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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

(Special Original Jurisdiction)

TUESDAY, THE FIFTH DAY OF MAY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE LAXMI NARAYANA ALISHETTY

WRIT PETITION NO:7985 OF 2020

Between:

1. Sri. Sankoor Srinivas, S/o. Late Sri. Sankoor Sattaiah Aged about 53 years,
Occ. Business R/o. H. No. 30-194/A, R.K.,Puram, Nissi Church Compound,
Hyderabad.

2. Sri. Sankoor Ravinder, S/o. Late Sri. Sunkari Sattaiah Aged about 49 years,
Occ. Business Rl/o. H. No.30-194/A, R.K. Puram, Nissi Church Compound,
Hyderabad.

3. Sri. Sankoor Ramakrishna, S/o Late Sri. Sakoor Sattaiah Aged about 47
years, Occ. Business Rl/o. H. No. 30-i 94/A, R.K. Puram, Nissi Church
Compound, Hyderabad

...PETITIONERS
AND

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

2. The Joint Collector, Medchal (Malkajgiri) District.

3. Mir. Qamar Hassan Razvi, S/o. Mir MoM. Hussain Aged about 60 years, Occ.
Business Ri/o. H. No. 3-264, Old Safilguda, Secunderabad

...RESPONDENTS

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

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

to issue an appropriate writ or order or direction more particularly one in the nature of

Writ of Mandamus, declaring continuation of the proceedings in Revision Case No.

23fl512017 on the file of 2nd Respondent as illegal, unjust, without jurisdiction, and

consequently declare that, the 2nd respondent is not entitled to adiudicate Revision

Case No. J/1 1 5/2015, when no person claims to have filed the same.
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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 stay alt

further proceedings in Revision Case No. 238512017, on the file of the 2nd

respondent pending disposal of the above wdt petition.

Gounsel for the Petitioner : SRI KRISHNA REDDY PUTTA

Counsel for the Respondents No.l&2 : AGP FOR REVENUE

Counsel for the Respondents No.3 : SRI M.MEHDI HUSSAIN

The Court made the following: ORDER



IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STAI'E OFTELANGANAAI'
HYDERABAT)

HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE LAXMI NARAYANA ALISHETTY

WRIl' Ptrl'ITION No.7985 of 2020

Datcd:05.05.2026

Betwcen:

S.Srinivas and Others

... Petitioners

And

'['he Statc olTelangana, rep. bf its

Princ ipal Sccretarl'. Revenuc Dcparlurcnt,

llyderabad and others.

... Rcspondents

ORDER:
-fhis Writ Petitiou is llled to issue a writ ol Mundarnus declaring

continLration of the procccdings in Revision Case No.2385/20 I7 on file ol'

respondent No.2 as illegal, arbitrary and consequently, to declare [l.rat

respondent No.2 is not entitlcd to adjudicate Revision Case No.J/ I I 5/20 I 5,

rvhen no person claims to have filed the same

2. llcard Sri Putta Krishna Recidv, learned counsel for petitioners, M.Mehdi

ussain, learned counscl lbr rcspondent No.3 and learned Assistant

Govemment Pleader lor Revenue

i. Briel lacts of the case, as arerred in the w t petition are thal the

grandlathcr ol petitioners v2., Sunkari []hoomaiah had purchased land

adnreasuring Acs.3.16 guntas in Sy.No.4 l5ll situated at Safilguda, Malkajgin
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Villagc and N4andal. \'lcdchal-\4alkajgiri District, fiom one Sukudev prasad

through rcgistered sale dced bearing docurncnt No.2l74l191, daLed.24.l2.lg7l,

who purchased the sanrc in the year 1966 under registered sale deed

No.3l20/1966 from ont Mir Khan Ali and seven others; thar Sunkari

Bhoomaiah and his son-[rthcr ol the peririoners had run srone crushing Unir in

the subject propeftv; and that after the death ol Sunkari Bhoornaiah, the

petitioners and others succeedcd to the said propert)/ and have been in

continuous possession and cn.jo_r lncnt of thc samc.

3.1. lt is further a'erred that *hile so, respondent No.3 claiming to be the heir

of p.edecesso.in-title. i.e.. legal heir ol- Mir Khan Ali and others rnade an

application bclore the Revenuc Divisional officer, seeking occupancy Rights

certificate (oRC), by suppressing and concealing the aloresaid facts, and

respondent No.l, without issuing any notice to the aflected persons including

the petitioners. grantcd the sarne in larour ol'rcspondent No.3, vide orders

dated l{3.05.2013; thar aggrie'cd thereb),. the petitioners preferred an Appeal

before the Joint collector vide No.F l/5388/201i and the same was allowed on

30.12.2014 by serting aside the oRC and the marrer was remanded back to

Revenue Divisional ofllcer lor de-novo enquiry; that pursuant thereto, the

Revenue Divisionai olllcer disposed of rhe Case No.J/l I ll2ol5, vide orders

dated 02.03.2016 srating rhat as thc subjcct property is not agricultural rand, he

has no jurisdicrio. t. issLrc thc oRC and accordingly, rejected the claim ol
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respondent No.3; that challenging the same, respondcnt No.3 and five others

filed W.P.No.262912017, horvcver, the same was dismissed, vide orders, dated

25.02.2017, leaving it open to respondent No.3 and others to avail alternative

remedy against the order impugned therein. That respondent No.3 filed

Revision befbre Joint Collector, vide Case No.2385/2017 and the petitioners

having received notices are contesting the said case. While so, respondent No.3

filed an application to irnplead hirn as respondent No.4 in the Revision filed by

himself stating that he never lilcd Revision befbre the Joint Collector. Ilence,

the present Writ Petition is {lted seeking to declare the continuation of

proceedings in Revision Case No2l85/20 l7 belore respondent No.2 as illegal

and without j urisdiction.

4. Learned counsel for petitioners submitted that as respondent No.3 himsell

files an implead application in the Revision stating that the same is not filed by

him, but by sorne other persons by lorging his signature. the Revision cannot be

proceeded f'urther and the same is liable to be dismissed. He further submitted

that respondent No.2 without considering the said fact, proceeded further and

granted suspension of the order passed b y Revenue Divisional Officer based on

the application fited by the implead petitioner i.e respondent No.3 herein.

Learned counsel finally submitted that in the al'oresaid facts, respondent No'2

ought not to have proceeded turther in the Revision as he is ousted of power to

adjudicate the Revision and accordingly, praycd to allow the Writ Petition

I
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5. [-carned counsel f'or respondent No.3 by relerring to counter inter alia

submitted that some vested interested persons bl impersonating respondent

No.3 tllcd W.P,No.2629 <,120 l7 as well as Revision befbre the Joint Collector.

therelbre. on coniirrg to knorv about the sarne, respondent No.3 ftled implead

petltlon

5. I . l-earned Counsel lbr respondent No.3 luflher subntitted that the name

ol respondent No.3 is 'Mrr Qantar Hassan Razvi', however, thc Revision is filed

in the name ol'Mir Qarnar llussain Razvi'. l'hus. some vested interested

persons verrtuled to Ille the Revision by lorging the signatures ol respondent

No.3, which amounts to abuse ol'thc process ol- lari'. He I'urther subrnitted that

respondcnt No.2. on cr,nsidering the case of respondent No.3, has rightly

allowed the implead application liled by him and furlher-, suspended the Order.

passed by the RDO. He :urther submitted rhat the petitioners lailed to point out

any illegality or irregularitv on thc part of respondent No.2 in proceeding with

the Revision Case and accordingly, the writ petition being devoid ol merits is

liable to be dismissed.

6. Learned Assistant Govcrnnrerrt Pleader lor Rcvenue submitted that in

compliarrce of'the order passed b1' this court, respondent No.i filed Revision

before respondent No.2. the same was taken on file, notices were issued to all

pa(ies and hearing was conducted. while the matrer stood thus, one K.Balraj,

Advocate filed an implcad peririon srating that his c licnt- respondent No.3 herein

z'i.//
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never filed the Revision and requested to implead him as respondent No.4 to the

said proceedings, the same was examined by respondent No.2 and allowed vide

order dated 26.10.2019. She lurther submitted that the revision proceedings are

purcly statutory and arc continued strictly in cornpliance of liberty granted by

this Coun in W.P.No.262912017, therclbre respondent No.2 is cornpetent to

adjudicate the Revision and prayed to dismiss the Writ Petition.

7. A meticulous perusal of the entire material available on record reveals

that Revision Petition No.2385/20 l7 was filed by one M.A.Mujeeb, advocate,

on behalf olMir Qamar Hussain Razvi betbre respondent No.2 and the affidavit

filed in support of the Revision Petition was duly signed by the party therein

and his counsel. Ilowcver', during thc pcndcncy ol' the Revision Petition,

respondent No.3 herein came up with an application to implead him in the

Revision stating that he has never filed the Revision and that the same was filed

by some vested interested party by lorging his signature.

8. On the other hand, the writ petitioners contend that when no party is

claiming to have filed the Revision, much less by respondent No.3, as asserted

by him, respondent No.2 ought not to have proceeded to conduct enquiry and

adjudicate the matter

9. The whole dispute revolves around the identity and impersonation of

respondent No.3 herein in the Revision tlled befbre respondent No.2. The said

issqe goes to the root of the case i.e., the valuable rights of the panies in the
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subject propert) arc ob\ iously af'lected. ln such a case, when respondent No.3

has filed an application seeking to implead him as respondent No.4 on the

ground that he is impersonated by some vested interested person by filing

Revision in his nanre by forging his signature, respondent No.2 ought to have

enquired into thc matter as regards the fraud and impersonation o[ respondent

No.3 herein, belore proceeding lurrher in the Revision. It is settled principle that

lraud Lrnravels everl'thitrg. 'fhe issue ol irnpersonation allcgcd by respondent

No.3 hercin has serious repcrcussiot.ts and as such. at the flrst instance. the said

issue has to be gone into

10. 'lhough rcsponderrt No.2, being a quasi-.iudicial authority, has certain

linritations/restrictions rvhile adjudicating the clairns belore him, when the

issues of' fraud/fbrgery and impersonation were pleadediraised by the parties

beforc hirn. hc has to first conduct at least sumtnarv enquiry into the said issue/s

and thcn, procecd to ad.iudicate the Revision based otr thc ruerits ol the case

Hovvever, respondent No.2 without taking such a legal action/steps, has

procecded to grant stal' ol orders passed by the RDO, Malkajgiri. If respondent

No.2 llnds an1 dilficulty or hindrance in conducting enquirl'as regards the issue

of the alleged irrpersonation ol respondent No.3, he shall take appropriate steps

to reler the same to the Police concemed to conduct a thorough investigation

into the samc. I)epcnding upon the truc/corlect facts rcvealed in such

li
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investigation, respondent No.2 shall proceed further in adjudicating the

Revision.

ll. ln the light of the above, this Writ Petition is disposed of, with a direction

to respondent No.2 not to proceed lurther with the adjudication ol the Revision

till he undenakes the exercise as mentioned in the lbregoing para of this order

12. Miscellaneous petitions pcnding, if any, shall stand closed. No costs.

SD/. M. OSMAN ALI BAIG
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR

//TRUE COPY//

SECTION OFFICER
To,

1. The Principal Secretary Revenue Department, Telangana Secretariat,
Hyderabad.

2. The Joint Collector, Medchal (Malkajgiri) District.

3. One CC to SRt KRISHNA REDDY PUTTA, Advocate. [OPUC]
4. Two CCs to GP FOR REVENUE, High Court for the State of Telangana at

Hyderabad. [OUT]
5. One CC to SRI M.MEHDI HUSSAIN, Advocate. [OPUC]

6. Two CD Copies.

BSK

GJP
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 0510512026

ORDER

WP.No.7985 of 2020

DISPOSING OF THE WRIT PETITION
WITHOUT COSTS
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