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Order On Board

13/08/2015

Heard.

1. By this petition, the petitioner has challenged the order dated 27.11.2014 passed by
the Additional Collector Gariyaband by which revision has been held to be not
maintainable.

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that as the SDO, while rejecting the

application for issuance of Permanent Caste Certificate of OBC, has committed serious

illegality, therefore, revision was maintainable.

3. Learned State counsel submits that if at all, according to the petitioner, proceedings



Amita

were drawn under the Provisions of Land Revenue Code, the remedy of appeal was
available and, therefore, in view of the provision contained in Land Revenue Code where
appeal is provided, revision is not maintainable.

4. It is found that the petitioner had applied for grant of caste certificate. The
proceeding drawn before the SDO can not be said to be under the Land Revenue Code.

The revision petition itself was not maintainable. Merely because the SDO has been
empowered by the Government as the competent authority, it can not be said to be
proceeding under the Land Revenue Code. The petitioner's remedy lies in challenging the
order of SDO before the competent Court of law.

5. Therefore, | am not inclined to interfere with the order of the Collector. The petitioner
would be at liberty to challenge the order in appropriately constituted proceeding under the
law.

6. Accordingly, the petition is disposed off.

Sd/-

Manindra Mohan Shrivastava

Judge



