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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR [C.G.]

Writ Petition No.’-’f-g-Zé:-/ 04

PETITIONER . Smt. Devki Devi W/o Katti Mistry Caste-
Carpenter (Badae),Aged- About 67
Years, R/o- Village- Banki Mogra, Tahsil
Katghora, District- Korba [C.G.].
VERSUS
RESPONDENTS 1. State Of Chhattisgarh

A
-
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3.

Through- Secretary
Revenue department

DKS Bhawan, Raipur(C.G.)

. Board of Revenue of Chhattisgarh

Through- Chairman,
Bilaspur (C.G.} .
Collector, Distt.- Korba (C.G.)

4.Sub Divisional Officer, (Revenue)

Katghora
Distt.- Korba (C.G.)

. Chandan Singh S/o late Godari Singh

caste- Gond, R/o- Village - Sutarra,
Tahsil- Katghora,Distt.- Korba [C.G.]

. Smt. Kaushilya Bai W/o Late Jay Lal

Caste- Kanwar, R/o-Village- Mohan
pur, Tahsil-Katghora, Distt.- Korba
[C.G.].

7.Santo@h Jaiswal S/o Pusau Ram,

Aged- 40 Years, caste- Kalar,

8.Ram Pratap Jaiswal S/o- Pusau Ram,

Aged-35 years, Caste- Kalar,

9.Santlal Jayswal S/o Pusau Ram,

Aged-30 Years, Caste- Kalar,

(From 7 to 9 are the R/o Village-
Sutarra,Tahsil- Katghora, Distt.- Korba.
[C.G.].

WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLE 226/227 OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF INDIA ST

The above named petitioner most humbly and respectfully

begs to submit as under:
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Neo.1B, Tehsil: Katghora, District: Ko
" Relevant ?s:a ts for the dispo

the petitioner in the year 1975, Th

‘gbove Section is in possession of

Shri Sanjay 5?&1' zl, counsel fof
Shri Sumesh Bajaj, Dgpufy

respondents No.l to 4.

the petitioner..

Government Advocate for the State/

The petitioner has p?efgmﬁe:r! this writ petition under Article 226/
4

227 of the 50?35‘5'3—“5‘5.5'?’30?"; of India
correctness of a:srder dc:‘?ed 5. .2
Chinattisgarh, in Revision Case No. 74

12,2002 ;::assed by the \,@;Zﬁ,\c?w in

%&%ghsm;

the zon of Late Godri Singh from w

Tad

bearing Khasra No.8/

Godri Singh, whe s;ms admittedly a

?mszs%a Lﬁné‘%evaﬁue Code {Amenc

provisions of 538’?59?‘1 170-B of the &

the Cade), were inserted. Sub-seq

that if any person who ¢

in Revenie Cose

Ted the reversion of lapd in favour of respondent No.B

fribe, sold hie above agric

testioning '1"-*; iegaié?y, propriety and

104 passed by Th Board of Revenue,
1/ A-23/2003-04, ﬁ; fir mihg order dated
Appeal Revenue Cgsa No.B/A-23/2000-
ié.Sz.EGQE passed by the Sub Divisional

No.B3/A-23/1999-2000, whereby the

w‘m is

hom the. petit tioner purchased the land

area 0.1 dere of ’v%iiagfe:: Sutarra, Patwari Halka

rba.

é&i of this writ QE::T’;O?‘ are that Late
.‘mmé fand To
reafter, in the ‘y"iﬁiﬂ? 1980, vide Madhya
mém} Act, 1980 f{far short 'the Act),
P.Land Eavéﬁue»{,’sda, 1989 (for short

tion (1) of Section 170-B of the Code
n the date cfacmmememen? of the

1

hgricultural land which belonged 1o a
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- member of a Tribe wmc;ﬂ has been delclared To be an &berlgiﬁai tribe under
- sub-section  (6) cf’ Section 265 [shaH, wi ithin ‘*’f'ws yﬁm*a of such
commencement, ﬂe*rs,y to the Sub Ujjvisional Officer i?’} such form and in

- such manner as may be prescribed, bll the informati O?"i as to how he has

<1
3

.come in possession of such land. .%dﬁ??fe&y, the pizﬁ?éoﬁer herein had not
 given such informati cm after cvmmwaemﬁﬂ* of the Act and insertion of the
- provisions of Section 17@-8‘ sf?hé Cofle to ‘3"?36 concernzd 5.0.0. Howeves‘-,

-

| respondent No.B, 'ﬁs%ﬁc is the 50 n.of Lixte Godri Singh, made a complaint To

the 5.0.0. cbout the t &rsfax of lang, on that cem;aam‘r procesdings were

J | initiated and vide order dated 26.3.2001 vhé 5.D.0. passed ar order for
reverting the lond to respondent [No.5 against which the petitioner -

| preferred an appeal before the Colleftor, the same was dismissed against

e | which the \pe'%"ﬁicnér preferred a revidion before 'i"fee szenue Board v:md’ﬂw
o me was also di ismissed. Now, the betitioner has &p;mca.haé this Court
¥ ’ :

, under Article 226/227 « ?he Constitition of .Lﬂd:a, '

| T have heard | learned counse el ;’(]:‘ the parties.

~

¢

Learned zcuﬂsei for the petitioper argued thet in the year 1975;
petiticner constructed a Kacsﬂ“z.. houge on the land ﬁﬁé_ thereafter, in ‘f:;,ie

year 199 9 after demolishing the same he constructed a Pakka house, but no

g

b

[

nefit has been given to the péﬁﬁemr herein as previded in clauge {b) of

’ sub-section (3) of 5:2;1’%@?& 170-8 of the Code.
But, I do not find any substahce in the argument of the learned
counsel Tor the ga‘f itioner for the rqason that in the first instance, the
,_g/_—"r,————‘
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' structure has been erected afthr

’s;r-c*v‘ésécﬂs of clause (&) above sh

benefit of clause {&:) of sub-s e»;:'i';f‘*r (3) of Section 170-8 of the Code can be

]

given To the petiti mw only when

Section 170-B of the Code was gi

2

argument of the learned counsel

was constructed by the petitionel

ground also The petitioner is not ¢

PL

sub-section {3) of Section 170-B of
For the aforesaid reasons
petition. Further, I do not find arly

the impugnad Of‘dﬁli"a« Ultimately,

fqr the petitioner,

Fhe information under sub-section (1) of

i

en by the petitioner; the same was ;fzc‘?

s were initiated mde&* sub-section (2) of
'“?he application of respondent No.5;
e not attracted. Even c‘%‘hgrw%s;e', nroviso
B,e'nviséges that "where the building or
the 1¥ day of: ,;ahutzry 1984 the
il not apply”.  Admittedly, as per the
Pakka house in quesﬁsﬁ
 in the year 1999, Theref ore, on Yhis
ntitled for the benefit of clause (b) of
the Cede.

I do not find any 'sabsmnee in this

illegality, infirmity or incorrectness in

Hfhere is no force in ?ﬂis petition hence, it

A {‘s‘*f‘ WP.No.2836/2004 and T.A.N0.6230/2004 stond

Sd/-
L.C. Bhadoo
Judge




