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war Das son nd Ra
1 ang on of G20 o Govind Ram d Ram
OV‘n ”a‘ Hanumangarh

2 Jhang| a . han Son
3. Balu alias Balkis ar son O ¥~
3 Baepu alias Deepak Kumar * 4 oindhi Moh?
All by caste Sindhi res! petitioners:
Town.'Hanumangarh.
. \Versus +of
C—r -7 - . . s iden (0]
: ndhi resid
1. Hemraj alias Heman Das son of Asau M?‘ gaéitt(slHaQum_aﬁQ (h.
ward No. 32.. Hanumangarh Town Tehsﬂ S céste Sindhi
2. sweety wife of Kushal Das son of Govmé a ;
resident of Sindhi Mohalla, Hanumangarh Town. Lrdian
Das through natural g

) minor sons of Kushal

3. Gudiya
) Sweety wife of Kus¥ | Das
a, ﬁa}\m\uﬂangarh Town.
mangarh.

~ Residents of Sindhi Mohall
&, State of Rajasth
e

an through Tehsildar. Hanu

=

. Non-pet'\tioners.

Shri Bajrang Lal Sharma, Member

S

Present:-
ounsel for the petitioners.

Shri Pradeep Bishnoi, ¢

| for the non-petitioner.

Shri E’radeep Nehra, counse
___________ Date; 12.3.2013

230 of the Rajasthan Tenancy Act 1955

aggrieved b
Divisional Offi

filed a regular suit befof
under section 88 and 183 of the Ac

‘ under Order 7

Code by the petitionerNo.
' 11.2.2011. Being aggrieved by the judgment passed by the tria

court, this revision

JUDGMENT
tition under section

Thé petitioners have filed this revision pe
(in short ‘the Act') being
Collector and Sub-
No. 30/07.
Hemraj

y the order passed by Assistant C

cer, Hanumangarh on 14=2:2021.11 case
atrix of the case is that non-petitioner

& Sub-Divisional Officer, Hanumangarh
t against the petitioners and non-
e suit, an application

The factual m

etitioners No. 2 to 5. During adjudication of th
Rule 11 and Order 7 Rule 10 of the Civil Procedure

1 which was rejected by the trial court on
\

petition has been filed before this court.

Heard the learned counsels of the parties.
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2
912011!Hanumangarh
Vs. Hemra) and ors.
i ed.
4. ;his court has carefully perused the mpugnederder pass d
57011, The yrial court has explicitly observe
i petitioner can

by the trial court 00 1.

that the issue involved

be decided after takin

« ~..l|_ed for declaration of

- cted on the application filed un
}F!_l, edure Code.

In these circumstances, this court i

urt has not committed any legal or juris

the impugned order dated 11.2.2011. There

fi "
iled by the petitioners is dismissed bein
rame issues on

if there is any legal

uit has been
t cannot be

refore, the plain
f the civil

der Order 7 Rule 110

s of the view that the trial

dictional error in passing
fore, the revision petition
g devoid of any merit.

H .
owevey, the trial court is directed to f the basis of

| written statement filed by the defendants and

issue that ca i i
n be decided on priority during adjudication of the sult

, Pronounced.
o _ (Bajrang Lal Sharma)
Member
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