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IN THE HICH COURT OF SINDH CIRCUIT COURT LARKANA
Const. Pctition No.D-189 of 2016
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t)A'lll )r<DEIt Wr-f} t stclNr\TUItE or JUDCII
I .For orders on office objection 'A'
2.For Katcha Peshi.

25.8 2016

\1r. h'fan Ahrnccl lvlemon, Atlr,ocate for the petitroner
IVIr. Abicl I lussain Qaclri, State Counsel.

Learned Counsel for the petitiorrer submits that grievance of the

pt,titioner i:r the iustant pctition is that, rlespih,approaching sevelal times,

the responclent No.1 is not taking efforts for the demarcation of the land of

the petitioner. When we put a specific question whether any application

r.rrtler Section 117 of Sinrll'r L.rnci Revenue Act, r /w Rule 67-4 and 67-8

h.rs been rnacle to N{ukhtiarkar concernecl, on that, learned counsel for the

petitioner very candicllv admittecl that uo such application has been

moved to Mukhtiarkar hon,ever, an application for the demarcation of the

Lrntl of the petitioner u,as rnolcrl to Deputv Commissioner, Shikarpur.

Ihe leametl Statc Counsel submits that the petitioner in case

iutetrrls to gct his lirntl dcurarcatc.cl shoulcl file proper application to

l'-lukhtiarkar Reverrur,, Taluk.r Khanpur ancl if hr. moves an application,

Ihc sairl Mukhtiarkar shall not onlv entertarn the same but also clecicle it in

accordance n,ith lar..,. Counsul for the petitioner being satisf ied does not
' l,'^/l; -'j

[)rrss this pctititrrf ar-rtl seeks disposal of this petition in terms of the

( outenti()n of learuell State Counsel

,.lispose of.

Orcler accordingly. Petition stancls
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