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IR A8l 81 59w 2013(2) RRT Page 828 Rameshi vs. Kajod & ors H

yfourfed fdar f& “ Rajasthan tenancy act, 1955-Sec. 212- temporary Injunction
application rejected & affirmed by the appellate Court-Land not recorded in the Khatedari of

the plaintiff- No. T.I. can be granted against the recorded khatedar- Possession of non-
petitioners no. 3 & 4 would be treated after the death of ‘B’- Petitioner failed to prove
possession- objection raised can only be decided during trail-Concurrent judgments- Held,
No illegality or perversity in the order. 2012(2) RRT Pg. No. 1439 Pooran Chand & ors.
V/s. Gopal Prasad & ors. § Ufaurfed f&ar f& * Rajasthan tenancy act, 1955-Sec. 212-
Trail court restrained both the parties but RAA Dismissed the application of the petitioners —
2 Land recorded on Khatedari of GP — No Revenue entry in favour of the petitioners —

Khatedari of ‘GP’ is based in the registered sale deed Appellate court not found the Prima
facie case in favour of the petitioner ‘KP’ & ors. — Concurrent ﬁnding regarding Khatedari
& possession — No T.I. can be granted against the recorded Khatedar holding possession —
Held, R.A.A. has not committed any illegality or jurisdictional error.(Para’s 7.8 ). RRT
2015(1) Pg. No. 633 Awtar Khan V/s. Mehar Bano & ors. # wfauifea fdar fas

V/s. Harima Ram & ors. # Ufufad fawam f& * Rajasthan tenancy act, 1955-Sec. 212-

Temporary Injunction — Application for granting T.I. was dismissed — Defendants / non-
. applicants are the recorded Khatedar of the land & they are in possession of the land —
d\ Concurrent findings — Held, No T.I. can be granted & order suffered with no irregularity or

qﬂ: wality.(l’ara 7). RRT 2004(1) Pg. No. 587 Kaushlya V/s.Chotu & ors. ¥ i
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fear 5 Rajastlllan tenancy act, 1955-Sec. 212- P&N purchased the land from non-
petitioner nos. 1 to 3 who subsequently sold to non-petitioners nos. 5 to 9 & they are in
possession of land — No Possession of plaintiff — 1/5 share claimed by plaintiff in property
being ancestral — No prima facie, or balance of convenience in favour of petitioners — Held,
no illegality or irregularity in the order of R.A.A. (Para’s 7.8). RRT 2009(2) Pg. No. 1393
Dhupa V/s. Mamman & ors. § Ufurfed fdar f& “ Rajasthan tenancy act, 1955-Sec.

212 & 230 - Application for granting T.I. rejected in absence of the prima facie case —
revision — Non-Petitioners are recorded Khatedar of the disputed land & they are in

possession — No proof produced to show possession — Concurrent finding — Held, No case

made out for interference.(Para’s 8.,9). R RIS g WY e Aoty &
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