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IN THE BOARD OF REVENUE FOR RAJASTIHAN AJIMER

Revision/LR/1611/2004/Sikar.

Majid Khan son of Natihu Khan caste Kavamkhani-resident of
village Kasli Tehsil & Distt. Sikar.
Petitioner.
Versus

L. Salim Khan son of Jabdi Khan caste Kavamkhani resident of
Kash T'chsil & Distt. Sikar.
2. State of Rajasthan through Tehsildar Sikar.
LoaNOD=PCLHIoneTs.
5.8,
Shri Subodh Agarwal, Member
Present:-
Shri Mukesh Jain, counsel for the petitioner.
Shry Sunil Parcek, counsel for the non-petitioner No. 1.
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JUDGMENT

This is a revision petition under section 84 of the

Rajasthan Land Revenue Act 1956 (in short 'the Act') agatnst the

Judgment dated 20.1.2004 passed by Revenue Appellate

Authority Sikar. -

2. Brielly stated, the facts of the casc are that Patwari Falka
Kasli submitted a report belore 1chsildar Sikar that in Svi. 2055,
mentioning that the non-petitioner No. | has lrespassed on .03
hectare of land in khasra No. 394 mcasuring 2.65 hectare.
Thereupon Tehsildar initiated proceeding under section 91 of the
Act against the non-petitioner. During the course of prm:ccdinga
under section 91 of the Act, it came 1o the kinowledge that the
non-petitioner Nol has a 'patta’ of the disputed fand  which has
been regularised in his favour, Hence the Tehsildar dropped the
proccedings under section 91 of the Act vide judement dated
31.5.2001. Aggrieved against this order of Tehsildar, the present
petitioner submitted an appeal belore District Collector Sikar
who dismissed the appeal in his judgment dated 3.2.2002. [his
order was [lurther challenged by the petitioner before the

Revenue Appellate Authority Sikar who also dismissed  the




i 2 ‘
&.-g‘hﬂ appeal liled by the petitioner vide judgment dated 20.1.2044.
J o Distressed by this judgment of Revenue Appellate Authoriny
/ Sikar, the petitioner has submitted the instant revision betore this
court.
3. [ have heard the learned counsel ot both the partics.
~v _T“‘ | 4. The learned counsel for the petitioner contended that the
- ¥ '
T ~ B - said 'patta’ was i1ssued by the Sarpanch, Kasli to the non-
~* ! petitioner, whereas Sarpanch has no right to issue patta on the
gochar land (pasture land). He further submitted that khasra No.
T 394 1s a ‘gochat’ land and such lands cannot be purchased or sold.
T Hence, he pressed for acceptance of the revision

5. Opposing the contentions of the petitioner. the learned
counsei for the non-petitioner contended that the proceedings
under section 91 of the Act were dropped by lower court when
lhe non-petitioner submitted the 'patta’ ol the disputed land which
was regularised by the Tehsildar in [avour of the non-petitioner
on 11.7.1974. Hec further pleaded that the Gram Panchay at had
issued patta of the disputed land in favour of the non-petitioner
which was subsequently regularised by the Tehsiildar concerned.
as per the government notification No. 4e6(17) 3351 ,/3 /71 dated
3.7.1971 and Y6(10) XS /Y44 /77 dated 23.4.1977. lHence. 1o
Hlegality was committed by the revenue oflicials in revutarising
the disputed land in favour ol the non-petitioner. The learned
counsel further contended that Board of Revenue should not
interfere in the concurrent judgments of the lower courts. unless
it has exercised the jurisdiction illegally or with material
&A irregularity. In support of his contention learned counsel cited
_ N [995 RRD 731. The counsel contended that since the petitione:
has no 'locus standi' i the case and, therctore. the rovision

petition filed by the petitioner should be dismissed.
0. I have given thoughtiul consideration o the  rival

g7 % conttentions, perused the impugned judements ol lower courts
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and gone through the relevant notifications, citations and

maicrial on record.
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7. Perusal of the lower courls file shows that the patta of the

disputed land was issued to the non-petitioner by the Sarpanch

Kasli and the same was regularised by the Tchsildar concerned in

s ~ lavour of the non-petitioner. As per the government's notification SR
- © .. No. ug(1t7} wA/3/71 dated 3.7.1971 and us(10) |;‘
: - A
E XN /YU-4 /77 dated 23.4.1977, Tehsildar was empowered (o i..":'_f-' he
. .. regularise the land of 'charagal’, forcst cte. for abadi purposes.
RS Lo : L e
T T Ihe relevant portion of the notification s as under:-
“afe @ s, &Y sife @ g & widre sifad S8
Siifd Ud Igia wonfa & dewl, [Weld 18 BRdS) 1955 & 3
SR WReg 31 faawR 1970 & qd WRer @i oA, diae vyfi, f
R AP Y qer 99 4 W &R B [Sua & fAy e 8y -3
qdTd BT FEioT A arer g9@) Y @f wu-dwr Al el R
fbar 81 a1 S J\d W e Masa 50 oiay geh “.
HIiIpT 8h < fean d a9 6 59 avg h i ad i U B et
ISl B1 &b 500 a9 Tol § s A € Es
This date was further extended till 1.7.1973 vide above e S
mentioned notification dated 23.4.1977,
The record available on the [ile shows that the non- iﬁ
petitioners has been regularised only 130 Sq. vards of land which ‘;
1S not contrary to the notification. As such no illegality or -_"
material irregularity has been committed by the lower courts. B2
Both the lower courts have passed concurrent judgments which : "ﬁr
deserve no interference by way of revisional jurisdiction. This e
has been examined and explicitly ruled in AIR 1973 (8C) 776 F =
vE
1995 RRD 730 and 1995 RRD 731. e
8. Further, the petittoner 1s not agericved by the i P
regularisation made n favour of the non-petitioner and as such e
has no locus standl 1n the present matter. Therefore. there is no ;",..f-
torce 1n the revision. -.:::E
el LT
oo 9. This revision petition accordingly stands dismissed. ;g
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