenge was made to the proceedings issued

,f
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under sections 8(4)' 10(i)' 10(3)' 1o(5) and 10(6) of the Act

on the ground that the same were issued in the name of a

deari Person, namely, Smt' Habeebunissa tsegum' The

learned Single Judge by an order dated 13 04'2022 aTlowed

the writ Petltlon' Hence, this aPPeal'

8. Learned counsel for the appellalts has submitted

that the learned Single Judge erred in 'aliowing the w-rit

petition and in arry case ought to have confined the benefit

of quashment of the proceedings under the Act only in

favour of resPondent Nos'1 and2'

g. Learned counsel for respondent \os'l ald 2 has

supporteci the order passed by the learned Singie Judge'

10 . We have considered the rival sub:nissions made on

both sides and have perused the record'

11. AdmittedlS', Smt. Habeebunissa Begum died on

06.09.1987. The hnal statement under Section 8(4) of the

Act was passed against a dead person ot 29'O4' 1989 and

a1i subsequent proceedings under Sections 10(1)' 10(3)'

10(5) and i0(6) of the Act were issu':d against a dead
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person. The learned Single Judge therefore
aside the proceedings ..;r*1"^^^:""'ott 

has rightry set

is crarified that the 

j agarnst a dead person' However, it
>enefit of quashment 

cunder the Act, in view of ,u^ ^_-.'*'""rnent 
of proceedings

singre Judge, sha.lr be 

of the orders passed by the Iearned

onry. 
confined to respondent Nos'l and 2

To,

12. To the aforesaid extent, the order passed by the
learned Single Judge is modified.

13. Accordingly, the appeal is disposed of
Misceliareous aPplications, 11 any pending, shall

stand closed. There sha 1l be no order as to costs

SD/-K.
DEPUry R
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1. The Commissioner. Mee2Iryoc-c;i;t#i'rjilb"Jl?JdE'fr 'Efl 
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1. 9nu CC to DRI J. VtiAyALAXMt, Advocare IopUCl
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HIGH COURT

DATED:21 t1Ol2O24

JUDGMENT

WA.No.355 o12023

DISPOSING OF THE WRIT APPEAI-
WITHOUT COSTS
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