" 1<)
- . \\—/
APPLICATION FOR REVISION BEFORE REVENUE BOARD, INDORE
x Application for Revision No. /2018
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1. Mrs Abha Garg W/o Mr. Anil Kumar Garg, 2s0 S
2. Ms Anjali Garg D/o Mr. Anil Kumar Garg, and
3. Ms Anybha Garg D/o Mr. Anil Kumar Garg
}W_ 304AD, Scheme No.74C,
Gl (%? A Vijay Nagar, INDORE-452010 Applicants
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o PR A vs
My a2,
Depfof Revenue,
Government of Madhya Pradesh,
Shopat/iigdore - - R RS T e Respondent
Dear sirs,

APPLICATION FOR REVISION U/s 50 OF LAND REVENUE CODE, 1959

Pl

l Revision against - Order dtd _ -3-2017 (certified copy dtd 18-4-
2017) passed by Upper Commissioner, Indore
Division, Indore (case no. 524/2015-16) upholding
Cancellation of Diversion order dtd 27-8-2014, by
the 1* appellate authority, Addl. Collector.

Subject matter - SDO Sanwer passed Diversion Order (dtd 27-8-14)
‘ for land in Vill. Arjun Baroda for use as Hotel,
dismissing objections by Umesh Agrawal who
claimed that by signing MOUs for sale of land, the
applicants had lost right to divert the land.

Objector appealed for cancelling of this order to
Addl. Collector on the ground that objector had
filed civil suits for specific performance of MOUs
which was allowed by order dtd 15-6-14,
dismissing applicants’ contention that
L]

_ diversion could not be refused on any grounds
other than two grounds specified in Sec 172(2) of
LRC.

- MOUs and suits for specific performance is not

included in these grounds, AND ( u,,\'
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- subject land must be “deemed diverted” u/s
172(1) of LRC for being situated in a village with
population below 2000, outside 5 miles of city
limits.

Applicafts’ appeal to Upper Commissioner (No.
524/2015-16) was summarily dismissed without
addressing the legal issues of Sec 172(1) and
172(2) of LRC.

Applicants had filed separate appeal to Addl
Collector against the same order of SDO on the
ground that assessment of premium/revenue was
faulty. This appeal was rejected. .

Consequently, 2" appeal was filed before Upper
Commissioner (No. 290/2015-16) which was
rejected under a single order for both the appeals
(No. 290 & 524/2015-16).

Against this single order, a Revision:hassbeen filed’
before hon’ble Revenue Board:No#Rs1875-
PBR/17) based on legal advice toithe:applicants.

However, only to guard against technicality, this

Revision is also being submitted. W
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JFE & T Qe od BUreE dOel daffed ufed &

Hrdeharor & faediel HfAHE garT AETA W TEFIA dHh W
faarR fRar arar | eI EaRT Tg IR 3R HgEd $@R
AT SeR & WY A 3/2017 & fOwg 3@ ~aaed & s
17-4-18 # faerd @ wedd & 18 ¢ | Mg IRy A
Heguiafaf mdesaror & i 18-4-17 & wreqd g ghr o,
MWﬁmmmﬁﬁWuﬂaﬁﬂé%i
HTAEHUT caRT Hafe AU $r aRT 5 & HdeT o7 #H faora &
FFaeY # dd I HUR HAYE RS 6 ¢ | HdeH GanT
yA% A & e &1 Fror it 77 gurar = & | A e
T FROT FLIaF ¢ gl ¥ Aeee &7 FY o= 39T 787 & |
1992 HR.UA. 289 NI (ANHAD) TUT 3T fA%g BT awm 3=F A
AT 3T Ao ARl ReAafai@a e Rga gaaed
fopar arar §:-

"URT 5 - it - HR&Rar d ghia-ddfee §-uereR e
AR & U IVER & ®T A gHeR A8 g-gATT FROT H A
- yOfREE fr arr 5 gErT e & [ sfRERar & g

yehe wfafaas sruar RN garr Rt ofwlar & somE
SRl §gT Hehell |” |

AAAT 3Td SO @Rl gfauild swied wfaufed
TSR & U A U POREN 9UH Teedr AT S g
HATET & A F Y
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