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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE FOR RAJASTHAN AT
JODHPUR

S.B. Civil Revision Petition No. 183/2025

Sohan Lal S/o Sh. Panna Ram, Aged About 44 Years, R/o Bera
Jamadaron Ki Dimadi, Bagadi Nagar, Tehsil Sojat District Pali

----Petitioner
Versus
1. Kailash S/o Sh. Durg Singh, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad
Junction, District Pali
2. Sonu D/o Durg Singh, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad Junction,
District Pali
3. Laxmi Devi D/o Durg Singh, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad
Junction, District Pali
4, Bhagwati D/o Durg Singh, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad
Junction, District Pali
5. Kamla D/o Durg Singh, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad
Junction, District Pali
6. Bhanwari Devi W/o Durg Singh, R/o Village Sirsarwada
Tehsil Sojat, District Pali
7. Temu Devi W/o Vaktaram, R/o Savrad Tehsil Marwad
Junction, District Pali
8. Tehsildar (Land Revenue), Marwad Junction, District Pali
9. Sub Registrar, Sub Registrar Office Marwad Junction,
District Pali.
----Respondents
For Petitioner(s) :  Mr. Gopal Sandu
For Respondent(s) :  Mr. Prashant Tatia with

Mr. Rajat Rajpurohit for
Mr. Sajjan Singh Rajpurohit

HON'BLE MS. JUSTICE REKHA BORANA
Order
28/03/2026

1. The present revision petition has been filed against order

dated 29.05.2024 passed by District Judge, Pali in Civil Original
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Suit No0.49/2024 whereby application under Order 7 Rule 11 r/w

Section 151, CPC r/w Section 207 of Rajasthan Tenancy Act, 1955

as filed by defendant No.7, stood rejected.

2. Two folds arguments were raised by defendant No.7:

(i)

(ii)

The suit in question was not maintainable before a Civil
Court without the plaintiff having got his share declared
by a competent Revenue Court;

District Court did not have pecuniary jurisdiction to

entertain the suit, as the relief prayed for by the

plaintiff was only qua his share, which comes out to be
1/7th of the whole property. Meaning thereby, the

valuation of the suit, qua his share was Rs.1,48,857/-

only and hence, the pecuniary jurisdiction to hear the
matter was of a Civil Judge/Magistrate and not the

District Court.

3. The reliefs as prayed for by the plaintiff in the suit, read as

under:-

“A. dRUH 6 UG G 1 H 9ol arevel Y A BT aieHEr
fastife 10 /01 /2024 ®oil, FHexfad g A fdvg wU F TIR B
A Uleetd ¥ Al BRAM™, Sl JHITA™ 96l b gh q
APRT & fIvg I 9 Fowdl 89 F Bl g Fexfaa
FHRITET &S 10,/01,/2024 B P4 o109y 9 Fommdr 9iftd o<
e wear W |

B. wITs [MIVETST $9 3MY &l Wifex BRATS Sid b gfdaral e
8 9 9 dIaee] HiY YA THHBI Icelg aqus & Ug Fr 1 H afofd
g e W § IR agaqEr feqied 10 /01 /2024 & YR
UR gIe¥e] fiY YA BT ATHRUT Salol el B deAT Uladral \1
7 S&S Bl 9 Hexfad HGTIH b AR W A6 B YfH o1




[2026:RJ-JD:14559] (3 0f 4) [CR-183/2025]

3=gH I =RV, geRiI™, Re gedlfa T8l BY A & A A BRId
qT greRe] A & Wwy H Al ybR @1 qRdde T8l dR A

Pl 3T AIHY Tolve § HId a7 Ufdare] ST 7 el el

P AR W IR Xhs H AUAT A S/l el B |

C. T HEHAT ATGRTY Pl URTATERToT ¥ faetrar < |

D. 3= AN S I 8 GOl I Yfaaranmor | faaman

ST |
4. A bare perusal of above prayer number A reflects that the
plaintiff prayed for declaration of the Will in question to be null
and ineffective and further, for cancellation of the same. The said
relief has not been limited to his own share. In that view of the
matter, the issue regarding territorial jurisdiction as raised by the
defendant, is not found to be tenable. The learned Trial Court
rightly observed that the defendant would be at liberty to raise
objection regarding court fee subsequently in his written
statement and the same could be decided only after evidence
been led on the same.
5. So far as the maintainability of the suit before the Civil Court
without getting the declaration by the plaintiff is concerned, it is
not a case of the plaintiff that the property in question is an
ancestral property. It is an admitted fact that the father of the
plaintiff is the recorded Khatedar of the land in question. His
father having expired, the land would definitely devolve by
succession and the plaintiff is not required to get any declaration
in his favour.
6. The finding as recorded by learned Trial Court on the said
aspect being totally in consonance with law, does not deserve any

interference.



[2026:RJ-JD:14559] (4 0of 4) [CR-183/2025]

7. No case for interference in the impugned order dated
29.05.2024 passed by District Judge, Pali in Civil Original Suit
No0.49/2024 is made out. The present revision petition is hence,
dismissed.

8. Stay petition and pending applications, if any, stand

disposed of.

(REKHA BORANA),J

163-Ishan/-



