in The Court of Commissioner, Saran Division, Chapra
Land Ceiling Revision No. 33/2013
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Considering the facts and circumstances of the case, material on records,
respective arguments advanced by the learned counsels for the parties and after going through
their written statements, it is clear that the disputed piece of land measures only one Khata. The
pre-emptor claims his pre-emption right on the basis of he being adjoining raiyat of the vended
land whereas the purchaser’s claim is based on the fact that he is a Landless person and the
disputed piece of land was purchased by him for construction ofthouse and the same intention
also reflects in the recital of the sale deed, so the relevant section 16(3) would not apply here.
He also placed utmost reliance on some of the reported judgements of Hon’ble High Court
wherein it has been held that pre-emption application is not rhaintainabl' against Landless
person and for Dih-basgit land. It is seen that the learned Addl. Collector, has considered each
and every aspect of case while arr ving at the findings of fact. Thell learned counsel for petitioner
also failed to point out any apparent infirmity|in the impugned order of learned Addl. Collector so
as to warrant any interference. The only claim of the petitionar is that @urchéser is not a
Landless person. But onus also lies on the petitioner himself to prove this through documentary
evidence that purchaser does not d ualify as a Landless person. The learned ){\dd!. Collector also
held that mere on the basis of affidavit this claim can not have an)! significance. The order of the
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Thus, ffor the aforesdid reasons, the impugned orde;r is upheld i{;.‘nd,accordfng!},/
this revision being devoid of any merit is dismissed. ’ 5

Dictated and Correctad by me.
~ | Y
(745 | | w5
\ ¢ ; I\'
Commissioner, | | Commissioner,
Saran Division, Chapra ; Saran Division, Chapra
i | |




