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In all these appeals, the follow ng question of |aw arises
for consideration: -

"Whet her Col | ector can exerci se suo-notu power
under sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of Andhra
Pradesh (Tel angana Area) Tenancy and Agricul tura
Land Act, 1950 at any time or such power is to be
exercised within a reasonable tinme."

Broadly stated, the facts leading to filing of these
appeal s are the foll ow ng: -

Various sal e deeds were executed by owners of the lands in
favour of different persons on plain papers. Pursuant to said
deeds, possession of |ands was al so delivered to the vendees.
Parties to the sale deeds filed applications under Section 50-B
of the Andhra Pradesh (Tel angana Area) Tenancy and Agricultura
Land Act, 1950 (for short ‘the Act‘) for validation of sales.
Concerned Tahsildar issued validation certificates on various
dates. Orders of Tahsildar issuing validation certificates were
chal |l enged in appeals filed by Special Tahsildar and Authorised
O ficer (Land Reforms) before the Joint Collector of the District
but those appeals were dism ssed in 1988. Thereafter, the Joint
Col I ector issued show cause notices purporting to exerci se suo-
notu power under sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act to
the vendors and the vendees to show cause as to why validation
certificates issued in 1974 or earlier should not be cancell ed.
After considering the objections filed in response to the show
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cause notices, Joint Collector of Rangareddy District set aside
the validation certificates in 1989. Challenging these orders of
Joint Collector, sone of the parties filed revision petitions and
sone of themfiled wit petitions before the High Court. Learned
Singl e Judge of the Hi gh Court, after hearing the parties,

all owed the revision petitions as well as wit petitions and set
asi de the orders passed by the Joint Collector passed in exercise
of his suo-nmotu jurisdiction under Section 50-B(4) of the Act,
taking a view that the suo-notu power of revision under sub-
section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act shoul d have been exercised
wi thin reasonabl e period although the said sub-section says that
suo-notu power could be exercised at any tine. In that view, he
hel d that the Joint Collector was not correct in lawin
canceling the validation certificates issued by the Tahsil dar

Bef ore the | earned Single Judge, |braham Pat nam Tal uk VWavasaya
Cool i e Sangham the appellant in all these appeals, got inpleaded
as one of the respondents. It appears that on the

conpl aint/informati on given by the appellant, the Joint Collector
initiated proceedi ngs under Section 50-B(4) invoking suo-notu
power. - The appellant in all these appeal s aggrieved by and not
satisfied with, filed wit appeals before the Division Bench of
the High Court. The DivisionBench of the Hi gh Court disnissed
the wit appeals except Wit Appeal No. 1300 of 1993, concurring
with the view taken by the | earned Single Judge. As far as
Appeal No. 1300 of /1993 was concerned, the Division Bench set
aside the validation certificate as sone discrepancy was found as
to the date of application for issuance of the validation
certificate and the date of sale. 1t was contended that sone
fraud was played. Since the parties did not produce docunents,
the Division Bench set aside thevalidation certificate and
permtted the respondent in the appeal to present before the
Joint Collector a representation withintwo nonths. ' Under these
ci rcunst ances, the appellants are in appeal before this Court
chall enging the validity and correctness of the conmon order
passed by the Division Bench of the H-gh Court affirmng the
order of the |earned Single Judge.

It would be useful to see the relevant provisions of the
Act in order to appreciate the respective contentions advanced on
behal f of the parties. Section 50-B of the Act reads: -

"50-B. Validation of certain alienations and
ot her transfer of Agricultural I|ands:-

(1) Not wi t hst andi ng anyt hi ng cont ai ned in
this Chapter, where any alienation or other
transfer of agricultural |and took place-

(a) on or after the 10th June, 1950, but
before the date of comng into force of

the Andhra Pradesh Ceiling on

Agricul tural Hol dings Act, 1961 and where
possessi on of such |land was given to the

al i enee or tranferee before such date of
conmng into force; and

(b) on or after the conmng into force of the
Andhra Pradesh Ceiling on Agricultura

Hol di ngs Act, 1961, but before the date

of the comrencenent of the Andhra Pradesh

(Tel angana Area) Tenancy and Agricultura

Lands (Third Amendnent) Act, 1969 and

wher e possession of such |and was given

to the alienee or transferee before such
comencenent and such alienation or
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transfer is not inconsistent with the
provi si ons of the Andhra Pradesh Ceiling
on Agricultural Hol dings Act, 1961

the alienee or transferee may, within such
period as may be prescribed, apply to the
Tahsildar for a certificate declaring that such
alienation or transfer is valid.

(2) On recei pt of such application, the
Tahsi |l dar shall after naking such enquiry as
may be prescribed and after satisfying hinself
that the consideration, if any, payable to the
alienor or the transferor has been paid or has
been deposited within such tine and in such
manner as nmay be prescribed, require the
alienee or the transferee to deposit in the

of fice of the Tahsildar an anount equal to the
registration fees and the stanp duty that woul d
have been payabl e had the alienation or
transfer been effected by a registered docunent
in accordance with the provisions of the Indian
Regi stration Act, 1908. On the deposit of such
amount, the Tahsildar shall issue a certificate
to the alienee or the transferee declaring that
the alienation or transfer is valid and such
certificate shall, notw thstanding anything in
the Indian Registration Act, 1908, be

concl usi ve evi dence of such alienation or
transfer as against the alienor or transferor
or any person claimng interest under him

Provi ded that where an alienation or
transfer has been effected by a registered
docunent, the Tahsildar shall adjust the anount
paid by the alienee or transferee as
registration fee and the stanp duty towards the
amount required to be deposited under this sub-
section; and if the ampunt so paid by the
alienee or transferee is | ess than the anmpunt
required to be deposited by him the Tahsil dar
shall require himto deposit the bal ance.™

(3) The validation of any alienation or
transfer of any |and under sub-section (2)
shall not affect the right accrued to any
person under Section 37-A or Section 38 or
Section 38-E

(4) The Col | ector nay, suo-nptu at any
time, call for and exami ne the record relating
to any certificate issued or proceedi ngs taken
by the Tahsildar under this section for the

pur pose of satisfying hinmself as to the
legality or propriety of such certificate or as
the regularity of such proceedi ngs and pass
such order in relation thereto as he may think
fit:

Provi ded that no order adversely affecting
any person shall be passed under this sub-
section unl ess such person has had an
opportunity of naking his representation
thereto."
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Section 50-B of the Act was inserted by Act No. 6 of 1964.
Subsequently, sub-section (4) of Section 50-B was inserted by Act
No. Il of 1979. The Andhra Pradesh Land Reforns (Ceiling on
Agricul tural Hol dings) Act, 1973 came into force on 1.1.1975.
The Andhra Pradesh Agricultural Lands (Prohibition and
Alienation) Act, 1972 is deened to have cone into force on
22.5.1972. There was prohibition of alienation of holding under
the said Act. As per Section 5, no person who was hol ding as on
the date of commencenent of the said Act or at any tine
thereafter exceeded the specified limt shall alienate such
hol di ng or any part thereof and any transfer made in
contravention of the said Section shall be null and void.
Section 50-B was inserted in the Act by A P. (Telangana Area)
Tenancy and Agricul tural” Lands (Amendnent) Act, 1964 (Act VI of
1964). In Section 50-B, there were three sub-sections. Under
Section 50-B(1) notwi thstandi ng anything contained in Chapter V
of the Act where any alienation or other transfer of agricultura
| and t ook pl ace on or after 10.6.1950, but before 21.2.1961, and
wher e possessi on of such |and was given to the alinee or
transferee before 21.2.1961, he nmay, w thin one year from such
date as may be prescribed apply to the Tahsildar for a
certificate declaring that such alienation or transfer is valid.
This period was extended further fromtine to tine.

The Statenent’ of Objects and Reasons given in the Bil
leading to Act No. VI of 1964 reads:

STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS

"Section 47 of the Andhra Pradesh (Tel angana
Areaa) Tenancy and Agricul tural Lands Act,
1950, which is in force in the Tel angana Area
of this State as it stood prior toits
amendment by the Andhra Pradesh (Tel angana
Area) Tenancy and Agricul tural Lands
(Amendrent) Act, 1959, provided that no

per manent alienation or other transfer of
agricultural land shall be valid unless it was
made wi th the previous sanction of the

Coll ector. In actual practice, however, the
requi rement of this section and al so sections
48 and 49 had not been conplied with, and
alienations and transfers had been effected on
a considerabl e scale w thout the previous

perm ssion of the Collector, by means of oral
agreement, unregi stered docunents, etc.

2. In the year 1953, the forner
CGovernment of Hyderabad undertook | and census
operations throughout the erstwhile State of
Hyderabad. In consonance with the objective of
the I and census, the names of persons in actua
possessi on of |lands were entered in the Land
Census records without reference to their
lawful title thereto. In the light of the
experience gained during the census operations,
it was considered that the record prepared for
the I and census should formthe basis for the
Record of Rights and that, with a viewto
ensuring the up-to-date mai ntenance of the
Record of Rights, it should be integrated with
the annual (Jamabandi) accounts. For this

pur pose, the fornmer CGovernnent of Hyderabad
aut hori zed the preparation of a conprehensive
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vill age account, called the "Khasra Pahan

Pat rak" which was to be an integrated record
relating to Land Census, Record of Rights, and
t he annual Revenue Accounts. The preparation
of the record created a m staken inpression in
the public that the governnent recognized the
sal es that had taken place in contravention of
the rel evant statutes. Instructions were
therefore issued on the 14th May, 1957 to the
effect that the Subordinate Revenue O ficers
m ght take suo-notu action to omt fromthe
Record of Rights the nanes of persons who had
al ready been recorded therein as occupants but
whose possession was not |awful. Consequent on
the issue of these instructions,
representati ons have been received that their

i mpl ement ati on would result in great hardship
particularly as the | ands in many cases were
sold by landlords to tenants, in view of the
current and i npendi ng Land Ref orm Measur es.

3. Section 12 of ‘the Andhra Pradesh
Ceiling on Agricultural Holdings Act, 1961
enacts that no person whose holding is in
excess of the ceiling area on the date on which
the assent of the President to the Act i's first
published in the Andhra Pradesh Gazette, nanely
the 21st February, 1961, shall alienate his
hol di ng or any part thereof until the

requi rements specified in that section are
fulfilled. The government have therefore

deci ded that alienations or other transfers of
agricultural land that took place on or after
the 10th June, 1950, (the date on which the
Andhra Pradesh (Tel angana Area) Tenancy and
Agricultural Lands Act, 1950, cane into force),
but before the 21st February 1961, w thout
obt ai ni ng the previous sanction of the
Col l ector or the Tahsildar as required under
sub-section (1) of section 47 of the said Act,
shoul d be validated by the issue of a
certificate by the Tahsildar on an application
filed before himw thin one year fromthe date
of comng into effect of the proposed

| egislation, if possession of such | and was
given to the alienee or transferee before the
21st February 1961 and if the alienee or the
transferee deposits in the office of the

Tahsil dar an anpbunt equal to the registration
fees and the stanp duty that would have been
payabl e had the alienation or transfer been
effected by a registered docunent. It is also
proposed to provide that the Tahsil dar shal

al so satisfy hinself before the issue of the
certificate that the alienee has paid the
consideration, if any, payable to the alienor
or has deposited the same within such tine and
in such manner as nay be prescribed.”

The | earned counsel for the appellants contended that the
suo- notu revisional power exercised by the Joint Collector under
Sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act was fully justified,
in the absence of prescription of period of limtation for the
exerci se of suo-notu power; such power could be exercised at any




http://JUDIS.NIC IN SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A Page 6 of

12

time as per the said sub-section; the concept of reasonable tine
cannot be inported into the said provision; as such the exercise
of suo-notu power even after fifteen years by the Joint Collector
was valid and justified. The Tehsildar had issued certificates
validating the transactions w thout follow ng proper procedure
and he had acted with material irregularity in issuing validation
certificates; the validation certificates were obtained by the
non-of ficial respondents fraudulently to defeat the provisions of
the Land Ceiling Act, 1961.

In opposition, the | earned counsel for the non-officia
respondents strongly contended that the suo- notu power exercised
by the Joint Collector after a period of 13-15 years was wholly
arbitrary and illegal; even in the absence of prescription of
period of limtation under sub-Section (4) of Section 50-B of the
Act suo-notu power ought to be exercised within a reasonable
time; the use of the words "at any tine’ in the said sub-Section
must be properly understood and construed, otherw se exercise of
such power after | apse of several years, may be after decades,
| eads to arbitrary exercise of power resulting in serious
consequences unsettling the settled positions and may be in sone
cases affect the rights of third parties; further, uncertainty
cannot be allowed to prevail indefinitely. 1t was further
contended that the appellants did not present their case either
before the | earned Singl e Judge or before the Division Bench of
the H gh Court on the ground that the non-official respondents
had committed fraud i'n securing validation certificates and as
such period of limtation could be reckoned fromthe date of
di scovery of fraud. 'The |earned counsel also subrmitted that the
transfers of inmoveable properties in question, made prior to
1972, could not be upset when several changes have taken pl ace.
In sone cases further transfers have taken place; the
declarations filed by the holders of the | ands under the
provi sions of the Land Ceiling Act and the orders passed thereon
have attained finality. According to the |earned counsel, under
these circunstances, no fault can be found with the inpugned
order of the Division Bench of the H gh Court affirm ng the order
passed by the | earned Single Judge.

It is evident fromthe order of the |earned Single Judge
that the appellants did not urge that exercise of suo-notu power
was justified on account of the fraud conmitted by the non-
official respondents in obtaining the validation certificates and
that the power was exercised within reasonable period from date
of detection or discovery of fraud. |In the Iight of the
contentions nade on behalf of the parties the |earned Single
Judge raised the followi ng two questions for consideration: -
"(1D) Wet her exerci se of suo-notu power under
sub-section 4 of Section 50B of the Act
has to be within the reasonabl e period
under the said provision, it can be
exerci sed at any tine.

(2) Whet her the order of the Joint Collector
canceling the validation certificates, is
correct in law"

Even before the Division Bench of the High Court in the
wit appeals, the appellants did not contend that the suo-notu
power could be exercised even after |long delay of 13-15 years
because of the fraudul ent acts of the non-official respondents.
The focus of attention before the Division Bench was only on the
| anguage of sub-Section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act as to
whet her the suo-nbtu power could be exercised at any tine
strictly sticking to the | anguage of that sub-Section or it could
be exercised within reasonable tine. In the absence of necessary
and sufficient particulars pleaded as regards fraud and the date
or period of discovery of fraud and nore so when contention that
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the suo-notu power coul d be exercised within a reasonabl e period
fromthe date of discovery of fraud was not urged, the |earned
Singl e Judge as well as the Division Bench of the High Court were
right in not exam ning the question of fraud alleged to have been
conmitted by the non-official respondents. Use of the words "at
any time" in sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act only
i ndicates that no specific period of limtation is prescribed
wi t hi n whi ch suo-notu power coul d be exercised reckoning or
starting froma particular date advisedly and contextual ly.
Exerci se of suo-motu power depended on facts and circunstances of
each case. |In cases of fraud, this power could be exercised
within a reasonable time fromthe date of detection or discovery
of fraud. While exercising such power, several factors need to
be kept in mnd such as effect on the rights of the third parties
over the inmovabl e property due to passage of considerable tineg,
change of hands by subsequent bona fide transfers, the orders
attaining finality under the provisions of other Acts (such as
Land Ceiling Act). Hence, it appears w thout stating from what
date the period of limtation starts and within what period the
suo-notu powers i's to be exercised, in sub-section (4) of Section
50-B of the Act, the words "at any tine" are used so that the
suo-notu power could be exercised wi thin reasonable period from
the date of discovery of fraud depending on facts and
circunst ances of each case in the context of the statute and
nature of rights of parties. Use of the words "at any tine" in
sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act cannot be rigidly read
letter by letter. It nmust be read and construed contextually and
reasonably. |If one has to sinply proceed on the basis of
di cti onary neaning of words "at any time", the suo-notu power
under sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act could be
exerci sed even after decades and then it woul d l'ead to anonal ous
position |l eading to uncertainty and conplications seriously
affecting the rights of the parties, that too, over imovabl e
properties. Oders attaining finality and certainty of the
rights of the parties accrued in'the light of the orders passed
must have sanctity. Exercise of suo-mpotu power "at any time"
only means that no specific period such as days, nonths or years
are not prescribed reckoning froma particular date. But that
does not nean that "at any tinme" should be ungui ded and
arbitrary. In this view, "at any tine" nust be understood as
within a reasonabl e time depending on the facts and circumstances
of each case in the absence of prescribed period of linmtation

This Court in a recent decision in D. Saibaba vs. Bar
Council of India & Anr. [(2003) 6 SCC 186], after referring and
guoting passages from Justice G P.Singh's Principles of Statutory
Interpretation observed that "Reading word for word and assi gning
aliteral neaning to Section 48-AA would | ead to absurdity,
futility and to such consequences as Parliament coul d have never
i ntended. The provision has an anbiguity and is capabl e of being
read in nore ways than one. W nust, therefore, assign the
provision a meaning - and so read it - as would give life to an
otherwise lifeless letter and enable the power of review
conferred thereby being meaningfully availed and effectively
exercised. "

In Principles of Statutory Interpretation (8th Edn.,2001),
the author has stated thus:-
"I't may | ook sonewhat paradoxical that plain nmeaning
rule is not plain and requires sone explanation. The
rule, that plain words require no construction,
starts with the prem se that the words are plain
which is itself a conclusion reached after construing
the words. It is not possible to decide whether
certain words are plain or anbi guous unless they are
studied in their context and construed."

The aut hor has stated again as under: -
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"I'n selecting out of different interpretations ‘the
court will adopt that which is just, reasonable and
sensi bl e rather than that which is none of those
things', as it may be presunmed ‘that the |egislature
shoul d have used the word in that interpretation

whi ch | east of fends our sense of justice ."

The | earned Single Judge has referred to and relied on various
deci sions including the decisions of this Court as to how the use
of the words "at any tine’ in sub-Section (4) of Section 50-B of
the Act should be understood. In the inpugned order the Division
Bench of the Hi gh Court approves and affirns the decision of the
| earned Single Judge. Were a statute provides any suo-notu
power of revision without prescribing any period of limtation
the power nmust be exercised within a reasonable tine and what is
"reasonable tinme’ has to be determined on the facts of each case.

In the light of what is stated above, we are of the view
that the Division Bench of the High Court was right in affirmng
the view of the | earned Single Judge of the High Court that the
suo- notu ‘power under sub-section (4) of Section 50-B of the Act
is to be exercised within a reasonable tine.

It is clear fromthe Statement of Objects and Reasons given
inthe Bill leading to the Act No. VI of 1964 that as per Section
47 of the Act, as it stood prior to its amendnent by the Andhra
Pradesh (Tel angana Area) Tenancy and Agricul tural Lands
(Anendrent) Act, 1959, no pernmanent alienation or other transfer
of agricultural land shall be valid unless it was made with the
previous sanction of the Collector.” But in practice the
requi rements of Sections 47, 48 and 49 of the Act had not been
foll owed and alienations and transfers had been effected on a
consi derabl e scal e wi thout the previous perm ssion of the
Col l ector, by neans of oral agreenent, unregistered docunents,
etc. The Governnent, in the year 1953 undertook | and census
operations throughout the erstwhile State of Hyderabad. On the
basis of the census the nanes of the persons in actual possession
of lands were entered without reference to their lawful title
thereto. Preparation of the record on the basis of 'the census
created a mistaken inpression in the public that the Governnent
recogni zed the sales that had taken place in contravention of the
rel evant statutes. Therefore, instructions were issued on
14.5.1957 that the Subordi nate Revenue O ficers m-ght take suo-
notu action to omt fromthe records the names of persons, who
had al ready been recorded therein as occupants but whose
possessi on was not |lawful. Consequently representations had been
received that the inplenentation of those instructions would
result in great hardship, particularly, as the lands in many
cases were sold by the landlords to tenants, in view of the
current and inpending | and reform measures. Section 12 of the
Andhra Pradesh Ceiling on Agricultural Holding Act, 1961 provided
that no person whose holding was in excess of the ceiling area on
the date on which the assent of the President to the Act was
first published in the Andhra Pradesh Gazette of 21.2.1961 shal
alienate his holding or any part thereof until the requirements
specified in that Section were fulfilled. Under the
ci rcunst ances the CGovernment decided that alienation or other
transfers of agricultural |ands that took place on or after
10. 6. 1950 but before 21.2.1961, without obtaining the previous
sanction of the Collector under Section 47 of the Act shoul d be
validated by the issue of a certificate by Tehsildar on an
application filed within one year fromthe date of coming into
ef fect of the proposed Legislation, if possession of such |and
was given to the alienee or transferee before 21.2.1961 and if
the alienee or transferee deposits in the office of the Tehsil dar
an anount equal to the registration fee and the stanp duty that
woul d have been payabl e had the alienation or transfer been
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effected by a registered docunent.

The | earned Single Judge has noticed that in Tel angana area
of the State there had been in vogue the practice of executing
the sal e deeds on plain papers to record the transactions of
sale. This fact was even taken note by Act VI of 1964 when
Section 50-B was inserted in the Act. This Section originally
provi ded a period of one year for validation of sale deeds, which
was | ater extended to three years by Act 11 of 1965. Again, by
Act 12 of 1967 the period was extended to four years and later to
six years by Act 19 of 1968. Later by Act No. 12 of 1969 sub-
Section (1) was substituted and a provi so was added to sub-
Section (2). Sub-Section (4) of the said Section with which we
are concerned in these cases was inserted by Act No. 12 of 1979.

The | earned Single Judge recorded in his order, "Now com ng
to the second point, it-has already been pointed out above, the
peri od of validation was extended fromtinme to tine from
31.3.1972. The Joint Collector recorded a finding of fact that
the possession of the land in question was given in 1965, but
however hel d that as the possession was not transferred to the
vendee on or before 21.2.1961, and the application for validation
was made on 24.3.1972, the validation certificate is illegal
Admittedly the application was nmade within the extended timne.

The transaction of sale which was validated, was entered into in
1965 and pursuant to it possession was also given in 1965, as
such validation certificate cannot be held to be bad in law. For
these reasons the orders questioned in the C.R Ps and the WPs
cannot be sustained even on nerits."

The Division Bench of the High Court in the inpugned order
dealing with the second question- set out in the order of the
| earned Single Judge, while confirm ng the finding observed,

t hus: -

"So far as the second question i's concerned,
there is also no scope for interference.
Admittedly, the time for filing the

applications stood extended till March, 1972
and the applications for validation
certificates were nmade prior tothat. It is

urged before us that the Joint Collector in his
order found the alienations to have been nade
to defeat the provisions of the Ceiling Act,
1973. The submission is that acceptable since
the requirenment of Section 50B is that the
alienations, to justify cancellation of the
validation certificates, nust have been nmade

i nconsistent with the provisions of the Ceiling
Act, 1961. The transactions of sale having
taken place in the year 1965 and possessi on
havi ng been handed over then, the respondents
coul d not have purchased the |lands and the

ot her respondents coul d not have sold those

| ands to defeat the provisions of the Ceiling
Act, 1973. It is submtted that because of the
provi sions of Section 18 of the A.P. Genera

Cl auses Act, the reference of the Ceiling Act,
1961 in Section 50B should be read as referring
to the Ceiling Act, 1973. W are unable to
agree to such interpretation and application of
Section 18 of the CGeneral O auses Act. Wen
the law specifically says that a certificate
shoul d be refused only if the transactions had
been nade inconsistent with the provisions of
the Ceiling Act, 1961 and such provision was
made in the context of validating sales, which
had been effected between the two periods of
time stipulated in sub-Section 1(A) and (B) of
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Section 50B the inconsistency referred to have
to be construed as relating to only the Ceiling
Act, 1961 and not the Ceiling Act, 1973."

Fromthese findings of fact recorded by the | earned Single
Judge as well as by the Division Bench of the H gh Court that the
certificates issued by the Tehsildar were valid and the order of
the Joint Collector canceling the validation certificates was not
correct in law, we have good reason to agree with the concl usion
arrived at by the High Court on this question

It is also necessary to note that suo-mptu power was sought
to be exercised by the Joint Collector after 13-15 years.
Section 50-B was amended in the year 1979 by addi ng sub-Section
(4), but no action was taken to invalidate the certificates in

exerci se of suo-motu power till 1989. There is no convincing
expl anation as to why the authorities waited for such a | ong
time. |t appears that sub-Section (4) was added so as to take

action where alienations or transfers were nade to defeat the
provi sions of the Land Ceiling Act. The Land Ceiling Act having
come into force on 1.1.1975, the authorities should have nade
inquiries-and efforts so as to exercise suo-notu power within
reasonable time. The action of the Joint Collector in exercising
suo-notu power after several years and not within reasonable
peri od and passing orders canceling validation certificates given
by Tehsildar, as rightly held by the H gh Court, could not be
sust ai ned.

The non-official respondents have taken stand that they had
filed declarations before the Ceiling authorities under the Land
Ceiling Act, 1973 showi ng the lands in question as their holdings
and the orders were passed on such decl arations; unsettling such
position may nean even reopening the ceiling proceedings, which
have becone final |ong back. The Division Bench of the High
Court in this regard in the inmpugned order has observed that
"Exerci se of such power after 14 to 15 years is ipso facto
unreasonabl e. There is absolute no explanation before us as to
why t hough Section 50B was anmended in the year 1979, the Joint
Collector waited till 1989 to invoke the power. Every nman has
the legitimte expectation of regarding a set of things, or facts
whi ch have continued over a period of time, to have becone
settled so that he can plan his future course of action on the
basi s of such acceptable situation. Unsettling such facts after
| ong del ay upsets not only his entire progranme but also affects
inthe long run the society itself. Even in the present case,
the respondents have taken the stand that they filed returns
before the ceiling authorities under the Ceiling Act, 1973,
showi ng these | ands as their hol dings and that such plea had been
uphel d. Unsettling such position may mean even reopening the
cei ling proceedi ngs which nmust have becone final [ong tinme back
In that view of the matter, we agree with the observations of the
| earned Single Judge in that respect."

The appellant is a society of agricultural |abourers and
their interest is that if the validation certificates are set
aside, the non official respondents will have to surrender excess
| and held by themand in that event they would apply for
assignment of the lands to the Governnent and they have a chance
of the land to be assigned to them It is thus clear that the
interest of the appellant is renpte. Hence, it nay not be
appropriate to interfere with the i npugned order passed by the
Di vi sion Bench of the High Court affirmng the order of the
| earned Single Judge on the facts found. Further, the State or
authorities of the State are not in appeal before this Court.

Agai nst the order passed by the Joint Collector canceling
the validation certificates issued by the Tehsil dar exercising
suo- notu power under sub-Section (4) of Section 50B of the Act,
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sone parties filed civil revision petitions and sone filed wit
petitions before the High Court. The |learned Single Judge passed
the common order allowing the civil revision petitions and wit
petitions setting aside the orders passed by the Joint Collector.
The appellant filed Special Leave Petition (C) No. /1994 (CC
No. 27066) before this Court challenging the validity of the
orders passed by the |l earned Single Judge in civil revision
petitions. The appellant also filed wit appeal s agai nst the
very common order of the |learned Single Judge before the Division
Bench of the High Court, which were disni ssed by the inpugned
order. The special |eave petition was dism ssed as w thdrawn on
the ground that the appellant would agitate the matters in the
wit appeals, which were pending in the H gh Court.

Having regard to all aspects that have cone to light in
these appeals and that too at this Iength of tine, we do not
think it appropriate to interfere with the inpugned order. Thus
we find no nerit in these appeals. Consequently, they are
di smssed with no order as to costs.

The Ofice Report dated 14.7.2003 shows that sonme of the
respondent s have di ed and sone of them have not been served with
noti ce but the appellant had not taken necessary steps to bring
the LRs on record and to serve the unserved respondents.

G vil Appeal No. of 2003
(@S.L.P. (Cvil) No. 16875 of 1996)

Leave granted.

The order passed in Cvil Appeal Nos. 10787-10795 of 1996
governs this case also. Hence no separate order is needed to be
passed in this case. Accordingly it is disposed of. No costs.
Cvil Appeal Nos. 1891 and 1892 of 1998

These two appeal s are directed agai nst the comon order
passed by the High Court in two Civil Revision Petitions No. 2722
and 2935 of 1991, one filed by the vendor and the other filed by
the vendee. The facts of these cases also are sinmlar to the
facts broadly set out in Cvil Appeal Nos. 10787-10795 of 1996.
Unlike in the other appeals, in these appeals the revision
petitions filed by the vendors and vendees of the lands in
guestion were dism ssed by the Hi gh Court affirm ng the order
passed by the Joint Collector exercising the suo-notu power under
Section 50-B(4) of the Act. |In the order under challenge,
| earned Single Judge of the Hi gh Court, setting out the facts and
contentions in sufficient details, held that the order passed by
the Joint Collector against these appellants was valid and
justified. On the question of exercise of suo-nmotu power wthin
the reasonable tine, the H gh Court found that the suo-notu power
coul d be exercised to take action within reasonable time fromthe
date the fraud was detected or discovered. According to the
| earned Judge of the High Court, the suo-nptu power -was exercised
by the Joint Collector within a reasonable time fromthe date of
di scovering the fraud in this case. |In the result, the
validation certificates issued in favour of the appellants as
cancel l ed by the Joint Collector is affirned by the H gh Court.

The | earned counsel appearing on either side in their
argunents reiterated the subnissions that were nmade before the
Hi gh Court. Their argunents were simlar to the arguments
advanced by the | earned counsel for the parties in Gvil Appea
Nos. 10787-10795 of 1996 as regards question of limtation is
concer ned.

These appeal s stand on a different footing inasmuch as the
qguestion of fraud in obtaining the validation certificates and
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the validity of transfers was specifically raised. The |earned
Singl e Judge in the inpugned order has taken pains to narrate the
facts in sufficient details and has considered the respective
contentions advanced on behal f of either side and recorded a
finding that the fraud all eged agai nst the appellants was
established. The |earned Single Judge also referred to the
conmon order passed by the learned Single Judge in Cvil Revision
Petitions No. 3095, 3096, 3099, 3197, 3198, 3199, 3200, 3203 and
3100 of 1989 and Wit Petition Nos. 13565, 13566, 13567, 13568,
13569 and 13603 of 1989 and as well as the orders passed by the
Division Bench in Wit Appeal Nos. 929, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1301,
1332, 1337, 1507 and 1508 of 1993, which are the subject matter
of afore-nentioned Civil Appeal Nos. 10787-10795 of 1996. The

| earned Single Judge has distingui shed those cases stating that
in these appeals, as noted above, the fraud all eged agai nst the
appel l ants was established and the action was taken exerci sing
suo-notu power within a reasonable time having regard to the
facts and circumstances of the case that came to the light.

I'n the light of these findings of fact recorded by the
| earned Single Judge based on material placed on record and
supported by cogent reasons, we do not find any valid reason or
good ground to interfere with the inmpugned order. Consequently
these appeals are liable to be dism ssed. Hence they are
di sm ssed. No costs.




