cd//d]lcld <lofed JdVsceT <l/ufd<d /4, 3IGIH?

ardier /2t /&.u./58 1 0/2 0 0 3 /31T,

S foro oY afvse e uaeers, S 7o frardl deeila

o o
[dGITRT Tolell 31celd? |

1-IH [AR G BiaT (D)
1/1 HAT <&t Ufcel JAGAR (db Ml Refrs 29-11-24)
1/2. AALTA A JA FAR
1/3. AIAREA Y AH H[AR
1/4. M JH G AH FAR
1/5. AEE AHA G AHA FAR
A forarft I Fgerdsl dgdla e o arefaR
1/6. AeTel T3 JA HFAR Ufeel I oimid @R ferarft
A Noard, dedla faomr forer 3reraR
1/7. OMEA! G AA FAR Uleel Soreter Sl @R
forara o\ TeAoTe dEfla 9 e arst, afR™rom

1/8. chicmadt gaft A FAR uled faores i 3@R forawdt
ITH dreleorR, dedie ueidl foiem opmana, sRamm|

...... Tcgeftaror
Fvs-dis
sy MRS Aom, A=
oY gHUdH ol Hell, A
JufRera:

sft T, 3ngm, 3rfiaear ardiereft |

off gty IJreq, siftaaar gcefforor |

ferofer
feets: 03-01-25

1- gxdolq Tgdig 3dila  JoRATT  HreddrRt  sifdferd,
1955 @ ORI 224 & 3fcddld UId -Udg 3IMABRI T

Ued oz U Uk, 3TcTd? ERT Uh0T ABAT 96/2002 &
uiea ferofa @ f&ht feeited 17-9-2003 B faomeg UL Bt a1 B
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2- e MU 3FAR YBOT B deF J§U & A UBR
g 5 ueft ot & far @0 IEmAR @A @ar) o uderor
RRTAT 3U  folelm dpaades, faor ((rea?) @& JHAeT Th  diE
3edold ORI 88, 89 U 188 IoRed wIeddrd  3ifdferra
RGN IRRT dae 88 fHel Wpar 1 dem 18 faar oI &
TRAA AT 120 WpAT 18 T d1b ATH FLABSI daAled (o
g Ut fee, v ufgardt arfiemelf & o ger & acus
3 sifed Pl F BRI Ube dd U AU WG B Bl
ferdear fopam| odteror =merr @ sua fevfyr wa Bt Rers
23-7-2002 BRI Il & A€ JMRST B2 G|

3rq fevtr v Bt I =R e gseftardt &
IS -Ude 3MEPRI Ud Uddl oA Ul UTEDRY, 3efdd
@ AALT YA 3fiad T B, TR Jog srdeltyr =me o
ferofar wd f&at feelie 17-9-2003 g TR BT Tdeyor
R & foviy wd fepl Geis 23-7-2002 &I 3URA &R
st &1 ae B@ w2 T o, o @fda gl srdtareft S
ER1 ¥g Tgdta 3rdier #vser & JHeT U9l &bl a1 2|
3- & 39T Uell & fagra sif¥raaamerT @ g&d Fel |l
R TeA fager siftaaar srfiareff o ardfia-aftat & aftfa werat
B IEAd gT B A 6 Ul At amora fd @
PIABRE A&l o gl e dlg BrRadRr 3gay  AlMdd b
aeod offH WR A dvE wifaw @1 3R fhd g aerd offd
# Fmderd s ura gu, sifed @El Bl gu faamvur ety
g1 yelforor Bl ifcpet Aed gU M A forzd fhaAT e
olafs daeerd HfH Rarms ofd off, o = uxefl &1 fafy
fUpg ®wm @@t o g I uRadedfiadr & sifaeelt sifea
fear o or) TRt Rafad d @ dr B MR W ISR
BIABR A B gRI-15 I 19 & déd de HAdaR
3P gard dl fhd ol Ahd | M MR R TR <RI
g feofer Ud Rt eits 23-7-2002 1 adt & ae RS
fopam orar e, oifdeer ey =R o 3aa sneifua feofg &
ATH A TA deT DI fol3iclol fbar 6 acorea offd &t fotem

Bolde?, 3cdT B 3Me  BHATB 12-3(21)R057./90/6319-23
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fectics 05-12-1990 grr 3rdiceff b & oY 3mfeg & org,
oI5 ABR B IEAT AT gRT U BHG UE.4(26)3IET9/
1/90 f&dice 19-1-91 & g1 ardficnel Jor & amdfed & a8
dqT TAD! BNl Ad dEAIER, HeYoel gRI fadid 04-5-91
B 3dicreft @ Afar o, @ A Iiarel endrR dcaRd  offH
W FHifdel & dal Jg ffH 3ad AH AEdRd  ale el
fdeRa # 3ifea @ a8 2 den faarfed offdr sheifres &= Jat
P AR H Bl A d¢ Ugld & e dafea offer i effer
&l el B BRU qAT Ab! GRT A B FINMASN AT JIHR A

G Sl & BRU dom IFP UATq HfH B PHeoll Ud Bl B

HRU geft adt FIdeRt fieR Ut od @ Fwar, faeeg

IS =MITAT o FIT PR g I uRadeasia Jad
2031, 2033, 2035, 2038, 2039, 2045, 2046 Td 2047
U2 3ifceet B ERATA F U UsA Uolee & SER U Y o)
Pl DI IR A T TIel ardl @l did HbR B A
fifds e FRaT & &1 e dager g1 fdaiidd et @t
Ul 3MRASd TJM o de 3uB g & ufgardl @i 3mdfed @t B
Il & giaadl & g fRft UbR &7 aoid @@l dadr ud e
g ardl ycreft vsad usierer & 3maR UR WMAEr Ut &2 Hehdl
21 Bl APl g Ugd UUl 31l HO 5892/2002 IeidTelt
APl TarH AT Rig # uiRg fovler fdeitd 22-5-2015 HF HBie
ufg off dor &t ToId Ay Tvsilc gRI 3rdial kR & a1
21 3id # wga fgdiw srfid fier &d gu Jog goe s
R -Ude 3MEdbr Ud Ucd JoiRd MUl UIRIPRI, 3fcdaR
BRT uiRd fovfsr @ f&@t f&ofis 17-09-2003 3MURAT el T
o ARy IRe 3uvs e gRr uika el feeris
23-07-2002 P & T Gl BT ferdadl fham o |

aiferaaar srdteell gRT gars A foifd 989 wgd o
IFd FAGl B dlsc Pl 95 JAT U JAAT H I3RS

2011 (2) 3M3IRE. U 721, 3IR3MRIE. 1991 US 01,

1990 Usl 277, 3MRIRI. 1978 U 482 (&), 3MR.3ME.
1997 UST 429 dT 3R.3MRE. 1980 UST 464 & oIRGB

geeid ugd e
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4- sAe o fager siftaaar ucgefforor o @@ &
Fere fpar 16 Jad 2011 F gd A off gefl & aerd I
daR 88 [Ha B IR aar 120 fHa W PHwm ar| Jdq
2011 A 2015 & I PBreE@d & ggfi & gda &aw &l 2
diar ofdt &1 FRIER oo fBar g3nm 31yt & wdeRr @ &
are oft aifufers Hu A Joa wHTRE g Rarms o &2
Bt B smAfed @t g1 PReast @ SAEd H ogol B A arg

TR 3T &7 T8 FTAGR PHILAGR & IR &1 1983 STLUA.

TALA. Y& 471 H HAGCIT 3@ TII gRT Uik foror

IR At It oI5 @fda acoRa 3ReT W Jad 2012 F gd
FBIAST dled o @ AR 3A Al BN oA adie MWes =
SIATEG! H 3ihed Gl T AT Bdd ATH dAFAT Ualed et
Txdrdel T JAY Prerdd & off 3ipa & ar 37 fra & g
3T 3B TT0 JMACR HIeddR Mg fham Sid | Aad 2012
H S Ao B fafeRiad doy g§3m doddAd AT i
3eug Ud 3ifferd & f57d @i @t BIE SeBRl Ud AAT et
oft 6 a8 Fer HHAAT A THAAB IR SuaiReasi & gd
B Jder MTBERT Ui Hd | 3d: 3Ndds A A Rragas
Tol ofd @1 Jdr B fpar o Sndes fered Ao i sifergam
gfforr o fRia 989 WRgd PR I Al B qleAqd  §U
Ugd 3diel IR Bt bl ferdeer fobar oram dem srudd el &
AFela # 3@ 1983 Sy UAUE. (F32) 476, 1987 3R

3MEL 97, 1989 3R3MREL 65, 1993 R3S 431 Ud
1996 3RS 324 P ISP geid Ugd Thd |

5- &l 30T Uell & fdgrea sifdraaamerr @t I8d JeAde
AQUl UIAEEll BT Acie [T dem  SfEaadeT gRT Ugd
=nf¥yd goeial &l A[FAT 3idciidbel BT ARGl Ui e |

6- ATt B 3dcidbe A Yhe BT & fF ueeft ard
AABAR GRT IH Ferdbsl deda oo Raa fdafea ofd ==
Alfgd o, 88 fHel par 1 otar 18 forar &t &, 120 IBAT 1
dar 18 faar ofdt @ WAER! Hiwom aq Y 3feftere
R ASRB  dhalder, Aokl @ AFALT a5 U &2 farfea
fH W TP 30 af A 3w 3@l A vsad uoieE B @
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MR IdcT=T &, oy oy 3iefiael fgRe I&Eeg o 30a
forofg featis 23-07-2002 BT WS FHd gU RbE B 3R
frafea off Rrarmes oo g dar FReR gRr ufaardt ardtermeft
3BT B 3Mdes BT ST U e famg ggeft ardt grr
Tgd Uad Ul bl Jog Uiy IR of WIbR &d U
adt gefl @ fqaricd offd & JMdeR TA IMIR UT AT 6
Jdaq 2011 A 2022 db JAJA PRE@d F IABT o ot 8l

g aél Td 3¥e UAr & Adq 2012 A 2047 dPb Heoll alel A
JqoRG AVSH &I JEg Ule gRT UIRd 1991 3IRIRS Usl-1 &
AR TSAA Tolgd & 3MIR W ael Fefl JMderRt 3iedR
U B B 3MUBRT & IR | SH UbR Ig W< ¢ fp arel
Tt g1 Pl FIEHET & IMOR W fqarica  offH @t
JTAE B Ayom @t grefer @t o B, i ardl gy UAT Bl
Jee Aol A1eT JoI oA SIAEE] Adq 2012 UL @I @t
g B, forads srema & we =fdfa =@t Bar @ f 9w Tk epfdr
UT a8 3iTUere 3T ¢l ¥d: JMASR PIeddblR & =T &l | b
HITT AR FTAA PRt & ardt &1 o o ald A d& bls
JMder 3TBR Ud &l BT Ahdl, Flh FAA PreEs &t
it UpR A YBES 3ME AseH @ Aoft b1 cxddS @l g, SEih
UATdelt U7 3Ucie] FR URdde 3ifdera # off adt & 3ifaswa!
qore I ¥ UI Wl SAEd! H iad B BAHA H IBR T
BUB B BIiAH F D orel gerten o B, o U eff
e g 5 faiea ofdr Rraras offd o, o ardicneft uferard
P IAST AIPR gRI AN YATolened 3mdfed ol arg del SAH
Sootol off ardicirell St B ot Torzg sifdrei F eo & o,
o W gt ardt sifdpelt & BRma F wfeer 31 daa A=
UidRd ®l & 3MUR R 3deal & Jder =it @ fear &
AGAT| a1l B gRI Wga 3Uia & fyer feft =aden ameg &
3T H UiddHe Beol bl MR HAIDBL U AT of dIg
® Iad 5B fBer B ot & ae Rig 7 a9 @ Rafay & &
farer e o g I e 2 fhg sdichy e &
3R TAXT dl Bl AL 3MMclld A TEl HBT AF BIRT T
fger camdeil ATeT @ MR WX adl Bt A HBER BT
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R IRmey &1 favier srorea feur 2, et Jdde gl
fpem o HAbdr, oiar fb 3M3mEl 2011 U 508 & W
yfguriea foear orm 2 fopi-

"Rajasthan Tenancy Act, Section 232 - The questions as referred
by Division Bench of this court for consideration of the Full Bench
-(1) Whether Khatedari rights can be conferred on a trespasser on
the basis of adverse possession; (2) whether tenancy rights
extinguished u/s 63(1)(iv) of the Act of 1955 creates khatedari
rights on trespasser on the basis of adverse possession or after
extinction tenancy rights revert to the land holder-the State Govt;
(3) Whether Board of Revenue has legislative powers to lay down
a new law for grant of khatedari rights over and above the Act; (4)
whether the judgment of the Larger Bench reported in 1991 RRD1
should be revoked or annulled in light of the provisions of the Act
of 1955 - Answer given by the Full Bench (1) in the view of this
Bench Larger Bench in its judgment 1991 RRD 1' has not laid
down a good law because the Rajasthan Tenancy Act does not
have any provision to confer tenancy right to the adverse
possession- Conferment of tenancy rights is against the basic spirit
of this special legislation; (2) In the opinion of this Bench
extinguishment of tenancy rights create no khatedari rights on the
basis of adverse possession; (3) In the opininon of this Bench, the
Board does not have legislative power to lay down a new law for
grant of khatedari rights; (4) In the opinion of this Bench, the
judgment of Larger Bench reported in 1991 RRD 1 being not a
good law, deserves to be set aside - The matter may now be placed
before the concerned Bench for decision of appeal according to
law."

IR Hsd Bt gEe Ut o 3ua fervfyr feeis 30-8-2018
“FRe werd uyaw” H held feem @ fb foer uweon  Adverse
POSSESSioN & AT dfdad & 3ad oft 2011 3MRBRET U 508

i uead HAa ey aem, it "Appeal is a contiuation of suit” 21
Tgd UBT H 3iefleRy Ul IR of Wlddel deol B 3R
W FAeRt & g et adae st fiawieer 31 oafes 3@
giauiied Rigia AR uldae deel & 3MgR U Rt aifdepet &l
et fEBR UTd @@ @ ABd | SUienell gRT uga
geidl & off it srgEu & Aa sifdead Y o B, off fF gederd
T B dedl W POia: g3 B o1 U Refd # e fadeengar
Ud Ugd ¥ geial @ ancie & smiienedt @t srfie e
o et e B
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7- ST fddael & 3R U Edelq A WBR Bl
GMehe  SIIRITST  of-Ude  3Mf¥hRI Ud Udel oA Ul ITEhII,
efaR gRT uiiRd fervfer @ @t feeis 17-09-2003 3mra o
ST & del JABRIh Phoide: Ud 3UHUS 3IfebprI, ot grr ured
ferofer v Bt foefis 23-07-2002 FEE I ST & |

A fovfla & ufad @ g sieflaze el @1 SrfHes
Gller™T S | UFdell BhAd AR &b dI¢ dliddd I adbdiiel arraiel

SRR & |

forofT ol e # JoAm oI |

(gxuad dTel Ae) (3mzEt. 3om)



