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ir. No.J/568/2000

BETWEEN:
1) K.Mogulagiah and Ot\g , ‘5’ Pehhoners/Respondents
1) G.Bdli Reddy and Others - R RéSﬁoﬁd__enis/Appellants

kg ‘ *;*‘ .
This is o case remanded by the appelloie ou’rhom‘y and Joint Collecfor
R.R.Dist in appeal No. G/6908/97 Dated 29.1.2000 filed by Sri G.Bali Reddy

and others against the orders passed by the Revenue Dwnsuond Officer R.R. East
Division_and Occupancy Right Cen‘mc'aié" jssued In file No. J/7156/96 Dated
6997 in respect of Sy.No. 93.94 & 95 ‘Sé’r?f’e‘a’s‘f}m%’ “Aders 202,209 and 11.12
Gts. respectively sducﬁed at Mcllapur wl!co;'of lfcpcz;lvadd for denova
enquiry exclusively under the prowsnonswdf !néiins('AE:'i 1955 ‘While dlrechng the
Lower Court to examine the essenhd record requcred ‘for defermmmg the
Occupancy Right Certificate by gwmg oppodunﬂy fo both the pomes 10 contest
the claim. The Joint Collector while cllowmg fhe apped has sei-cmde the orders
issued by the Revenue Divisional Offi icer RREosf Dlvoston in file No.J/7156/96
Dated 6.9.97.

The facts for filing the appedl before fh'e’Joinf Collector in brief are that
the Mandal Revenue Officer was forwarded the applications filed by Sri
K.Mogulaiah & Others in Form No. | U/S (7) of AP (TA) Abolition of Inams Act,
1955 for grant of Occupancy Right Certificate in respect of Sy.No.93, 94,95
admeasuring Acres 2.02, 2.09 and 11.12 Gts respectively situated at Mallapur
village along with the following documents in:supporf of claim petition.

1) Certified copy of the P.T.Extract.” B

2) Cerlified copy of the Sesala Pahani 1956-58
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" and the Joint Collector after hearing the case from both the side has passed on

order an 29.1.2000 with an observation that the appeal is adllowed and orders /
Occupancy Right Cerlificate granted by the Revenue Divisional Officer R.R.East
Division in file No. J/7156/97 dated 6.9.97 are set-aside, and directed the Lower
Court to examine the essential record required for determining the Occuparicy
Right Cerlificate while giving opportunity to both the parties to contest their

claim.

In pursuance of the orders of the Joint Collector dated 29.1.2000 the case
is foken.on file and issued notices to both the parties by fixing a date on 1.4.2000
for hearing. The case was called on 1-4-2000. The counsel on behalf of G.Bdli
Reddy & Others have requested for adjournment and on their request the case
was ad:oumed and posted to 22.4.2000. Ms. S.N.Padmini and K/Chldombcram
counsels on behalf of Respondents here in have filed Vakalath on 3.4.2000 and

'dso ﬁled a pehhon along with the documents relied upon by them explaining
ihe‘ grounds in suppoﬁ of their clcmms Subsequenﬂy the case was adjourned to

196'2000 28720001882000 8.9.2000, and 29.9.2000. On 29.9.2000 one Sii

| Sreedharc Murthy Advoccfe has filed vakalath on behc‘ﬂ? of Petitioners herein

dﬂer obfammg the no ob]echon from the earlier odvocaﬁ Thereaﬁer the case

AIS underweni number of adjournments from 29.9.2000, 13 10.2000, 3.11.2000,

17112000 24112000 8122000 21.12.2000, 2.1.2001, 16.2.2001, 23.2.2001,

:.232001 1632001 6.4.2001, 2042001 11.5.2001, 8.6.2001, 17.8.2001, 14.9.2001,

29.]2.2001, 15.1.2002. In spite of severadl adjournments, the counsel for the
petitioner did not choose to file additional material in support of their case, on
the gro}und that he has not received documents filed by the counsel for the
Réspondenis and requested to serve the documents. On his request the
documents were given to him on 25.1.2002 and on his request the case was
further adjourned to 29.1.2002, 8.9.2002. On 8.3.2002 both the counsels were
present and agreed to file the written arguments and the case was posted to
18.3.2002. On 18.3.2002 both the counsel present and it was decided’ to conduct
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| 49/97 dated 18.9.98, which | decided to, take in to consideration while deciding

- the matter.

While the matier stood thus the petitioners again® changed their
advocate and engaged one Sri N. Ranga Rao Advocate to agitate the matter
on their behalf. Sri N.Ranga Rao Advocate so engaged has filed vakalath on
22.3.03 dlong with a petition while enumerating the reasons in the accompanied
affidavit and requested to re open the case for further arguments and filing of
documents. Accordingly his request is accepted and fixed a date on 4.4.03 for
arguments and issued notices to both the counsels. On 4.4.03 the case could
not be heard as | was on tour to attend the Hon'ble Home Minister programme
at ibrahimpatan and therefore the case was adjourned to 7.4.2003.

On 7.4.2003 both the counsels were present and advanced their
arguments and the counsel for the Petitioners has produced the Xerox copies of
some documents in support of their case. After hearing the arguments the case
is reserved for orders. TG SV SN T R T

' The case of the petitioners is that they are the.sons of Koukuntia Narsimloo
who was the protected Tenant of land bearing ‘Svy.‘No§.“93;94”=& 25 admeasuring
Acres 2.02, 2.09 and 21.01 gts situated at Mdllapur village of Uppal Mandal which
are classified as dry and “Fan Magtha Dastugardhan”. iin'nature. Sri Azmath Ali,
Rahman Ali and Mohd. Ali all sons of Late Vazir Ali Bakshi were the Inamdars
and the suit land fdllen to the share of Rahman Aii»?ds"yb‘e‘r; the partition deed.
After entering in to a compromise between the InaMdars ond Tenonts, the
inamdar has left an area of Acrs. 2.02, 2.19 and 8.09 gts in Sy.Nos. 93, 94 & 95
and remained an area of Acres. 12.32 gts in Sy.No.?5 in his favour. According to
which the PTS have to surrender their rights for sanction of Occupancy Right
Certificate.

Accordingly the then RDO has granted ORC in favour of Rahman Ali vide
No. A1/6733/79 dated 10.2.1982. They are entitled for ORC for an extent of 2.02,

2.05, 8.09 in Sy.No.93, 94 &95 as such they were granted ORC by the RDO

R.R.East in file No. J/7156/96 dated 6.9.97.
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the Court. The said memo it self shows that S G.Agaiah was the joint

- protected Tenant along with K.Narshimloo, otherwise the Respondents would not

have accepted to file a Joint memo, but the Respondents are stopped from
deriving  the right of the pefitioner. He has further submitted that admittedly
G.Agaich and K.Narshimloo are joint protected Tenants, However stated that
G.Agaiah disposed (Bedakal} and pointed out that there is no evidence or proof
to show that how, when and by whom Sfi G.Agdiah dispossessed, the
petitioners have failed to es’rcblish the dispossession of Sri G.Agaich. and any
dispossession has to be made by due process of law as contemplated under
section 32 of AP (TA) Tenancy & Agril lands Act, 1950. '

He further contended that the main ground on which the RDO refused to
grant ORC is that Sri Agaich was not in possession of land as on the crucial

~ date i.e. 1-11-73. The said finding cannot be sustained in view of the full Bench

decision of Hon'ble High Court of AP reported in AIR 1988 AP ({FB) page No.77
wherein it was held that the ORC could still be granted to P.T.s though he is not in
possession of the land as on the date of nofification. Even assuming per a

‘moment, the P.T. is not in possession as on 1-11-73, P.Ts are entitled for ORC as

per Law laid down by the Hon'ble High Cour.

In view of the above stated facts and reasons the Respondents /
Appellants are entitled for grant of ORC in respect of the half share to an extent
of 7.09 gts in Sy.No. 95, 2.02 GTS in Sy.No.93 and 2.09 GTS. in Sy.No. 94 of Mdllapur
village Uppal Mandal and requested to consider their request for grant of ORC
in their favour.

In the other land the petitioner / Respondent in their written arguments
have averred that they are 1he protected Tenants of Land bearing Sy.No.93, 94
& 95 situated at Mdllapur village Uppal Mandal and as such the Hon'ble Inam
Tribundl i.e. RDO R.R. East granted ORC in their favour. The respondents are no
way concerned with the suit land. Infact the father of the respondents herein
was a Joint protected Tenant along with the father of the petitioners herein and

dispossessed from the suit land prior o 1954, which is evident from the entries
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12.32 gts from the RDO East in file No. H/733/79 and as per compromise the
petitioners have relinquished their P.T. rights. |

it is further contended that the claim of the Respondents here in that fhey
have filed ajoint memo in OP No. 47/97 on the file of PRL. Sr. Civil Judge R.R.Dist is
base less and not admissible in evndence or on record as the memo is not an
order. In fact the memo was signed by the counsel only but the Respondents
are- not aware of the same as suit it is‘nof binding on the parties as such the
alleged memo will not take away the rights of the petitioners here in without their
counsel. As per the Judgment in OP.No. 49/97 the Petitioners here in alone
claimed compensation as protected Tenant and the names of the Respondents

-

not even menﬁened in the said OP.
~ The Petmoners further contended that the opplication filled by the

Respondem‘s is borred by fhe limitation, and they are not in possession as on the
datei.e. 1-11-73, fhey are not enhﬂed for ORC assuming that they got P.T. rights,

, ihey should be only in respecf of other half share which was retained by the

Inomdcr bui subjeci io complsonce and fulfillment of other legal provisions i.e.

llmltaﬂon and possession. The Judgment relied by the Respondem i.e. AIRin 1988

AP 77 The sasd case dec;ded under the provisions of AP {TA) Tenancy Act. but
no? under Incm Abolmon Acf In the so:d Judgment the Hon'ble Court held that

N |f the proiecied Tenam‘ is out of possessions and entitled for cerlificate U/S 38 (E)

Acf is enhﬂed tfor restorcmon of possession. The said Law is applicable to the
lcnds where the land is Patta Land but not on Imam lands. Taking in to
consnderchon of dll the above aspects the petition filed by the Respondents for
grant of ORC to an extent of Acres 12.20 is liable for rejection, more over the
Judgmenf of the Civil Court in OP 49797 is also binding on the Respondents as
they got the knowledge of the said proceedings which become final. as no
appeal was filed against the Judgment dated 18.9.98 though no compensation
was awarded to the Respondents. As per the said judgment the petitioners
alone declared as owhers by virtue of ORC issued by this Inam Tribunal. '

it is further contended that the Respondents never said in their peﬁﬁon that
they are in possession and enjoyment of the same after death of so called P.T.
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The Inamdar further stated that originally K.Narsimlu and G.Agaiah were
the P.Ts and they have continued as such during their life time and they never
disposed the P.Ts are the above land. After the death of original P.Ts the L.Rs of
the P.Ts are in continuous posséssion of the above said land, consequent on
passing the order by the R.D.O. in the year 1982, the Inamdar has taken
possession of the land admeasuring Ac. 12-32 gts. in Sy.No.95, and the remaining
land was in possession of the parties to the present case and therefore entitled
to hdlf share each in the said land. But no documentary evidence has been
produced either by the Respondents or by the Inamdars for establishing the
possession of the Respondents over the suit land. From the perusal Khasra
Pahani for the year 1954-55 it is seen that the possession of the respondents has
been disposed off and Since vw‘hen their names have not reflected in the
possession column of the P.ohcmi. However the Inamdar is not the authority in
this aspect to say fhe possession of the P.Ts without any documentary evidence.

.Onthe ofher hand Sri*N.Ranga Rao, Counsel for the pelitioners here in
has submitted ‘a’'memo, Where'in he has stated that no-one is identified the
Inamdar Sri. Rahman:Ali, and he is not at dll a parly to the proceedings and as
such he has no locus slandi to file -such dffidavit without being as a party. The
inamdar has dlready compromised with the P.T. in file No. H/6733/79 dated

10.2.82 and ot that time the Inamdar has not stated any thing regarding the

RS ’:"C

possession of K.Narsimlu-and Agaiah. -

The Inamdar not given any statement edarlier, for the first time with the
Collusion of Respondents i.e. G.Bal Reddy & Others he has filed false affidavit.
In fact Sri Bal Reddy and Others never in possession of fhe. said land ot any point
of time and as such they are not entitled for grant of Occupancy Right
Certificate. The R.D.O. has already inspected the suit land twice and observed
that the peﬁfibners are in possession over the land and therefore they are the

rightful persons for grant of Occupancy Right Certificate.
: Conted...12
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was brought in to force not entiled to be declared as on occupant and they are
not entitled fo get benefit of section 7 of the Inams Abolition Act, 1955, unless
they were in cultivating possession of the land as on 1.11.73.
is al on’'ble Lordship in 199 ‘

Rights to get ORC not correlofed to right of resting of Inams in the State as
an 20.7.1955 is the date on which Inams. Rested in the sfcn‘é where as relevant
date for obtaining ORCis 1.11.73 in AP Inamdar or Tenant in possession of

the land on 1.11.73 are entitled to grant of ORC".
1994 (3) AlLT B =

“Wherein the lordship has categorically held that the person who was
declared as protected Tenant not entitled for decl&oﬁon as an occupant of the
land under section 7 of Inam Abolition Act. they not being in possessions of the

land ason 1.11.73".
In view of the andlogy of the above said decisions it is clear that the

relevant date for the purpose of recognizing fhe ccicupoqcy rights U/S 4 to 8 of
the Act is 1-11-1973. If, on that date either the Inamdar or the different
categories of tenants are in possession and enjoyment over the land they
would be entitled to seek grant of occupancy :rig}.hf_s.‘i,ln' the instant case the
pefitioners are in possession over the suit land as on fhe dcn‘e l.e.1.11.73, as such
| am not inclined to deprive the legitimate rights of the pefitioners in getting
ORC U/s 7 of the AP (TA} . Inams Act as already determined by my
predecessor in file No. J/7156/96 dated 6.9.97. The Respondents herein have.
not established their possession over the suit land as on 1.11.73, even though
they are recorded as P.1S. the Tenants not in possession as on the date of

vesting are not entitled to get the occupancy right certificate.

Therefore in pursuance of the above citations | am not inclined to derive

the right to the Respondents over the suit land as per the Law.
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3) Cerified copy of Pahani for the year 1970-71
1973-74 and 93-94 -
4) Xerox copy of Paﬁedor Pcss Book for the year 1979-80,

On receipt of the proposals from the Mandal Revenue Officer, Uppdl this
office was issued General notification inviting claims / objections if any from the
interested parties and dlso individual notices in form No.ll while fixing a date on
24.1.97. In résponse to the said notification dnd notices the Respondents here in

have filed objection and was diso filed claim petifion in Form No.l on 11-3-97
claiming half share in the above said land being legdl representative of Late
Godumakuta Agaiah who claiming to be a Joint protected Tenant donc with
the father of the petitioners here in.

In support of their claim the objection petitioners weré ﬁiéd the fo"owin:\
documents. | | o

1)  Xerox copy of P.I. Extent

2} Xerox copy of Sesala Pahani 1956-58 e G o

3} Xerox copy of Pahanies for the year 1 960-61, 73—74 cnd 94-95

Sri G.R.Rao Advocate was appeared on behalf of Sn G. Ball Reddy &
Others the Respondents here in but did not filed any Vokolcn‘h md documenfs to
prove their case. However the case was under went for iw:ce Le on 5 7.97 and
19.7.97 for fiing Vakalath & documents, but in vain. Therefore 1he then
Revenue Divisional Officer after perusing the documents and repoﬁ subrmﬂed by
the Mandal Revenue Officer Uppd and dlso taking -in to consuderaﬂcn <
material available on record has passed orders on 6.9.97 in File No.J/7156/97
rejecting the request of the objection petitioner and grahfed the Occupancy
Rights Certificate in favour of K.Mogulaiah & Others on the Qround that the
father of the bbjecﬁon petitioners was not in possession over the suit lond as on
the date i.e. 1.11.73 and did not file any documentary evidence to establish
their possession over the land.

Aggrieved by the said order the Respondents / Appeliants here in have
preferred on appeal betore the Joint Collector R.R.Dist in appeal No. F1/6908/97

Conted...3..




N
o \

personal  spot inspection in the 15 week of April 002 as it was stated that some
part of the land has dlready bee_n sold ouf. Again the case was posted to
22.6.2002 and 6.7.2002. Qn} 6.7.2002 the ceunset for the Respondent present and
other counsel was not presehi. However as epinioned by my pfedecessor on
18.3.2002 it is decided to conduct spot inspection on 10.7.2002, and
accordingly | have conducted spot inspection dlong with the Mandal Revenue
Officer Up pal and his staff.

Aggrieved by the spot inspecﬁon‘ conducted by me, the petitioners here
in have submitted on application stating that ’rhey are not aware of conducting
spot inspection on 10.7.2002. and therefore requested fo fix up another date for
conducting spot inspection again and to record fhe, statements of neighbors.
But their request could not be conéidefed as | feel that the spot inspection was
conducted to verify whcn‘ operohon took p!ace in the suite lond ond whether the
land is fallow. for such mformoilon n is appropncn‘e fo conduct spot inspection
accompanied by the !ocd MRO Mandd Suweyrx But no need to infimate the

STl L e

parties. Consequeni on d%ogguef éef ks:p)og:mspecﬂon fhe case wcs posfed to
7.9.02. On 7.9.2002 the peﬂhoners hove chonged fhelr Advocofe and one Sri
Jagathpal Reddy ﬂled Vckaldth on beholf of fhe pe'rmoners duly obtcmmg the -
no objectremtrom prewous odvocate Aoom fhe cose was udjoumed e:fher on
request of the counsels or non s:h‘mg of ihus Court ond on 19. 102002 when the
case was called once agcm the pefmoners have changed theu Advocate and
one Sri Dushantha Reddy Advocofe filed Vakalath on behdf of the peimoners
and requested time. Therefore the case was cdjoumed and posa‘ed
30.10.2002 for arguments findlly. Thereafter the matter was adjourned to

- 16.11.02, 23.11.2002, 7.12.2002 and 21.12.2002. On 21.12.2002 the counsel for the
Respondent present and the other advocate absent. Hence the case was
being adjourned from time to time for arguments, but the counsel for the
petitioner not taken any pain and choose to file any material papers which are
more necessity for the justice as stated by him. But filed a petition which

appears to dragon the matter, filed only a Xerox copy of judgment in O.P.
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Similarly the case of the Respondent here in is that they are the legal
representatives of Late S Godumakunta Agaich who was the Joint protected
Tenant dlong with K.Narsimloo in respect of the lond Sy.Nos. 9394 & 95
admeasuring Acres 2.02, 209 and 21.01 gts situated at Mdllopur villoge and
continued as P.Ts adlong with K.Narsimloo till his death. there after they are in
continuous possession and enjoyment of the land.

The counsel for the Respondent here in has submitted written arguments
wherein it has been contended that one Sri Late G.Agaich and Late
K.Narshimloo were the in protected Tenants in respect of Sy. Nos. 93.94 & 95
admeasuring Acres. 2.02, 2.19 and 21.01 gts situated at Mallapur village Uppal
(M} as on today. .

Si Rahman Ali, Azmath Ali and Mohd. Ali all sons of Vizir Ali Bakshi westhe -
inamdars over the above land. Sri Rohman Ali one of the inamdar filed a Petition
before the Revenue Divisional Officer of Hyderabad East in file No. H/3235/76 U/S
44 (5) of AP (TA) Tenancy & Agril lands Act 1950 read with section 4 {4) of AP (TA)
Abolition of Inams Act, 1955 for resumption of land in Sy.No.93, 94 and 95
admeasuring Acres 25.12 Gis. The Counsel for the respondent further stated that
the Revenue Divisional Officer vide his file no. H/6733/79 dated 10.282 has
observed that Sri Rahman Al is entitled o get Patta over an extent of Acres 12.32 -
Gis. In Sy.No.95 and the remaining land admeasunng Acres 8.09 GTS in Sy.No.95

“and Acres 4.11 GTS in Sy.No. 93 & 94 are entitled to get patta by the Tenants and
accordingly the Patta has been granted to an extent of Acres 12.32 gis in favour
of Rahman Ali. Further he argued that the Govl. has acquired an exient of
Acres 1.00 in Sy.No. 95 for laying road to FCI Godowns, the LAO has passed

award and referred the matter to Civil Court U/S 30 of LA Act. and the some
was numbered as_OP.No. 49/97 on the file of the principdl Sr. Civil Judge R.R.Dist

In the said matter joint memo was filed by both the parties here in to the
eftect that they have settled their claim for compensation out side

) -
Conted...7..




recorded in column No. 13 of Khasra Pahani for the year 1954-55 of Mallapur
vilage. The respondents herein have nof made any application to the
concerned authority i.e. Tahsildar or RDO for restoration of entries or restoration
of possession and P.1. rights till 1996. The Respondents slept over the matter for
more than {4} decades have come up with false and base less allegation that
they are the Joint and Tenant enfitled for 50% rights in the ORC which was issued
in favour of the petitioners here in.

Further the petitioners here in contended that the Respondents here in

were not in possession as on the date i.e. 1.11.73 for consideration of issuance of

«\

"

B
,
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ORC. Infact they are in possession and their names are recorded in possession

column of the pchani for the year 1973-74 which proves their possession and
therefore they are entitled for grant of 'ORC and this Inam tribunal rightly
granted ORC in their favour. The Respondents further stated that the
Réspondents have filed petition alter limitation, and failed to explain the delay.
but filed petition in the year 1996 after delay of {23) years. To consider the
application under the provisions of inam abolition Act, 1955 the first and foremost
point to be considered is whether the Respondents herein were in possession of
the land in question as on 1.11.73. The Respondent fdiled to establish their
possession over the land as on 1.11.73 as such they are not entitlied for ORC even
through their name are recorded in the P.T. register as P.T.s in accordance with
the judgment rendered iﬁ the various rulings. The petitioners here in filed the
Xerox copies of the following citations and relied upon them.

1. 1996 {1} ALD 254 (DB)

2. 1996 (3) ALD 351 (D8)

3. AIR 1994 AP 116 (DB)

The petitioners / appellants further stated that it is admitted fact that the

land lord filed OS No. 376/81 wherein the Inamdar as well as possessors i.e.
petitioners here in have compromised the matter and as per the said
- compromise, the petitioners here in have retained haif hare of land admeasuring
12.20 gts and the Inamdar  has retained remaining half share i.e.
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Sri Agaiah was not in possession, as such his name is deleted as ‘Bedakal’ to
| which they did not take ony steps but claiming the property after (4) decodes
and dalso after issuance of ORC in favour of petfitioners herein since the
respondents are not in possession as on the crucial date i.e. 1.11.73 they are not
entiled for grant of ORC and prayed to dismiss the application filed the
Respondents with cost. .

While the case was reserved for orders on 7-4-2003 after having heared the
arguments of both the counsels. the counsel for the respondent filed on affidavit
for reopening the case an the plea that the inamdar be made a party and
summon him by issuing a nofice for examing him, so that he may clear the stand
of both the parties to the effect that they are the joint protected tenants.
Though the inamdar Sri Rahaman Ali is not the Authority in this respect, as the P.T.
records itself is the docurnenfary evidence the request of the counsel for the
Respondeni is considered ond ccse is reopened and lssued nottces fo both the
parties mcluding fhe lncmdar fi xmg o date on 12-5-2003

The case co"ed on 12—5-2003 both the counsels presenf and the inamdar
has dlso presem‘ The fnomdcr Rchmcn Ali has submlﬁed on affidavit stating that
the land admeasunno Ac: 2°02in Sv No.93, 2-09 m‘s in 'Sy.No.94 and 21-01 gts in
Sy.No. 95 of Mdk:pur V'lk:ge along with some other land heid by their family and
they entered in toa pcln‘mon vide parhhon deed No.1913/1965 dated 20-12-1965.
Accordmg to which the pmperty referred above was fdllen to his shcre Sti
Kankuntla Narsimha ‘and Godmakunta Agaiah were in possession of the land.
After partition of properly he was submitted application to the Revenue
Divisional Officer, for resumption of the above said land U/S 44 of AP (TA)
Tenancy & Agril Lands Act, 1950 by impleading K. Mogulaiah and others as
parties to the said proceedings. In the said proceedings a compromise was
arisen between the LRs of P.T.s and according to which the R.D.O. has passed
orders on 10.2.1982 in file No. H/6733/79 and held that the Inamdar is entitled for

_an extent of Ac 12.32 gts in Sy.No.95 and the P.Ts are entitied to get Patta over
an extent of Ac. 2-02 in Sy.No.93, 2-09 in Sy.No.94 and 8-09 gts. in Sy.No.95.

Conted... 11




=125

After hearing the arguments of counsel for both the parties apart
from hearing the contents of inamdar Sri Rahman Ali, the case is again reserved

for orders.

ORDER:

Perused the material records and written arguments advanced by both
the parties. It is clear that the land in Sy.No. 93.94.95 admeasuring Acres
- 2.02,2.09 and 8.09 gis siluated at Mdllapur village Uppal Mondal are ‘Pan
Magta Dastugardhan’ land ond Sri Azmath Ali. Rahman Ali and Mohd. Ali are

the Inamdars and Sri Kowkuntla Mogulaioh and his legal heirs are cultivating the ™

land as on the date of wvesting i.e. 1.11.73 which clearly evidence from the
Entries recorded in the Pahani for the year 1973-74. -As per the entries recorded
in P.T. register of Mallapur village it is evident that the fathers of the petitioner and
Respondents are the Joint Protectéd ..~?Tehahfsfzr'b0fzz'{he, respondents not in
possession as on the date of vesting i.e. 1.11.73, os such they are not entitled to
derive the rights over Inam lands even though they are the P.T.s as per the

following citations - produced by the petitioners. - = ..

1996 (11 ALD 254 (DBX . e
“Andhra Pradesh (T.A.} Abolition of Inams Act, 1955 Section 33 ~ Jurall
relation ship between Inamdar and protected Tenants gets extinguished only on
1.11.73 when the provisions of the Act were brought in to force. All rights
accured to protected Tenants prior to the said date are saved U/S 33 of the Act,
Sdle certificates issued to P.T.s U/S 38 of the AP (TA) Tenancy Act, 1950 in the year
1961 are saved, though the consent was accorded subsequent to 1.11.73.
The Hon'ble Lordship in 1996 (3) ALD 351 (D.B.) heid that -
AP. (T.A.) Abolition of inams Act, 1955 Sonction of the Appellants not
found to be in cultivating possession of lands as on 1.11.73 when the section 7
Conted...13..
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in the Result | find no reasons to deprive the rights of petitioners herein but
to confirm the occupancy rights dready determined by my predecessor in file
No.J/7156/96 dated 6.9.97 which is holds good.
Therefore | confirm the orders issued by my predecessor on 69.97.
However the doors are opened o the Respondents herein to establish their
possession over the suit land by putting substantial proof and to agitate the

matter before the competent Authority.

Typed to dictation, comected by me and pronounced in the open Court
‘on this the 17% day of May 2003.

' SPECIAL“GRADE DEPUTY COLI.ECTOR &
REVENUE DIVISIONAL OFFICER, -
RANGA REDDY EAST DIVISION.

To

Sri Koukuntla Mogulaiah & Others | S

R/o Mdllapur, Uppdl (M) -
{(Through Sri N. chga Rao Advoccn‘e HNO. 3-39, Santhoshnagar Colony Hyd.)

Sri Godumkun’rc Bal Reddy & Others
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