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Shikhar Agrawal, Member

Present:

Shri Purna Shanker Dashora : counsel for the petitioners.

Shri Sampat Lal Bohra and Shri Virendra Singh Rathore :
counsels for non-petitioners.

Shri Hagami Lal Chaudhary : counsel for non-petitioner no. 9.

This is a revision filed under section 84 of the
Rajasthan Land Revenue Act, 1956 challenging the order of
Additional Divisional Commissioner, Udaipur dated 25.2.2004
by which he has upheld the order of Authorized Officer and
Secretary, U.I.T., Udaipur dated 24.10.2003.

Learned advocate for the petitioners has argued that
the land was not surrendered by them and the learned Additional
Divisional Commissioner did not decide applications undere
section 96 and under section 5 which was mandatory. He has
also pointed out that Revenue Board has recently issued an
order on 15.7.2019 in a case involving the same piece of land.
The learned advocate for the petitioners has further argued that
they were not made party in the lower court and boundary is
important and not khasra number which was not considered by
the Board while issuing the order dated 15.7.2019.

The learned advocate for the non-petitioners has
stated that they have got the order from the Revenue Board in
their favour on 15.7.2019 and 90B orders were issued after due
opportunity to object was given through paper publications as is
the practice. He has further argued that Revenue Appellate
Authority had wrongly decreed the case in front of him on the
basis of adverse possession and Board of Revenue has rightly
quashed the order of R.ALA. He has also argued that the
petitioners are not the interested parties and khasra number has
been rightly considered by the Board of Revenue while issuing

the orders.
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| have heard the learned advocates on both sides

and examined the material available before me on record.

After careful consideration of all relevant material,
I find no reason in interfering the concurrent orders of
Additional Divisional Commissioner, Udaipur dated 25.2.2004
and Secretary, U.I.T., Udaipur dated 24.10.2003. The revision

is accordingly dismissed.

Pronounced.

(Shikhar Agrawal)
Member




