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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

WEDNESDAY, THE TWENTY NINTH DAY OF OCTOBER
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY FIVE

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SMT JUSTICE K. SUJANA

c lvlL REVISION PETITiON Nos: 2603 and 2793 OF 2017

CIVIL REVISION PETITION NO: 2603 OF 2017

Petition under Article 227 of the Constitutron of lndia, aggrieved by the

order dated 31 .03.2017 passed in Case No.F11207112009 on the file of the court of

the Joint Collector, Medchal-Malkaigiri District.

Between:
1. Sii Samala Raji Reddy, S/o.Kista Reddy. Aged 42 years, Occ Emplo_y3e

Ryo.30-408, Padmavathi Nagar, Kanajiguda, Secunderabad, Rep. by his GPA
holder, Sri. Samala Shiva Shanker Reddy, S/o. Kista Reddy, aged 39 years,
Occ Employee, R/o.30-408, Padmavathi Nagar, Kanajiguda, Secunderabad.

2. Sri. Samala Shiva Shankar Reddy., S/o. Kiata Reddy, aged 39 years, Occ
Employee F/o.30-408, Padmavathi Nagar, Kanajiguda, Secunderabad

..Revision Petitioner/Respondent No.1 and 2

AND
1.

2.

3.

4.

Ihe Joint Collector, Medchal-[/alkajgiri District. ORR Ju

Sri. Medi Narsimha, (Died Per LRs)

Sri. Medi Yellaiah (Died Per Lrs 8 to 1 '1)

Medi Yadamma, W/o. Late Narasimha, Fl/o. H.No. 1-3-44713811, Chigadi
Kunta, Kavadiguda, Hyderabad.

IVledi Uma, Wo. G. Krishna, Rl/o. H.No. 1-130, Puduru Village, Medchal
Mandal, R.R. District.

Medi Dayanand, S/o. Late Medi Narasimha, Ri/o. H.No. 5-80, Babaguda
Village, Shamirpet Mandal, R.R. District.

Medi Jayanand, S/o. Late Medi Narasimha, Rl./o. H.No. 5-80, Babagida
Village, Shamirpet lvlandal, R.R. District. .

(RR 4 to 7 are brought on record as LRs of the deceased R2 as per c.o. dt.
12.7.20212 in IA No. 512017)

Medi Prameela, Wo. tMedi Yellamaiah, F/o. H.No. 8-80, Babaguda Village,
Shamirpet Mandal, RR. Dist.

NCI tion at Keesara

5

6

7

o



...Res p ondents/Appellants

l.A. NO: 1 OF 2017(CRPMP. NO: 3rt210F 20171

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the citc rmstances stated in

the affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to
SUSPEND the impugned order of the Joint Collector in Cas: No. FIl2072l2Oog
dated 31 .03.2017, pending disposal of the main above revisiot r and pass

Counsel for the Petitioner : Sri. B Chandrasen Reddy

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4, 5, 8 to 10 : Sri V. Balratr

CIVIL REVISION PETITION NO: 2793 OF 2017

9. Medi Raju, S/o. Medi Yellamaiah, Rl/o. H.No. B-80, Babag.rda Village,
Shamirpet Mandal, RR. Dist.

'l0.Medi Roja, D/o. Medi Yellamaiah, Fl/o. H.No. 8-80, Babzi uda Village,
Shamirpet Mandal, RR. Dist.)

(RR 8 to '10 are brought on record as LRs of the deceas: J R3 as per c.o. dt
19.6.2025 vide lA No. 312025 in CRP No. 260312017.)

Petition under Article 227 of lhe Constitution of lnc i r, aggrieved by the

order dated 31 .03.2017 passed in case No.F11207112009 on the file of the court of

the Joint Collector, Medchal-Malkajgiri District.

Between: t
1 . Sri. Samala Raji Reddy, S/o.Kista Reddy, Aged 42 ,1 :ars,-Occ Employee

F/o.30-408, Padhavathi Nagar, Kanajiguda, Secunderzrl ad, Rep. by his GPA
holder, Sri. Sarnala Shiva Shanker Reddy, S/o. Kista F{,rddy, aged 39 years,
Occ Employee, R/o.30-408, Padmavathi Nagar, Kanajigr' rla, Secunderabad

2. Sri. Samala Shiva Shankar Reddy, S/o. Kiata Reddy aged 39 years, Occ
Employee R/o.30-408, Padmavathi Nagar, Kanajiguda, S ecunderabad

...Revision Petitioners/Ris pondent No.1 and 2

AND
1

2

2

The Joint Collector, Medchal-Malkajgiri District., ORR Jtttrction at Keesara

Sri. Erukala Agamaiah, (Died Per LRs 6 & 7)

Sri. Erukala Narsimha, S/o. Late Ramaiah, Aged 64 year r;. F/o. B-160/1 56,
Rajeevnagar Colony, Alwal, Medchal-Malkajgiri District

Sri Elukula Chandraiah (Died Per Lrs 8 to 10)

Sri. Erukula Sanjeeva, S/o. Late Ramaiah, Aged 56 yea'rr, Rl/o. 8-160/1 56'
Rajeevnagar Colony, Alwal, Medchal-ltlalkajgiri District

4

5
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'njnd 4 respectivelY as P'

CRP No. 27s312o17)
...RESPONDENTS

r.A. NO: 10F 2017(CRPM P, NO: 3697 oF 2017)

petition under section 15.1 Cpc praying that, in the circumstances stated in

the affidavit filed in suppJll ; ''* ;Iil;' in:. *ign court mav be pleased to

susPEND the impusned ft; ;iirl" i;ini'coltector-'n,,:::" *o F1t2071t2o0e

ii'r"l ii .oe)ot i,'pe-nding disposal of the main above revtston'

Counsel for the Petitioner : Sri' B Chandrasen Reddy

Counsel for the Respondent Nos' : 2' 3 & 5'6'7'8'9'10 : Sri V' Balram

The Court made the following: .
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THE HONOURABLE SMT. JUSTICE K. St.JANA

CML REVISION PETITION NOs. 26()3 AND 212,)3 0F 2017

COMMON ORDER:

Since the lis in both the revision petitions p irrtains to the

same subject property, they are heard together arrJ flisp6ssd of

by way of this common order.

2. Both the revision petitions are hled by the :.r.spondents in

Case No.Fl l2O7l/2}O9and Case No.Fl/2OZ2l2r) )9 before the

Joint Collector, Medchal-Malkajgiri District. 'I l.e appellants

therein are the respondents herein in the resp::tive revision

petitions. They filed the said appeals aggrievec by the order

dated 25.08.1993 passed by the Revenue Divis onal Ofhcer,

Ranga Reddy EasL Division in File No.J/289.t 'p3 gra

Occupancy Rights Certificate (for short ..ORC) in r r spect of land

in Sy.No.493 admeasuring Ac.5.00 and land ir-r Sy.No.493

admeasuring Ac.4.O0 situated at Bommaras pet Village,

ShamirpetMandal, presently Medchal-Malkajgiri Di,trict.

3. The facts of the case are that the land in Sr_ rve1. No.493,

measuring 14 acres and 23 guntas in Bommarrtsiper Vi11age,

Shamirpet Mandal (now Medchal-Malkajgiri I) istrict), was
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classified as Mafi Inam land. The appellants' father, Erukula

Ramaiah, had possessed Ac.S.00, while the remaining land was

held by permanent tenants Medi Shivaiah and another person

on crucial date i.e., on 01.11.1923. After Erukula Ramaiah,s

death, the appellants and other legal heirs of Ramaiah inherited

the land and were in continuous possession over the subject

lands admeasuring Ac.5.OO and Ac.4.00 respectively in

Sy.No.493 and as absolute owners. Being from a Schcdulcd

Tribe community and unaware of legat procedures, thcy did not

update the iand records, and the land remained fallow. On

lO.O2.2OO9, the respondents and their henchmen attempted to

encroach on the land by fencing it, claiming they had purchased

it through a forged agreement and had obtained an Occupancy

Rights Certihcate (ORC) from the RDO. Immediatety the

appellants got enquired into the issue and oUtainel certified

copies of the orders in File No.,l 1ZeS+ 1ZZ and File

No.J /2892/73 dated 25.08.1993 and found thar ORC vvas

granted based on misrepresentation and without any noticc to

them or their father. The respondents were never in possession

or cultivatedthe subject lands, as confirmed by revenue records

and reports from the MRO and RDO, which clearlv stated that

the lards were Mafi Inam lalds.
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4. The Joint Collector issued notice to both par ies and set

aside the order of RDO observing that there is prirr z -facie fraud

played in issuing ORC by the RDO. Further the espondents

therein havc lrled civil suit vide O.S.No.S4 of 2OO9 t n the file of

Junior Civil Judgc, Medchal, Ranga Reddy District i nd the said

suit is strll pcnding. Further, as the lands are Mali Inam lands

they do noL come under the purview of civil Cour: process, as

such, the or<lers rvere set aside. Aggrieved by tlr'' same, the

present civil rcvision petitions are filed.

5. Heard Sri B.Chandrasen Reddy, learrt C counsel

appcaring [or the revision petitioners in both 1l-re revision

petitions and Sri V.Balaram, Iearned counsel a6 pearing for

respondent Nos.4 to 1O in C.R.P.No.2603 o1 '2077 and

respondent Nos.2 to 1O in C.R.P.No.2793 of 2017.

6. The contcnl.ion of learned counsel lor t te revisron

petitioners is that the Joint Collector grossly lr red in not

perusing the facts and circumstances of the ca; in proper

perspective and failed to observe that the revisior petitioners

are the owners and purchasers of subject la nds under

Vikrayanama datcd 10.03.1993 and under a Sadr BaYanama

dated 14.02.1993 lor a valuablc consideration and lrot mutated
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the property through record of rights on the file of Mandal

Revenue Recording Authority. He further contended that the

Joint Collector failed to consider the fact that the unofhcial

respondents and their father have given their voluntary

disclaimer statements before the RDO and given No Objection in

granting the pattadar passbooks in favour of revision

petitioners. The Joint Collector also failed to follow the

procedure in condoning the delay of 15 years in filing the

appeals as no cogent reasons are explained and also ignored the

stafus quo granred in I.A.No.259 of 2OO9 in O.S.No.54 of 2OO9

which is in subsistence when the above order was passed and

even as on today the said suit is reserved for judgment. The

Joint Collector had committed grave mistake in passing the

orders dated 31.O3.2017 without considering the fact that one

of the appellants in both the appeals died during 'p..,d..r.y uf

the proceedings and no legal representatives have been brought

on record inspite of filing of a memo in the year 2O 15. Hc

further contended that inspite of observations of_ this Court in

C.R.P.No.279 and 17OO of 2OlO in order dated 31.l2.2}t4

conhrming the condonation of delay, wherein the Joint Collector

was directed to dispose of the appeals within three months from

the date of receipt of order without being influenced by any of
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the observations made in the sald orderhas 'zrssed the

impugned order by referring the order dated 02 O 1 ')0 
1o which

has been merged with the orders in the above C Fl l)s Further

the Joint Collector ought to have given detailed rezrsx ning before

passing imptrgned order instead of passing thc same in a

mechanical manner. Leaned counsel further contett'ied that the

respondents have not disputed their signaturcs at lrny point of

time and the Joir-rt Collector ought to have obst:rr r:d that the

revision petitioncrs are in continuous possession c f the suiject

properties and only on thert ground status qu ) orcler was

granted in O.S.No 54 of 2009. As such, requested t ris Court to

set aside the impugned orders by allowing t} ' sc revision

petitions.

7. The respondents herein hled counter stati IJ4 t.hat 2nd

respondent in C.R.P.No.26O3 of 2077 died on 26 ( 8 20i4 and

respondents 4 Lo 7 are his sons and daughters Th'rt their

grandfathers Medi Shivaiah and Erukula Ramit ah zrre the

tenants of land holder namely Rahmath Ali. r'r ro u'as the

Inamdar over the schedule lands to an extent of

Ac.5.O0 in Sy.No 493 of Bommarasipet Villagt:

Mzrndal, Me<ichal Malkajgiri District and he war;

'\c.4.00 and

S hamirpet

in absolute

->
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possession and enjoyment of the said land prior to l95O till his

death and lhereafter, their fore fathers and themselves came

into possession and enjoyment of the said lands, inherited the

same from their fathers and are in continuous possession and

enjoyment of the same till today. The name of the grandfather

of unofficial respondents in C.R.p.No.26O3 of 2Ol7 and the

name of father of unofficial respondents in C.R.p.No.2 793 ot

2Ol7 is also recorded in the revenue records such as Sesla

Pahani 1955 58 as a kouldar and the same was reflected in the

revenue records till 1995-96. It is further stated that the

grandfather and father of respondents respectively never sold

any part o[ the land to the petitioners and the alleged sada

Bainama is forged and fabricated document.

8. Learned counsel further contended that the, father of

respondents in C.R.P.No.2603 of 2OlZ late Medi Narsimha filed

an application in Form-l on 27.05.1993 before the Revenue

Divisional Of{-rcer and participated in the enquiry submitted all

the relevanl documents and paid premium amount. The note

file dated 25.08.1993 also indicates that their application was

put up for issuance of ORC. However, at later point of time,

they came to know that ORC was issued in the name of

petitioners \a'hen their possession was interfered by the

I
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petitioners in the guise of ORC which was fraudule I [y issued in

favour of petitioners, they hled Appeat before the 'i I nt Collector

wherein the Joint Collector observed that fraud s played tn

issuance of ORC. It is further stated that the petit r ners all of a

sudden camc to the subject land on \O.O2'2OO9 tnd lried to

disturb their possession and attempted to erect fer t ing over the

subject lands claiming that they have purchased rI e land from

their grandfather and father rcspcctivcty- They al:;( ' stated that

they obtained ORC on the basis of forged docur 'r:nt playing

fraud. The respondents however resisted the illegrr attempts of

petitioners wherein they have filed suit vide O.S I'l' 54 ol 2OO9

on the file of Principal Junior Civil Judge, MedchzLl i'nd obtained

interim injunction on the basis of fraudulent recor: of ()RC and

consequential change of their names in the subsequent

pahanies. The said suit r,r'as dccreed in favor rr of revision

petitioners on 02.06.2O17 granting perpetual injunction'

Hou,ever on 25.08.2009, the appeal preferrrli bi' these

respondents was set aside as such, the judgmrrrr and decree

dated 02.06.2017 in O.S.No 54 of 2OO9 1as become

of A. P.(T. A, Abolition of

the Collec t r or SPecial

infructuous. ln view of Section 29

Inams Act, 1955 no order Passcd

Tribunal under this Act shall be

by

liable to bc .:ancelled or



-- \'*F*l.t\. I
8

modified except this Court or questioned in aly court of law.

The order of the Joint collector is suppressed before the civil

court and obtained fraudulent decree of injunction, the

respondents preferred appeal in A.S.No.80 of 2018 on the hle of

II Additional District Judge, Medchal-Malkajgiri District at

Medchal and the same is pending. As the petitioners herein are

highly influential persons,managed the revenue officials and by

playing fraud got mutated Lheir names in the revenue records

and in consequential pahanies. However, they retained physical

possession and subject landsare being cultivated by the

respondents personally till today. The respondents further

submitted that petitioners are not entitled for ORC in respect of

the subject lands where they are the Mah lnam lands and they

are tenants and in possession of the same as on O1.11.1973

and till today. The Joint Collector rightty apprteciated the

evidence and granted ORC in favour of respondents herein and

there are no reasons to interfere with the said order. Hence,

prayed to dismiss these revision petitions.

9. Considering the submissions made by both the respective

counsel artd the material placed on record, the contention of

revision petitioners herein is that they purchased the property

by way of agreement of sale and they are in possession of

I
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subject lands. The revision petitioners filed tit e deeds and

pahanies to show that they purchased propc ly from the

grandfather and father of the respective respr,rrdents. The

petitioners also filed disclaimer statementsgiven t1 the father of

respondents in C.R.P.No.2603 of 2Ot7 date) 16.08.1993

wherein it is stated that the land bearing S.No.49 il situated at

Bommarasipet as Dasta Inam lands and Rahntir Ali and his

brother were Inamdars and late Shivaiah, h: d cultivated

Ac.4.10 guntas for about 35 to 4O years till ILis death and

thereafter they are in possession of the land ancl s old lhe same

to SamalaRaji Reddy and Shiva Shankar Reddy in tl-re year 1993

for their personal necessities and the disclaimer s1z [ement given

by the father of unofhcial respondents in C.R.P.Nc, .1793 of 2Ol7

shows that Rahmat Ali and his brother were Inarrc ars and that

he has been cuitivating the land [o an extent r f Ac.S.OO in

Sy.No.493 since more than 40 years and ap:,r I from long

standing possession he also purchased the said larrj in the year

1958 through Sada Baynama and sold the samt, and that he

has no objection for granting ORC in favour o1 Samala Raji

Reddy and Shiva Shankar Reddy in respect of tht :rbove extent

in Sy.No.493 of Bommarasipet village, whercas the ,.ontention of

respondents is that the said documents are fraudulent
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documents and their fathers never signed on the said sworn

statement and they did not know about granting of ORC in

favour of revision petitioners till they interfered with their

possession.

10. The primary contention raised by the respondents herein

who are appellants in the appeal is that the revision petitioners-

respondents therein committed fraud before the Joint Collector

in obtaining the Occupancy Rights Certificate (ORC).

Accordingly, the Joint Collector observed that fraud had been

committed by the petitioners herein and set aside the order

passed by the Revenue Divisional Oflicer (RDO).

1 1. Upon examination

Joint Collector decided

of the record, it is evident that the

the appeal solely on the ground of

petitionels and setalleged fraud committed by the revision

aside the RDO's order without assigning any reasons or

discussing the contentions raised by the parties. The decision

appears to have been based entirely on the statement of

respondents herein, asserting that fraud was committed in

issuance of ORC in File No.J/2894 /93. While adjudicating the

appeal, the appellate authority is required to examine the

nature of alleged fraud and address the specific contentions

raised by the respondents. However, the impugned order lacks
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any such reasoning or discussion. The respo-t :lents herein

specihcally contended that the signature o[ their athcr on the

relevant document was forged. Despite this, the.l rint Collector

failed to examine whether the signature was inr l, cd forged or

genuinely executed by the respondents' father. 'l'lrus, the core

issue was not addressed, and the order of thc l,lDO was set

aside merely on the unsubstantiated allegation ol ir ar-rd. In view

ol the abovc, the order passed by the Join Coilcctor is

unsustainable and is herebv set aside.

12. Accorclingly, both the Civil Revision Petition r arrt: allowed

setting aside the order of Joint Collec'l r- in Case

No.Fl/2071 l2OO9 and Case No.F1/2072/2OO9 eu.rl th<: matters

are remanded to the Joint Collector, Medchal-Ma I < r.;giri District

to decide tht-' issue afresh after giving opportuni . to both the

parties and pass appropriate orders by assigning rL rsons. There

shall be no order as to costs.

Miscellaneous petitions, pending, if an1.. shall stand

closed.

liD/- A.V.S.PRASAD
DT PUTY REGI

SECTION O

g;TRAR

lt
#cen//TRUE COPY//

To,

1. The Joint Coltector, Medchal-Malkajgiri District'

2. One CC to Sri. B Chandrasen Reddy' Advocate [OPtj )]

3. One CC to Sri V. Balram, Advocate [OPUC]

4. Two CD CoPies
DL/PSL.

/fr-



HIGH COURT

DATED:2911012025

COMMON ORDER

CRP.Nos.2603 AND 2793 of2017

ALLOWING THE CRPs
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