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Order below Exh.5
in Special Civil Suit No. 55 of 2019

[1] The plaintiff has filed this suit in the year 2019 for the prayer
as cited in para-13 for declaration holding that the land
bearing Survey N0.416 admeasuring 1-43-65 Sq. Mtrs. situated
at village Shela, Taluka Sanand, District Ahmedabad
(hereinafter referred to as “the suit land” in this order) as their
land of the ownership & occupation being their ancestor land.
The plaintiff in the prayer further prayed for cancellation of two
sale deed bearing Regis. No.47 & 48 dated 11-01-1991 and
third relief of prayer claimed for the permanent injunction
against the defendants restraining them by way of permanent
injunction from further transferring and dealing with the suit
land.

[2] The plaintiff at the time of filing of this suit has filed this
application for the relief of injunction during the pendency and
adjudication of this suit restraining the defendants from further

transferring the suit land in favour of any third party.

[3] The plaintiff in the pleadings of the suit and injunction
application has mainly based his suit on the ground that, the
aforesaid two sale deeds bearing no.47 & 48 dated 11-01-1991

was the void sale deed created by the defendants by way of
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forgery. The main and foremost contention raised by the
plaintiffs that, the husband of the plaintiff no.1 & father of the
plaintiff no.2 namely, Raghunath Gandabhai Desai (Rabari) had
already expired on 15-04-1985 but the aforesaid two sale
deeds qua the suit land were executed and affirmed on 11-04-
1991. Therefore, the contention of the plaintiff that, both the
sale deeds are got-up and created since they are created after
the death of Raghunath Gandabhai Desai (Rabari). Further,
when out of two vendors - namely, Raghunath Gandabhai &
Kalubhai Raghunath, one of the vendor was since dead and the
dead person had executed the sale deed, the same is nullity.
Accordingly, both these sale deeds are ab-initio-void and nullity
and therefore, both the sale deeds need to be cancelled by this
Court. Apart from the aforesaid main contention, the other
grounds for the challenge in the suit for the relief of
cancellation of sale deeds, the Ld. Advocate for the plaintiff
has raised and contended the following points for
consideration;-

» It is contended that, the second vendor of the sale deed
is stated to be as the “Kalubhai Raghunath Rabari” but
the submission on behalf of the plaintiff that there is no
family person named as “Kalubhai Raghunath Rabari" in

the family of Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari and therefore,
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when the first vendor Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari who
already expired on 15-04-1985 and there is no person
existing in the name of Kalubhai Raghunath Rabari, both
the vendors were not in existence at the time of
execution of the sale deeds and therefore, both the sale
deeds under challenge were nullity and void and hence,
deserves to be cancelled.

It is further contended on behalf of the plaintiff that, wife
of Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari had on the very same
date i.e. 11-01-1991 had relinquished by registered deed
her share in the suit property of her husband in favour of
his husband Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari and secondly,
as Kalubhai Raghunath Rabari, is also nullity since she
had not night during lifetime of her husband and there
was no question to execute the deed.

It is further contended that, all three registered deeds
were claimed to be executed on 11-01-1991 and for all
three documents, the purchaser of stamp was i.e. [.K.
Patel. According to the submission of plaintiff side,
normally, the stamp is purchased by the seller or
purchaser but here the person is |.K. Patel who is neither

relative nor any known person to the plaintiff.
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It is further contended that, the plaintiffs were not aware
about the converting the suit land into non-agriculture
land. Because that was also done by the person belonged
to Patel community resident of Ellisbridge, Ahmedabad.
Thus, the allegations and the pleadings in the plaint and
injunction application that since the sale deeds were
created and got-up out of the knowledge of the plaintiffs,
that was the reason that despite the plaintiff no.1-
Samuben was not having any expressed right during the
lifetime of her husband - Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari,
the relinquishment deed by her was created in favour of
her husband Raghunath Gandabhai and second vendor
Kalubhai Rabari. These are the grounds to presume &
believe that, both the sale deeds were created and got-
up out of the knowledge of the plaintiff.
To press the aforesaid points of non-existence of the
vendors, Ld. Advocate for the plaintiff has relied upon the
copy of the death certificate produced at mark 3/1.
Perusal of the death certificate shows that, it is the death
certificate issued by the department of Health and Family
Welfare, Government of Gujarat through the Chief Officer
Nagarpalika for the death of Raghunath Gandabhai

Rabari on 15-04-1985.
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It is further contended that, the title clearance certificate
obtained by the defendants was of the year 1992,
whereas both the sale deeds under challenge are of the
year 1991, therefore, according to the plaintiff, though
the defendants claimed to be a bonafide purchaser for
value, it is not so because, had the defendants were the
bonafide purchaser, they ought have issued the public
notice and the title clearance certificate process before
execution of the sale deeds but no such public notice was
issued prior to the execution of the so-called sale deed
under challenge bearing No.47 & 48. Therefore, on this
ground, the plaintiffs claim that, the sale deed under
challenge were nullity since had been executed after the
death of Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari and further that no
person of the name of Kalubhai Raghunath Rabari -

vendor no.2 of the sale deed.

So far as the point of delay is concerned, it is tried to
explain in para-12 of the plaint that in the year 2017,
when the plaintiff required the copy of revenue record of
Village Form No.7/12, approached the revenue authority
and at that time, they came to know about the fraudulent

sale deeds and relinquish deed and therefore, the suit is
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filed in the year 2019 after obtaining necessary copies
from the office concerned.

» It is further contention on behalf of the plaintiff that, the
plaintiff more particularly, the plaintiff no.2 filed the
criminal complaint before Bopal LCB Police Station vide
First Crime Regis. N0.11192011200947/2020 and the
investigation is taken place. However, at the end of the
investigation, as per the knowledge of the plaintiff that,
police has recently, filed the summary exonerating/
discharging the defendant no.2 and other co-accused
without arraigning them as the accused for the
allegations leveled in the FIR filed by the plaintiff. So far
as the summary report is concerned, according to the
plaintiff, the summary report submitted by the police
under Section 173(2) of the Cr.PC, it is merely an opinion
of the police and that has no evidential value until the
same ultimately accepted by the Court into a final
decision.

» It is also further contention on behalf of the plaintiff that,
the death certificate produced by the plaintiff at mark 3/1
is never challenged by anyone before any higher
authority and therefore, it is presumed that, the death

certificate of Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari was true and
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correct and accordingly, Raghunath Gandabhai has to be
believed to have had expired on 15-04-1985.

Thus, in sum and substance, it is the case of the plaintiff
that both the sale deeds under challenge are fraudulent and
got-up documents of the precious lands of the plaintiff, the suit
of the plaintiff needs to be tried on merit and therefore, during
the pendency of the civil suit, it is prayed that, the injunction
be granted restraining the defendants from dealing &
alienating the suit land to the third party to prevent the
multiplicity of the proceedings to avoid joining unnecessary

parties in the suit proceedings.

[4] The defendants having been served with the process, have
entered into their appearance and also filed their written
statement and the list of documents. The defendants have
opposed the suit vehemently and also opposed grant of
injunction as prayed by the plaintiff raising many points for
consideration claiming that the suit of the plaintiff is absolutely
an unwanted litigation as a result to explore it as abuse of
process of the Court. While pointing-out the factual aspects
from the plaint and their defence, it is contended on behalf of
the defendants that, the suit is clear misuse and abuse of

process of the Court. While contending that, the defendant no.1
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& 2 are the bonafide purchasers of the suit land because the
stand of the plaintiff that Raghunath Gandabhai had expired on
15-04-1985 is absolutely incorrect but according to the
defendants, Raghunath Gandabhai was alive till 2008. According
to the defendants, Raghunath Gandabhai had expired on 19-10-
2008. It is further contention on behalf of the defendants that,
son of Raghunath Gandabhai i.e. Kalubhai Rabari was known as
“Khodabhai” and they both personally remained present before
the office of the Sub-Registrar at Sanand and had executed both
the sale deeds N0.47 & 48 on 11-01-1991. The sale consideration
was paid to the defendants by way of the cheque in favour of the
vendors. Not only that, thereafter the revenue entries for giving
effect to the sale deeds was also given effect by issuing the
notice under Section 135(D) of the Land Revenue Code. Thus, the
claim of the defendants that, they are bonafide purchasers for
the suit land for value from the year 1991 and the suit is filed
after almost more than about 30 years and therefore, this is not a
genuine suit but clear abuse of process of the Court and hence,

the same need not been entertained.

While pointing-out from the documentary evidence
produced by the defendants, the defendants have tried to
establish prima-facie that Raghunath Gandabhai was very well

alive on the day of execution of the sale deeds and had also
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received the sale consideration amount and had also handed-
over possession of the suit land and therefore, this is not a suit
which requires to be entertained by this Court and no injunction
can be granted in favour of the plaintiff.

The defendants also claim that, they had before purchase of
the suit land, being bonafide purchasers, best efforts were made
to inquire about the ownership and title of the suit land and,
according to the defendants, having lawfully purchased the land
tried to develop the same being society and also made the plots
allotment to the respective members of the society and at
present, they are existence plotting of the respective members of

the society on the suit land.

The defendants have also tried to establish a payment of
the cheque having been encashed in favour of the vendors. The
defendants have also produced on record vide mark 30/5 is the
Besana - notice of late Raghunath Gandabhai Rabari (Shelawala)
on 19-10-2008. The defendants have also produced on record the
photographs of the place of the suit land. It is claimed signature
of Khodabhai gets matched with the handwriting existing on the
sale deeds under challenge. The defendants also during the
proceedings placed on record another list of document in support
of their claim that Raghunath Gandabhai was alive on the date of

the execution of the sale deed. The original newspaper of the
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Besana vide mark 61/1 of Raghunath Gandabhai of the date 20-
10-2008 is also produced on record. Not only that the defendants
vide mark 61/2 had produced the marriage invitation card of
relative family where-from to show that Raghunath Gandabhai
was alive on 28-05-2001 and he was shown as one of the invitees
for the marriage of their relative. According to the defendants,
they have challenged the death certificate of Raghunath
Gandabhai produced at mark 3/1 by challenging the record and
reply received by the defendants from Ahmedabad Municipal
Corporation which is produced vide mark 61/4 wherefrom it is
clearly stated that death register of Bopal-Ghuma Gram
Panchayat in the year 1995 is absolutely torn conditions at the
time of merger of Gram Panchayat and therefore, the certificate
produced by the plaintiff side is to be under umbrella of
suspicious and doubt. That when the certificate itself was in
absolutely torn pieces condition, how such death certificate
produced by the plaintiff could be issued by the Nagar Palika. It is
further contended by the defendants that, Samuben in the whole
pleading has not challenged passing off her share in favour of her
husband Raghunath Gandabhai. According to the defendants
when Raghunath Gandabhai was not alive on 11-01-1991, how
Samuben could had passed of her share in favour of her husband
Raghunath Gandabhai and Kalubhai Raghunath. The defendants

have also produced on record vide mark 61/6 is the private
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handwriting expert opinion which opines that the signature was
of “Kalubhai Raghunath” and “Khodabhai” get matched with the
handwriting existence on the sale deed under challenge. The
defendants have tried to establish their possession by producing
the document vide Exh.59 where-from it is claimed that they
being the registered Co-operative Housing Society had already
made the plotting and the respective plots are allotted in favour
of the members of the society. Therefore, according to the claim
of the defendants, they are bonafide purchasers and the lands
after having been purchased in the year 1991 from the
predecessor of the plaintiff, already parted into the plotting and
further equity of the plot-holders is also created. Therefore, the
contention that, the present suit is absolutely an afterthought
process and absolutely having been filed almost about 30 years
from the date of sale, the plaintiffs are not the genuine and the
justice seeking litigants claim any just prayer before the Court
and therefore, has prayed for rejection of the relief in the

injunction application.

[5] It is settled proposition of law that parties seeking injunction has
to establish his prima-facie case, the balance of convenience and
the likely irreparable loss by the parties.

[6] To decide the aforesaid point, now considering the case of the

plaintiff, the whole basis for the plaintiff’'s case is forgery of the
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sale deeds wunder challenge contending that Raghunath
Gandabhai was though expired, according to the plaintiff, on 15-
04-1985, both the sale deeds were executed on 11-01-1991. The
second contention that second vendor Kalubhai Rabari was not
the family member and therefore, could not have executed sale
deed and therefore, the sale deed itself was nullity null and void.
In support of the aforesaid claim as discussed in the foregoing
paragraphs, the plaintiff have to prove prima-facie case, placed
sole reliance on the death certificate of Raghunath Gandabhai
produced at mark 3/1. Comparing the case of the plaintiff vise-a-
versa the defendants, case of the defendants that Raghunath
Gandabhai was alive till 2008 and had having accepted the sale
consideration had executed the sale deed. According to the
defendants, the Khodabhai is the originally Kalubhai in both the
sale deeds. To ascertain the bone of contention, this Court had
taken pain to call-upon an official from the office of Ahmedabad
Municipal Corporation with the original record of the birth and
death certificate maintained by Bopal-Ghuma Nagar Palika.
Pursuant to the notice issued from this Court, the official from
Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation has remained personally
present before the Court on date 01-12-2023 along with the
original record and placed before the Court for perusal. The
description of the record of the original death certificate is in

detailed taken note of by this Court in the Roznama and the same



ORDER 13/19 SPCS No.55 of 2019

is re-produced as under;-

"0q,/92/23 SIH %Y, AINRAY Aol eIdd  A.2AH.2f] ol Yo
Hel [Qeidell Aoielld AUEsR Yo g¥-accu ol A
1222 2419 1% WA olIZl s ¥ AT Y[oidICol [alollH], YoH R0
[Qeior AayR dlS, Hl.ol.c9UFFT00T 0 ol A %122 A1 &I
8 2al A ds Al 51 al 2Acellal 35S Flef AU 1A & A HAAGal] U
a2l dg sflef 3ss dilell diciidi dl.20 /05 /2020 ofl A%/l A.234.2{] Hi
lud—¢H1 oPRUIISI, dl.e281E ¥ AHHEIYIESIRAIA AHIUA ol d 242118
gH1 A1H UARId dGSS dl. ..../2/209U ol ¥I&lIHI AgRAR dI. 2/ 9
/2029 ofl A% AUA & d old uAlall 1€l RiRiIe ua A18 Y e
& Yol I5SHI 215,99 &1 Ve AUIUYIHI 2419 B FUR AFHI FH1 A1Hall ISS
olud gl odRuIdIslol Aiudidi 2H1dd d (A uel cve ¢l
aceu Yelofl 0l 220 AA 385 ASAUIT AYSa W21 ¥
8 ol d guid ULl A 1ReR g8SI U1l SIPIAlg 8. AE 1229
[ASlNA15] 1% SIEHI HIZ 3613 Hi Aol (alotidl dl dig] (A.g.2]
AuiclAlell &19RHI 2 al dflal ULl gssidial R iR
2¢0l1€

dAlisidigell AG U ofl Yol ofiel of. 20 ME 21Ul Al AH SAIHT ATof]
HEE AUl ¥211Ad URg 38Sofl WIRYdla aRiR sigul @ifsd ddl ol
¥1Re&iefl QMell usalel wRadl aell. e odr wdlsl,clud-gal
d2s2f1 2099 il d1.22/92,/2099 il A% AHAAud 3sSHIY] aligief1sHis Aoall
AIYR F {1 ALTgISe duR s3] diglal AH1Ud & Ad] aile) oi. 20 dd-accu
q19) 91222 2Ad 85I S1E 3013 orUsAHI AHYal HOA &1 YLIIg
o1®fl.s3ct [As]ANAIg] YUoSee &l sIsiRall Hlagaai A1S] olatid] 35S 2418
355011 1191 30 JAU] ol 18 1ofl SR2S1Hi A1 Avd] A1E21 SUIHT 419 8.

VS — .38, %¥0H HQI Viidlal A ollE]A

©9— o 0l [Aei1o1, FUYR dISoll ¥UIHER  SHUR] Aofldidlal. .

[lotidIal] 2U.UU/ AE ol YY1 OfIGidloll Ul

O¢— oflud—gal oidR UId]SIoll %o HARI 2ol 3cl 191222011 U1 [ Ual 1R
1Y AotlR RAIve(BRA21) di.ko /05 /2020,

OC— HI AIH UARId0ll &S [oiall YoH -0l 212221, oflud—¢|
o UIdISI viid U1 AH1RUIof] §1€] d1.2/09/2045 ofl A%

Therefore, on seeing the original register of the year 1985,

the official of the Corporation herself was not in a position to
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produce before the Court the register. She has ascertained that,
this was the position of record at the time of accepting the
original record from Bopal Ghuma Gram Panchayat in Nagarpalika
with the office of Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation of merger.
Perusal of the death certificate vide mark 3/1, in column no.11,
the death of issue is 22-12-2017. Thus, according to the claim of
plaintiff, the chief officer and clerk concerned of Bopal Ghuma
Nagar Palika having examined the original register issued on 22-
12-2017 had issued very fresh death certificate of Raghunath
Gandabhai Desai declaring his date of death as 15-04-1985. But
this certificate itself does not tally with the original record
produced before the Court by the official of Ahmedabad Municipal
Corporation. The record produced by the corporation is merely a
thousand of small small pieces of papers and not even in the
whole pages itself. When the original record was such, it is
unbelievable that on 22-12-2017, the chief officer and clerk in
Bopal Ghuma Nagarpalika could have verified the data of the
death of Raghunath Gandabhai Desai as on 15-04-1985. This
Court in no sense could take cognizance of the veracity of death
certificate produced by the plaintiff along with the original record
maintained by Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation. Therefore, the
certificate itself is absolutely under the umbrella of doubt and

suspicious.



ORDER 15/19 SPCS No.55 of 2019

The matter does not end here but on the basis of the claim
so made by the plaintiff in the present suit, for which the same
grievance on the criminal side was ventilated and lodged before
the Bopal Police Station by filing an FIR vide CR No. 1119201120
0947/2020. The Bopal Police has made a thorough investigation
and having made investigation has filed B-summary in the FIR
lodged by the plaintiff no.2 herein as complainant. The final
report vide mark 83/1 submitted by the police after thorough

investigation reads as under;-

“AI s1A &slsd Al 8 5, 1 s1Hall ARIAA eIl 2al AI3]al Wgdo]
¥¥lol uAI1d] uisdl dJesield yd AHiN1d sidd3 Ad dofl ¢11213U HIY Ad|
ANHoll 2f1H Ad siciR—was diall ¥dloiall O Wigd WIAER dl.au/ov /e
<ol A¥HI HQI 21Jd 8191 89l N Vg WIdER a8l §211Elall ofinef] ofl
ulel vl olotldd] HierA) Gail s3 ddlal AlRiE Aol 2%1221R SANHI &I
A1, viel 2Aal Aaligd] e2d1d%3i BUIRI 541 A1.5.U2d o 138f] 223U A
dl, Ndiofl  2llotie SiulR2lotoll RfleRloll 2ol s1.4.
As. dloll AS. al.R¢TU WA 31.9,<C, 59U/ — d¥l AJS oi.CCTS WSH
U,<G, 59U/ — Aulel e2dIdy Hi ¥Hlal ofl 1A U elid] vigdlal 24d%of]
254 olel Ysdl 1222 AU €2dIAY 0l0R. 59/ ACEA dI dAUIRI €I
o.v¢/aceq &l AR dl.9,c,c oA Uldld]l etieleld] Vol Ao
AR o.q [EaIMIEY A USdaliAloll ollA sAD] def a2l d dulel
ed1d%H AR 61.2,3 aliRA1A vil2l dHa olallue] vigdlefl AU Vgl
als dlauiel Al ARl e2dideHi Alell dls Uldiofl AelA s3] qal

AHRIU] ol v ¥alol £did o141 Yo vigdlofl ¥241A vil2l AAal clotid] wgdl
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(AR ol u - d&il ARV oi.SotIAlal) Aot 2%1221R $AUT] AIRIE UIA &I%R
Al a2l AR o u dell § aliAl HIF Adl 2AiHell A1H A o6i.was il
¥Hlotall Uld 30 vigd UIAER] of &ldIof ¥1R1dI ©cll AH %122Ral] SV A100
€ uid 8l 28] dUIRI edIdAi s3A1E] Al s3jIEloll NUdl al Aal.aC U
ofl A1cHi H0l 2R-d 8ldl ©dl d=ilall alidofl UiIE] d&il olal1ug] el /21215l
all [a1R1lol s3] AR 0f.q ofidlal 21222 AUIRI €2d19Y 0i6IR. %9/ ACEA
dagl dulRl €dIdY o.w¢/ACE ol s3 AUl d AUl €2dIdN] el
Aol Glallgd] gldig] ¥IRIdl ©dl Uldioll suixIHi Al AR ¢.9,¢,c

ol AN oY 2SS ol of.AU9E dl.15/ov/ace &l dx RUIH ANgd

S1.81. A1 qf ollH €lud s21d] 2Jol s (A3 clloid...

A1 Yoblofl AU €3RIl HQI AJA Yol 1A IES 2AISICHES £ 1ot 1]
dl.au/ow/ < ol A% HI 2AAd del eldl allcid AlgElall [a1deal] d¥l
WRl2oll  UUS  dUA  MA—ACCT,1CLT,9C<9 ol  oiel  agl
dl.2¢/ou/2009 dll A%all doalall sSI15l i 246IEa dIS dUd ol
A®ll Aal. ACEY of| YA A (Aecie eA1€f (01131 ) ol Aatall 51212115] 2l
[As1aNA1S] Hi 61%3] Al dl.20,/20 /200 ofl A% AEJA AHIRUAR U AARI]
Guell wReIUd 1 e/l 241 siHel sAuIEl & Wisicie eaticieS
gA1Y(06113] ) ol 12414 Uldlall 2i2Id 1[5 SIRUEI A13 Gllud adRuIAsI s
A4 AH2I GHI 1A VBRIl AGes A U1 Uil AHal GlolldE] H0lofl
ervidl 2% 531 d 18R Uldioll Yldi%] 2¢jatieig alisicie A1g011A] dl.
AU/ 0%/ U ofl A% HWQI AJ1 AI6idef dl.R/ R/ 9 all A%e] Alud ofdR
uidlst asell vilg #el unieiua Aadl 241 Wiél sAlule elvid sAAd] ldig]
SR 1A 8. F&f] 11 513 Y3 —0f] usd AH3] cRUIHI AH1Ad 8,F HYR S

[Qoidl 8.”
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The police has after thorough investigation not only came to
the conclusion that, the complainant of the plaintiff no.2 herein is
found to be bogus. On the contrary, the police has concluded that
the legal action needs to be initiated against the chief officer and

concerned staff of Nagar Palika.

Not only that the documentary evidence so far produced on
record by the defendants by way of original newspaper Besana
press note and the marriage invitation card of the relatives of the
plaintiff, also clearly suggest that, Raghunath Gandabhai was
alive upto 2008. Therefore, prima-facie the sole basis upon which
the plaintiffs have raised that foundation for filing of this suit and
criminal complaint that Raghunath Gandabhai was not alive on
the day of execution of the sale deeds under challenge is not well
founded therefore, on this ground, the plaintiffs under the
aforesaid suspicious circumstances, plaintiff not able to
demonstrate his prima-facie case, therefore, on this count, the
plaintiff in the humble opinion of this Court fail and not satisfied
the Court.

So far as rest of the two grounds that the balance of
convenience and irreparable loss, absolutely unignorable facts to
be considered by this Court that when the sale deeds were of the
year 1991 and the suit is filed in the year 2019 almost about 30

years absolutely appears to be time barred. It is relevant at this
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stage to refer to the order and proceedings on this point of
limitation, whereby the application for the defendants under
Order 7 Rule 11 was rejected by this Court on the ground of
triable issue /allegations of forgery and that order was challenged
before Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat and the Hon’ble High Court
of Gujarat has also not allowed that proceedings challenged by
the defendants on ground of limitation. But that apart, the
proceedings under Order 7 Rule 11 of CPC and grant of injunction
stand absolutely on different footing. No matter if once
considered at this stage Order 7 Rule 11 can be said to be prima-
facie observation, but consideration of the grant of injunction is a
different matter standing on different footing. Here prima-facie as
discussed in foregoing paragraphs, when the plaintiff prima-facie
clearly failed to establish his prima-facie case and on the other
hand, when after purchasing the land by the defendants in the
year 1991 and thereafter, dealing it with further to its members
by allotment, the further equity is already created. The plaintiff
has also not joined the plot holders, who have purchased the
plots. Obviously, when the plaintiff though claimed to be residing
at the same place in the village and not aware of the
development or the sale deeds for 30 years and though claimed
that after 1991 in the year 2017, they have when required the
Village Form No.7 and 12 abstract of revenue record, came to

know about the transfer of land is unbelievable theory. Therefore,
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on the count of balance of convenience and irreparable loss after
30 years of the sale, cannot be believed in favour of the plaintiff.
Therefore, the plaintiff fails on all three counts, this Court is of the
humble opinion that, no injunction as claimed by the plaintiff
deserves to be granted in favour of the plaintiffs and hence, the
following order;-

wFINAL ORDER::
» The injunction application filed by the plaintiffs at Exh.5 is

hereby rejected.
» No order as to cost.

Dictated & pronounced in the open Court today on this 25t day of
April, 2024.

Date: 25-04-2024
Place: Sanand. (K.P. Pachode)
Additional Sr. Civil Judge & ACJM,
Sanand, Ahmedabad (Rural)
Navnit Judge Code No.GJ00930.



