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Srounds of appea}:-

1. That tie order dt. 27-2-2009 passed by the court of
Shri Birpal Singh AssistantCollector Nawanshahr is against the
facts, bad in the eyes of ldw and is liable to be set aside.

. That the fact of the controversy can Decomposed in brief
that Lakhbir Singh present appellant filed a civi suit in the

the court of Civil Judgé,l'\iawanshahr which is still nending.

The hon'ble civil court of Mrs.Priya Sood 4.C.J,.(SP) Nawanshahr
was pleased to direct to the narties to maintain status guo vide
order dt, 25-2-2008. The anpellant has shkowx sought declaration
that Lakhbir Singh is in possession of the entire suit land
measuring 25 Marlas and thereby the appellant is al so challenged
the entry in the revenue gamxk record mentioning AjitSingh as
owneér being wrong vold nonest in cosistant with the actual facts
soO the ownership of Ajit 8ingh vendor of Jaswinder singh is still
under fire.

¥a That Jaswinder Singh vended has allegedly purchased 8 H1s.
of land from Kh,No, 134 1-0) and 28% 28:9(0-15) from Ajit singh vide
sale deed dt. 18-8-2008. Jaswinder Singh vendee has filed the
present mutation proceedings on thebasis of sale deed dt. 18-8-08.
L, That the mutatkon on the basis of alleged sale deed dt.
18-8-2008 is lialle to be rejedted due to reason that sale deed

is void, nonest, irn-operative and unlawful. There was a wrong

entry in the revenue record of AjitSingh alleged vepdor of

sale deed has no share in the pronerty in Kh.ho.134 & 289.

Nor Ajit Singh vendor was in possession of anypnart of above-

gentioned land.BEven the sult filed byAjitSingh agdinst Sarwan

SinghObjector was dismissed by the 1d., court OI";SI’I.V.K.Goyal
C.J.(SD) Nawanshahr regarding the property in dispute vide
judgement and decree dt., 19-11-2007, @wopyx attached. So
AjitSingh has no right whatsoever in the property in dispute,

nor had any saleable right in the same as he was not owner of

the property indisoute.

J 2 That so much so, that Lakhvir sSingh ob@iek® objector even

filed another suit 1o r declaration against Ajit singh &
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Jaswinder Singh and others seeking declaration that Lakhuir

singh objeector is in nossession of 20 Mls, of sult land and

Searan Singh is owner in possession of 10 Mls.out of suit land

and remaining land 1s also in possession of Lakhbir Singh.

S0 AjitSingh was neither ownernor in possession of any part of
sult property in dspute.

6. That the 1d. lower Gourt below has wrongly relied unon
the citations which does not suit to the lacts of the matter

in dispute.

It is, therefore prayed that the order under appedl
may kindly be setaside and the appeal may kindly be accepted
in the interest of justice. o ? _S B
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