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fAufg Hfy YRE HUS| sffRG fhI f "Rajasthan Tenancy act 

does not have provision to confer tenancy right to adverse possessor. This 

bench also inter that providing tenancy right to advrse possessor is a 

retreating step with regard to land reforms and such a conferment of tenancy 

right is against the basic spirit of this special legislation." 

(B0G) 



2. f af ÀGI @ar VeT HIYToT 3frfTH i R 12(2). 13, 15, 19. 
189(2). 193, 194(2) q aN 101 WGRT -Y sfaftuH 1956 HufdGi Mu4 18 WT 

11. Rejection of plaint.- The plaint shall be rejected in the following 
Cases: 

(a) where it does not disclose a cause of action; 
(b) where the relief claimed is undervalued, and the plaintif, on being 

required by the court to correct the valuation within a time to be fixed by 
the court, fails to do so; 
(c) where the relief claimed is properly valued, but the plaint is written 

upon paper insufficiently stamped, and the plaintiff, on being required by 

the court to supply the requisite stamp paper within a time to be ftxed by 

the Court, fails to do so; 
(d) where the suit appears from the statement in the plaint to be barred by 

any law; 
(e) where it is not filed in duplicate: 

where the plaintif fails comply with the provision of Rule 9. 

Provided that the time fixed by the court for the correction of the 

valuation or supplying of the requisite stamp papers shall not be extended 

unless the court, for reasons to be recorded, is satisfied that the plaintiff 

was prevented by any cause of an exceptional nature from correcting the 

valuation or supplying the requisite stamp papers, as the case may be 

within the time fixed by the court and that refusal to extend such time 

would cause grave injustice to the plaintif. 



at the first hearing by examining the party searchingly under Order 10 of the Code. 

I9 (1) 

(iv) For deciding such an application not any particular 
plea has to be considered, and the whole plaint has to oe read. Only a part of the plaint cannot be rejected and T o cAUse of action is disclosed. the plaint as a whole must be rejected. 
(V) Rule 1l of Order 7 CPC lays down an independenit remedy made available the defendant to challenge the maintainability of the suit itself, irrespective of his right to Contest the same on merits, The law ostensibly does not Contemplate at any stage when the objections can be raised, and also does not say in express terms about the filing of the written statement, Instead, the word shall" is used, clearly implying thereby that it casts a duty on the court to perform its obligations in rejecting the plaint when the same is hit by any of the infirmities provided in the various clauses of Rule 11, even without intervention of the defendant. Even if no objection is taken by the defendant by filing an application under this provision, the 
court itself is empowered to reject the plaint if it finds that 
the case is covered within the four corners of this 
provision. 
(vi) It is well settled that the question of jurisdiction 
namely whether a suit is exclusively triable by a revenue 
court or a Civil Court can take cognizance ofit has to be 
decided on the allegations made in the plaint. It is also 
further settled that it is the substance of the plaint and the 
true nature of the suit that is to be seen to determine the 
question of jurisdiction. If in substance the relief claimed 
is one which the revenue court alone is entitled to give, the 
jurisdiction of the civil court will be ousted even though it 
may require the revenue court to incidentally determine 
some ancillary facts. In order to determine the true nature 
of the relief claimed in a suit, the pith and substance and 
not the form in which the relief may be couched has to be 
considered. Each case has to be examined on its own 
particular facts and no niversal rule can be applicable to 
every case. 

(Barred by Law) H nfG q0 SEYY gai ifArs 
Barred by Law 

14. Hdyer H4 HH Ja IUY GRI BTAIH M.Nelson Babu vs K.Kamalesh 

11. Order 7 Rule 11(d) has limited application, For its 
applicability, it must be shown that the present suit is 



barred under Iaw. Such a conelusion must he drawn 
from the Averments made in the plaint. What wonld he 
the relevant for invoking (Order 7 Rule 11(d) of CPC 
are the Averments made in the plaint and for that 

purpose, there cannot be any addition or subtraction. 

For the purpose of invoking the said provision, no 
amount of evidence can be looked into. 

Enterprises fis 26.08. 

3T: 

GIRI GTAA Dega .Jayalakshmi & Others Vs. Kupr 

T�T-7 uH-11 JYq �Ea fafer gNI afG (Barred by Law) 

ne lmguage of Order VIl Rule ll CPC is quite clear and unamnbiguous. 

ne plaint can be rejected on the ground of limitation only where the suit 

ppears from the statement in the plaint to be barred by amy law. LaW 

WWhin the meaning of clause (d) of Order VII Rule 11 must include the law 
of limitation as well. 
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