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All are resident of village-
i ~ Jatara, Tehsil Jatara, District

Tikamgarh (MP).

... Petitioners
Versus

. Hukumchandra Jain S/o.
Pannalal Jain R/o. Ward
No.10 Jatara, Tehsil Jatara,
District Tikamgarh (MP).

2. Nagar Panchayat Jatara
District Tikamgarh through
Chief Municipal Officer,
Nagar  Panchayat Jatara,

District Tikamgarh (MP).

o
...... Responderts.

REVISION 'NDER SECTION 50 OF {IF M. hANJf RTVENTE



THE ADDITIONAL COMMISSIONER, SAGAR DIVISION, SAGAR
IN CASE NO.645-a. 89 X 06-07 WHEREBY THE REVISION FILED
BY THE PETITIONERS HAS BEEN DISMISSED STATING THAT e

PRIMA FACIE THERE IS NO PROVISION OF REVISION IN THE

MATTER OF NASUL.

o

The humble petitioners most respectfully submit their revision as
under:-
Facts of the case-

1. That, the respondent no. 1, Hukumchandra, filed an appeal
before the Collector Teekamgarh regarding the land bearing
khasra no. 829 area 2.784 hectare and khasra no. 832 area
0.437 hectare situated in village Jatara and also stated that the
aforesaid lands are in his possession and he is cultivating the
same. It has also been stated that petitioners are not having
any land adjacent to the aforesaid lands.

2 That, the learned Collector without going into the merits of
the case and without examining the relevant documents
allowed the appeal of the respondent no. 1 and passed the
order impugned dated 7/6/2007 in case no. 9/appeal/03-04
against which the petitioners filed a revision before the court

of Commissioner Sagar Division, Sagar, but the learned

77/ Commissioner dismissed the revision filed by the petitioners

e

by order dated 13/7/2007 stating therein that in the matter of
nasul under Section 50 of the Land Revenue Code there is no

provision of revision.
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