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11. Rejection of plaint.- The plaint shall be rejected in the
following cases:—

(a) where it does not disclose a cause of action;

(b) where the relief claimed is undervalued, and the plaintiff, on
being required by the court to correct the valuation within a
time to be fixed by the court, fails to do so;

(c) where the relief claimed is properly valued, but the plaint is
written upon paper insufficiently stamped, and the plaintiff, on
being required by the court to supply the requisite stamp paper
within a time to be fixed by the Court, fails to do so;

(d) where the suit appears from the statement in the plaint to be
barred by any law;

(e) where it is not filed in duplicate;

(f) where the plaintiff fails comply with the provision of Rule 9.

Provided that the time fixed by the court for the

correction of the valuation or supplying of the requisite stamp
papers shall not be extended unless the court, for reasons to be
recorded, is satisfied that the plaintiff was prevented by any
cause of an exceptional nature from correcting the valuation or
supplying the requisite stamp papers, as the case may be within
the time fixed by the court and that refusal to extend such time
would cause grave injustice to the plaintiff.

5 g4 el d 99T 79T S AT gIXIT Smt. V. Bragan Nayagi vs R. R.
Jeyaprakasam UchNXUT ¥ fadid 01.04.2015 &7 oI T fvig & gGfTe O_T
BT IgYUT UifiTe & o fb 9 YhR -

While filing an application under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code
of Civil Procedure, the Court is bound to see whether the case
on hand falls within six limbs stated in the said Rule. If the suit
is not falling under any of those categories, the plaint cannot be
rejected.

6. fafdar ufhar dfedi—1908 & 3Mee—7 fFTH—11 TG AT daN Sed
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AfRAT—1908 & M7 FTH—11 & SE_ZT (Object) & HaeT H AP
STl IERVT Jgi Ufd 7 | A STadd e g fafder srdre
9519 /2019 3-dI- Dahiben vs Arvindbhai Kalyanji Bhanusali # fedid 09.07.
2020 ®1 fafder ufhar dfedr—1908 & @Mce—7 FoA—11 & IS
(Object) & Hag ¥ g Ufouiea fear §| e uRifte IR &

SEY 59 UHR g—
The underlying object of Order VII Rule 11 (a) is that if in a
suit, no cause of action is disclosed, or the suit is barred by
limitation under Rule 11 (d), the Court would not permit the
plaintiff to unnecessarily protract the proceedings in the suit. In
such a case, it would be necessary to put an end to the sham
litigation, so that further judicial time is not wasted.

8. I UbR AT Swddd IR gRT Fat=a= It S9d19 Azhar
Hussain vs Rajiv Gandhi H fadi® 25.04.1986 &1 Rifaer ufdear wfedr—1908
& ATQ—7 FFIHF—11 & I (Object) & Hag H ger= Ufauriad fdar
2 | s Ui IRT &1 IER0T 59 UBR o

The whole purpose of confernment of such powers is to ensure
that a litigation which is meaningless and bound to prove
abortive should not be permitted to occupy the time of the court
and exercise the mind of the respondent. The sword of Damocle
need not be kept hanging over his head unnecessarily without
point or purpose. Even in an ordinary Civil litigation the Court
readily exercises the power to reject a plaint if it does not
disclose ~any cause of action. Or the power to direct
the concerned party to strike out unnecessary, scandalous,
frivolous or vexatious parts of the pleadings. Or such pleadings
which are likely to cause embarrassment or delay the fair trial
of the action or which is otherwise an abuse of the process of
law. An order directing a party to strike out a part of the
pleading would result in the termination of the case arising in
the context of the said pleading. The Courts in exercise of the
powers under the Code of Civil Procedure can also treat any
point going to the root of the matter such as one pertaining to
jurisdiction or maintainability as a preliminary point and can
dismiss a suit without proceeding to record evidence and hear
elaborate arguments in the context of such evidence, if the
Court is satisfied that the action would terminate in view of the
merits of the preliminary point of objection.

9. A STadd AT g1 Rifder 8fUrel 448 /2004 39aE  Sopan
Sukhdeo Sable & Ors vs Assistant Charity Commissioner ¥ fedid 23.01.2004 BT
foa m folg & fafde ufear dfedr—1908 @ emewr—7 -1 &
IGeY (Object) & Hdy # grer ufquifed faar €1 e uifies I=n
HT IGI 39 DR T

The real object of Order VII Rule 11 of the Code is to keep out
of courts irresponsible law suits. Therefore, the Order X of the
Code is a tool in the hands of the Courts by resorting to which
and by searching examination of the party in case the Court is
prima facie of the view that the suit is an abuse of the process of

the court in the sense that it is a bogus and irresponsible
litigation, the jurisdiction under Order VII Rule 11 of the Code

° o -
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ol ¥ fufoa ufhar <wfgdr—1908 & amee—7 -1 & d8d
AT /ATl @1 BT (Role of the court/judge) @& Hae H I
yfquifed fear 2 | f59a grifiies ORT &7 IEN0T 89 UhR 23—

The learned Munsif must remember that if on a meaningful-not
formal-reading of the plaint it is manifestly vexatious, and
meritless, in the sense of not disclosing a clear right to sue, be
should exercise his power under Or. VIl r. 1 1 C.P.C. taking
care to see that the ground mentioned therein is fulfilled. And, if
clever, drafting has created the illusion of a cause of action, nip
it in the bud at the first hearing by examining the party
searchingly under Order X C.P.C. An activist Judge is the
answer to irresponsible law suits. The trial court should insist
imperatively on examining the party at the first bearing so that
bogus litigation can be shot down at the earliest stage.
The Penal Code (Ch. XI) is also resourceful enough to meet
such men, and must be triggered against them. In this case, the
learned Judge to his cost realised what George Bernard Shaw
remarked on the assassination of Mahatma Gandhi "It _is
dangerous to be too good."”

1. 9991 STadd ORIl g1 NIfde stdTe 448 /2004 I9a Sopan
Sukhdeo Sable & Ors vs Assistant Charity Commissioner # f&sid 23.01.
2004 &1 o T vl # Rafder ufshar dfedr—1908 & ma—7 fH—11
& T TR /Il @ gf#@1 (Role of the court/judge) @& e
# g ufaufed faar 2| Rorrs urhfiis IRT &1 S0 39 TSR g

The trial Court must remember that if on a meaningful and not
formal reading of the plaint it is manifestly vexatious and
meritless in the sense of not disclosing a clear right to sue, it
should exercise the power under Order VII Rule 11 of the Code
taking care to see that the ground mentioned therein is fulfilled.
If clever drafting has created the illusion of a cause of action, it
has to be nipped in the bud at the first hearing by examining the
party searchingly under Order X of the Code.

Material to be considered

12. 390 ueR fafda ufeear dfedar—1908 & 3Mce—7 FaA—11 & dgd a1
93 @ SIfAHeEl & UsH (Material to be considered) & deg H i@
S SE}UT I ARG 2 | A Seadd <ararerd g1 Rafda e
9519 /2019 39dI Dahiben vs Arvindbhai Kalyanji Bhanusali ¥ fedi® 09.07.
2020 I & 1 foig # Rafder ufshar Hizdr—1908 & amee—7 Fam—11
& d8d d1g UF $ SAfHAET & UsH (Material to be considered) & Ay H
e fauifed far 2| e uRifiie IRT &1 €301 39 UdR T

At this stage, the pleas taken by the defendant in the written
statement and application for rejection of the plaint on the
merits, would be irrelevant, and cannot be adverted to, or taken
into consideration. The test for exercising the power under
Order VII Rule 11 is that if the averments made in the plaint are
taken in entirety, in conjunction with the documents relied
upon, would the same result in a decree being passed.

Signature Nt Verified
13. 39 gbR Rifder gfhar wfgar—1e o —7 FE—11 & d8d a8
T B e (Test) ﬁ'géeﬁgrg’r’ SHORETaY Wk Jgf yrifTe |
AT STadq AT B agaR R OTIIT -B519,(9019 39419 Dahiben vs
Arvindbhai Kalyanji Bienssyi Sgif $9.07.2020 &1 fo T Aol #
fafaer ufdear dfedr—1908 @ 3mew—7 —11 & d8d 91§ U9 & TR0
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(Test) & Hae H geer Ufauiied fbar & | forde Uit IRT &1 IR0

39 UHR g—

At this stage, the pleas taken by the defendant in the written
statement and application for rejection of the plaint on the
merits, would be irrelevant, and cannot be adverted to, or taken
into consideration. The test for exercising the power under
Order VII Rule 11 is that if the averments made in the plaint are
taken in entirety, in conjunction with the documents relied
upon, would the same result in a decree being passed.

Whether a plaint discloses a cause of action or not is essentially
a question of fact. But whether it does or does not must be
found out from reading the plaint itself. For the said purpose,
the averments made in the plaint in their entirety must be held
to be correct. The test is as to whether if the averments made in
the plaint are taken to be correct in their entirety, a decree
would be passed.” In Hardesh Ores (P.) Ltd. v. Hede & Co.5
the Court further held that it is not permissible to cull out a
sentence or a passage, and to read it in isolation. It is the
substance, and not merely the form, which has to be looked
into. The plaint has to be construed as it stands, without
addition or subtraction of words.

How to read and examine the plaint
14. 350 veR fifaa ufbar df2dai—1908 & 3Mce—7 FOA—11 & dgd dIg
93 & UsH Ud WRIET (How to read and examine the plaint) @ et #
e gl SERU I8l YNle 8| HF Seaad ey g
NICE RS 9519 /2019 3-dT Dahiben vs Arvindbhai Kalyanji Bhanusali H
fadi® 09.07.2020 &1 fad ™ v # fafoa ufsar dfear—1908 &
JMeY—7 IH—11 & 918 93 & USH TG TRIEfo (How to read and examine
the plaint) & |ag H g ufquied fear €1 e e URT @1
IENUT 59 UBR Bi—
If on a meaningful reading of the plaint, it is found that the suit
is manifestly vexatious and without any merit, and does not
disclose a right to sue, the court would be justified in exercising
the power under Order VII Rule 11 CPC. 12.9 The power under
Order VII Rule 11 CPC may be exercised by the Court at any
stage of the suit, either before registering the plaint, or after
issuing summons to the defendant, or before conclusion of the

trial, as held by this Court in the judgment of Saleem Bhai v.
State of Maharashtra.

A three-Judge Bench of this Court in State of Punjab v. Gurdev
Singh,13 held that the Court must examine the plaint and
determine when the right to sue first accrued to the plaintiff,
and whether on the assumed facts, the plaint is within time. The
words “right to sue” means the right to seek relief by means of
legal proceedings. The right to sue accrues only when the cause
of action arises. The suit must be instituted when the right
asserted in the suit is infringed, or when there is a clear and
unequivocal threat to infringe such right by the defendant
against whom the suit is instituted.

15. 99T STAdH <17 ?%ﬁéfhr%g@ﬁeé%/zom 3949 Sopan

Sukhdeo Sable & Ors vs ssistant“/ ommissioner § & 23.01.
2004 ®1 fo T fAoprifanfgsig y Keghiaw 1006ab 3Meae—7 fgm—11

& ded 915 U9 B _ (He, o d examine the plaint)
& Hey H g ‘;ﬁw;%bﬁ '|f§%ﬁ@9§'%§iﬁm T BT I 59
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There cannot be any compartmentalization, dissection,
segregation and inversions of the language of various
paragraphs in the plaint. If such a course is adopted it would
run counter to the cardinal canon of interpretation according to
which a pleading has to be read as a whole to ascertain its true
import. It is not permissible to cull out a sentence or a passage
and to read it out of the context in isolation. Although it is the
substance and not merely the form that has to be looked into,
the pleading has to be construed as it stands without addition or
subtraction or words or change of its apparent grammatical
sense. The intention of the party concerned is to be gathered
primarily from the tenor and terms of his pleadings taken as a
whole. At the same time it should be borne in mind that no
pedantic approach should be adopted to defeat justice on hair-
splitting technicalities.

Essence
16. AFAI ORI 3o Tl gRT RNifdet 3diel 330 /2010 a9 Ram

Kripal Das Ji Charitable Trust vs Phool Chand ® {9 29.02.2012 &1 fod
Aoy & fufaa ufbar wdfgdr—1908 & Q97 ffm—11 & @vrer
(Essence) &1 wte fhar B | frad uNifTe IRT &1 SEXT 39 TSR B

11.Before dealing with the factual scenario, the spectrum of Order
7 Rule 11 in the legal ambit needs to be noted. The legal
position in regard to Order 7 Rule 11 CPC may be summerised
as below:
(i) The relevant facts which need to be looked into for deciding
an application under Order 7 Rule 11 are the averments made
in the plaint. The trial Court can exercise the power at any
stage of the suit-before registering the plaint or after issuing
summons to the defendant at any time before the conclusion of
the trial. For the purposes of deciding an application under
clauses (a) and (d) of Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code, the
averments in the plaint are germane; the pleas taken by the
defendant in the written statement would be wholly irrelevant at
that stage.
(ii) The basic question to be decided while dealing with an
application filed under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code is whether
a real cause of action has been set out in the plaint or
something purely illusory has been stated with a view to get out
of Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code.
(iii) The Court must remember that if on a meaningful and not
formal reading of the plaint it is manifestly vexatious and
meritless in the sense of not disclosing a clear right to sue, it
should exercise the power under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code
taking care to see that the ground mentioned therein is fulfilled.
If clever drafting has created the illusion of a cause of action, it
has to be nipped in the bud at the first hearing by examining the
party searchingly under Order 10 of the Code.
(iv) For deciding such an application not any particular plea
has to be considered, and the whole plaint has to be read. Only
a part of the plaint cannot be rejected and if no cause of action
is disclosed, the plaint as a whole must be rejected.
(v) Rule 11 of Order 7 CPC lays down an independent remedy
made available to the defendant to challenge the
maintainability of the suit itself, irrespective of his right to
contest the same on merits. The law ostensibly does not

contemplate at@@ﬁﬁfﬁr‘@ﬂ@?\?@fﬁl@'@ can be raised,

and also does not™say in ex bout the filing of the

prr
written statem . A %%.6 ‘ U L clearly
implying there%@éﬁiﬁ@sa uty” b e%\oluﬁl’@?

erform its

obligations in rgjg¢HnS s A lpink the sagqdgrhit by any of
the infirmities p{g\gg;%jrstéﬁ,&é{%ﬁglauées of Rule 11, even

without intervention of the defen Even if no objection is
taken by the defendant by filing an application under this
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provision, the court itself is empowered to reject the plaint if it
finds that the case is covered within the four corners of this
provision.

(vi) It is well settled that the question of jurisdiction namely
whether a suit is exclusively triable by a revenue court or a
Civil Court can take cognizance of it has to be decided on the
allegations made in the plaint. It is also further settled that it is
the substance of the plaint and the true nature of the suit that is
to be seen to determine the question of jurisdiction. If in
substance the relief claimed is one which the revenue court
alone is entitled to give, the jurisdiction of the civil court will be
ousted even though it may require the revenue court to
incidentally determine some ancillary facts. In order to
determine the true nature of the relief claimed in a suit, the pith
and substance and not the form in which the relief may be
couched has to be considered. Each case has to be examined on
its own particular facts and no universal rule can be applicable
to every case.

SWRId faf¥e uraemry =f¥e gl @ uRued § Ja’or &I fageryoy
fhar ST SUferd & | WdyeM YHhRol ¥ dral & Hiex NSl |l <dl
DI WIAGRT RISH BT d& YOIkl 8l 8l TAT dral Pl S ardl U
dRH BT dlcegd Sd~ Fel BIF @ YR W RAfder ufbar Higda—1908
@ 3ae—7 FIA—11 & IUFE—Y & d8d dla SR I~ Tl 8 D
MR R AT GRS $HIA BT YAl 95 URd [Har 737 8| aral g I
9 g W WDy fHar a1 B 6 9kl & AR sheneren | <dl @t
ISR 7RIS BT A8l YOIk BIs JT dTal $I Iad aTal UKJd B Pl
qTeedd A B & AR TR Jrel &I ardT Fer I 2 |

|qayeA Uawor H RAfde ufshar dfgar—1908 & eMew—7 MH—11 @
SUSH—3] & ded dIQ edd D YHCIHIOT (Cause of action) & dag |
e g IGRVT T8l YRS & | A Sedaad el g
fiafder ardrat 9159 /2003 S-TdT1 M/S. Kusum Ingots & Alloys Ltd vs Union Of
India And Anr % f&HT® 28042004 &1 &I ¥ fofy & fafaer ufshan
ARAT—1908 & SMq¥—7 FRIA—11 & [UGH—3 & ded dIc odd
YHeIhIU (Cause of action) % Adyg H SRS gfoofea fear g1 e
UiRTS ORT BT IEROT 89 THR B

Cause of Action:

Cause of action implies a right to sue. The material facts which
are imperative for the suitor to allege and prove constitutes the
cause of action. Cause of action is not defined in any statute. It
has, however, been judicially interpreted inter alia to mean that
every fact which would be necessary for the plaintiff to prove, if
traversed, in order to support his right to the judgment of the
Court. Negatively put, it would mean that everything which, if
not proved, gives the defendant an immediate right to judgment,
would be part of cause of action. Its importance is beyond any
doubt. For every action, there has to be a cause of action, if not,
the plaint or the writ petition, as the case may be, shall be
rejected summarily.

A STadqd AT g1 fdel ordiel 9159 /2003 $9ATH Swamy

Atmananda & Ors vs Sri r Ti Q . s § fai® 13.04.2005 B!
G N S SRR oA

IUH—3] ® ded ARGy @gnﬂﬂ'@ke 4Gadeenaf action) & Hay H
W‘Jﬁqﬁﬁmg? i BT IENU 59 YPR g—

In Stroud's Judﬁ@f@%@%’é&% 8‘ aé‘rt?OInSI stated to be
the entire set of facts that give ris n enforceable claim; the
phrase comprises every fact which, if traversed, the plaintiff
must prove in order to obtain judgment.
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A cause of action, thus, means every fact, which, if traversed, it
would be necessary for the plaintiff to prove in order to support
his right to a judgment of the Court. In other words, it is a
bundle of facts which taken with the law applicable to them
gives the plaintiff a right to relief against the defendant. It must
include some act done by the defendant since in the absence of
such an act no cause of action can possibly accrue. It is not
limited to the actual infringement of the right sued on but
includes all the material facts on which it is founded.

20. HEEIT HET Sd <R gRT S9d9 M/S. Narasu'S Coffee Company vs

R. P. Sarathy ¥ fasid 17.042014 @7 o T favia & fuafoa ufssan
AEA—1908 & 8Mq¥—7 FRA—11 & IJUgE—3 & dad dIe gd
UHCIHRYT (Cause of action) & Hae # gera yfaurfed fear g1 s
AR ORT BT SENUT o UhN g

It is a settled proposition of law that to reject the plaint under

Order 7 Rule 11 (a) of the Code, the petitioner / defendant

should establish that there is no legally sustainable cause of

action, to seek the relief as prayed for in the plaint. Similarly, as

per Rule 11 (d) of Order 7 of the Code, if the suit is barred by

any statute or if it is an abuse of process of Court, it could be

ordered. In order to establish that there is no cause of action and

seek an order to reject the plaint, the defendant is not entitled to

rely on his written statement. The applicant / defendant has to

establish the fact that there is no cause of action, only based on

the averments of the plaint and the admission made by the

plaintiff, on the factual aspect.

21. A STadd SR g1 Rifder e1diel 448 /2004 SHATT Sopan
Sukhdeo Sable & Ors vs Assistant Charity Commissioner ¥ fadie 23.01.2004 BT
G W ol d Rafde ufsear dfgdr—1908 & efqer—7 FOA—11 @
SUGRI—31 & ded dIq edd Gl CaaEa| (Cause of action) & dag H
e ufauifed fear 2 | fge Ifiie IR1 &1 SERT 39 UaR 8-

The trial Court must remember that if on a meaningful and
not formal reading of the plaint it is manifestly vexatious and
meritless in the sense of not disclosing a clear right to sue, it
should exercise the power under Order VIl Rule 11 of the
Code taking care to see that the ground mentioned therein is
fulfilled. If clever drafting has created the illusion of a cause
of action, it has to be nipped in the bud at the first hearing by
examining the party searchingly under Order X of the Code.

The plea clearly overlooks the basic distinction between
statements of the facts disclosing cause of action and the
reliefs sought for. The reliefs claimed do not constitute the
cause of action. On the contrary, they constitute the
entitlement, if any, on the basis of pleaded facts. As indicated
above, Order VI Rule 2 requires that pleadings shall contain
and contain only a statement in a concise form of the material
facts on which the party pleading relies for his claim. If the
plea of Mr. Savant, learned counsel for the respondent-trust is
accepted the distinction between the statement of material
facts and the reliance on them for the claim shall be
obliterated. WiatgRadglied\ot Vekifiedthe piecemeal
reading of the plaint but in i Whether the reliefs
would be gramigitailytisigpieadey Keghaudk thevavidence
adduced is totAllgeditierent from * ief claimed. All the
reliefs claimed Dayaio2 624! hiv Aot B Bk pleadings
and the evidenReagnioed gkt of the relief cannot
be granted by the Civil Court is a rent matter from saying
that because of a combined claim of reliefs the jurisdiction is
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ousted or no cause of action is disclosed. Considering the
reliefs claimed vis-a- vis the pleadings would not mean
compartmentalization or segregation, in that sense.

22 HEEII HEN Sod AT §RT A Electronic Machine Tools Limited vs
Power Engineers ¥ faqie 14.022011 &1 o T folg & Rufaer ufshar
ART—1908 & 3MY—7 -1 & IUGE—] & ded dI& odd
UHCIHRYT (Cause of action) & e H gera ufaurfad fHar 2 | %m‘c%
ATy ORT BT SEN0T o9 UhRN g

16. It is an admitted fact that the averments in the plaint are
sufficient to prove that where the cause of action is mentioned
and averred in the plaint, there is no need to decide as to
whether the cause of action averred in the plaint is true and
correct.

23. AR Seadd ey gRT Rafde e1diel 5665 /2002 A Liverpool &
London S.P. & | Asson. ... vs M.V. Sea Success | & Anr ‘ET ﬁ_*ﬂ_c}? 20.11.2003 Efﬁ ﬁ?j
T ol § fafae ufshar dfedr—1908 & Me9—7 FRIF—11 & SUTH—3T
® T8d dI€ Tgd B YBHSIDRY (Cause of action) B HeY H T
yfquifea fear 2 | fRrgd ardfiie 9T &1 e 89 UhR 2—

REJECTION OF PLAINT:

Whether a plaint discloses a cause of action or not is essentially
a question of fact. But whether it does or does not must be
found out from reading the plaint itself. For the said purpose
the averments made in the plaint in their entirety must be held
to be correct. The test is as to whether if the averments made in
the plaint are taken to be correct in its entirety, a decree would
be passed.

CAUSE OF ACTION:

A cause of action is a bundle of facts which are required to be
pleaded and proved for the purpose of obtaining relief claimed
in the suit. For the aforementioned purpose, the material facts
are required to be stated but not the evidence except in certain
cases where the pleading relies on any misrepresentation,
fraud, breach of trust, wilful default, or undue influence.

24 HFAR ITddH AT §RT SHd1F I.T.C. Limited vs The Debts Recovery
Appellate § fa&sTd  19.12.1997 &1 @ ™ favim & fufow wfan
HET—1908 & 3MA—7 FFH—11 & Iug—3] & d8d d€ odd
YhIhNUT (Cause of action) & dAdyg H G gfaured fe&ar g1 e
YIGRTh URT BT SEX0T 59 UPR B

Question is whether a real cause of action has been set out in
the plaint or something purely illusory has been stated with a
view to get out of Order 7 Rule 11 C.P.C. Clever drafting
creating illusions of cause of action are not permitted in law
and a clear right to sue should be shown in the plaint.

25. A STadd ATl gIXT 34l Vijay Pratap Singh vs Dukh Haran Nath

Singh And Another | ﬁﬁ?@nﬁure%tﬁeﬁﬁeﬂﬁ ol & fafae wfdhar

AET—1908 & 3MMa—7 11 -3 & d8d dIe BdD b
UHSIHRUT (Cause of acﬁ)gg s@ﬁgn{\

ViRt fear €1 R
TR R BT ST e Hooma - 22 off 15:49 IST
The court hasRe@sanséelidy the claim made by the
petitioner is likely to succeed: it h erely to satisfy itself that

the allegations made in the petition, if accepted as true, would
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entitle the petitioner to the relief he claims. If accepting those
allegations as true no case is made out for granting relief no
cause of action would be shown and the petition must be
rejected. But in ascertaining whether the petition shows a cause
of action the court does not enter upon a trial of the issues
affecting the merits of the claim made by the petitioner. It
cannot take into consideration the defences which the defendant
may raise upon the merits; nor is the court competent to make
an elaborate enquiry into doubtful or complicated questions of
law or fact. If the allegations in the petition, prima facie, show
a cause of action, the court cannot embark upon an enquiry
whether the allegations are true in fact, or whether the
petitioner will succeed in the claims made by him. By the
Statute, the jurisdiction of the Court is restricted to ascertaining
whether on the allegations a cause of action is shown: the
jurisdiction does not extend to trial of issues which must fairly
be left for decision at the hearing of the suit.

26.‘41717%31 Hald Sod UTAd gIXT 39dI9 V. K. John vs W. S. Seetharam ﬁf
fadie 18.12.2008 @I f&d T fAvig # fufder ufdsar wdfgdar—1908 @
ATee—7 FRIA—11 & IUGH—31 & T 918 8gd b TDHSIHRU (Cause of
action) & Hee H grer Ufaurfad fbar g | [57d Ui URT BT IER0T
$H UBR B—

32. It is trite law which has already been settled in catena of
decisions including the above referred citations, an application
under Order 7 Rule 11(d) can be filed if the allegations in the
plaint appeared to be barred by any law and for this purpose,
the averments made in the plaint alone are relevant and the
Court would not be entitled to consider the entire defence at
this stage. In so far as Order 7 Rule 11(a) of CPC is concerned,

when no cause of action is disclosed, the Courts will not
unnecessarily protract the hearing of the suit.

27. 99T HET S STy gIXT. 3dId P .Chidambaram vs R. S. Raja

Kannappan § faqie o07.062012 &1 o W favly § fufoa ufsar
ART—1908 & IMMQW—7 [FH—11 & JUGH—] & d8d dle odd
YheIhU (Cause of action) & A4y H FUVIRN gfoofea fehar g1 e
UTHRTS. IRT BT IGI0T 39 UPR o

Normally, a plaint can be rejected only if there is absolutely no
cause of action and the same cannot be rejected if there is a
lack of cause of action.

28. AR HaTd Sd ATl §RT 3949 M. Chinnaiyah vs Naina Mohammed
# fedi® 30072012 @1 @ ™ fofg & ffde ufbar wfgar—1908 @
3MaT—7 =11 & IUGH—3 & ded dIq 8gd D YDHSIDHRUT (Cause of
action) @ Heg # g UiuIad f&ar g | e uie IRT &7 g0
9 UHR T

The Trial Court can reject a plaint, only when it is found that

any of the conditions under Rule 11 of Order 7 of CPC exists.
The Trial Court has gone into the merits of the case and

the paint har ONIEL TG Nﬁf*@’é B ocumentary
evidence, WhICh is cle rIy a m for ). The Trial Court can

ascertain as to-\# Vﬂgﬁ D}fiKe YaliddBfhction or

not, but canno t s A .g1 rgl iff would be
entitled to g lt%é E\é é& 4 facts and
circumstances ?O'SS%H lef
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29. HFII A& 8o Tl §RT S4TI9 Central Government Employees vs
Consolidated Civil Construction Ltd § & 24.01.2012 &7 fo T foig o
fafaer ufshar wfedr—1908 & 3Mee—7 FOH—11 & & SUIH—I b dgd
CIC ?chﬁ B YHCIDHRU (Cause of action) @ e H SRSy gfearied foar

2 | e giiTed IR &SGR §9 UPR 8—

149. In D. Ramachandran v. R.V. Janakiraman64 it has been held

that the court cannot dissect the pleading into several parts and
consider whether each one of them discloses a cause of action.

150. In ascertaining whether the plaint shows a cause of action, the
court is not required to make an elaborate enquiry into doubtful
or complicated questions of law or fact. By the statute the
jurisdiction of the court is restricted to ascertaining whether on
the allegations a cause of action is shown. In Vijai Pratap
Singh v. Dukh Haran Nath Singh67 this Court held: (AIR pp.
943-44, para 9) By the express terms of Rule 5 clause (d), the
court is concerned to ascertain whether the allegations made in
the petition show a cause of action. The court has not to see
whether the claim made by the petitioner is likely to succeed: it
has merely to satisfy itself that the allegations made in the
petition, if accepted as true, would entitle the petitioner to the
relief he claims. If accepting those allegations as true no case is
made out for granting relief no cause of action would be shown
and the petition must be rejected. But in ascertaining whether
the petition shows a cause of action the court does not enter
upon a trial of the issues affecting the merits of the claim made
by the petitioner. It cannot take into consideration the defences
which the defendant may raise upon the merits; nor is the court
competent to make an elaborate enquiry into doubtful or
complicated questions of law or fact. If the allegations in the
petition, prima facie, show a cause of action, the court cannot
embark upon an enquiry whether the allegations are true in
fact, or whether the petitioner will succeed in the claims made
by him.

151. So long as the claim discloses some cause of action or raises
some questions fit to be decided by a judge, the mere fact that
the case is weak and not likely to succeed is no ground for
striking it out. The purported failure of the pleadings to disclose
a cause of action is distinct from the absence of full particulars.
(See Mohan Rawale63.)

152. The reason for the aforementioned conclusion is that if a legal
guestion is raised by the defendant in the written statement, it
does not mean that the same has to be decided only by way of
an application under Order 7 Rule 11 of the Code of Civil
Procedure which may amount to prejudging the matter.

153. Thus, in terms of law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court,
the cause of action is a bundle of facts, which is required to be
pleaded and proved for the purposes of obtaining the relief
sought for and the Court would be empowered to reject the
plaint on the failure of the plaintiff to disclose a cause of action,
but the same would not mean that the averments made in the
plaint or the document, which have to be relied on, although
discloses a cause of action, plaint could be rejected on the
ground that it is not sufficient to prove the fact. Further, the
Hon'ble Supreme Court also cautioned that the Court cannot
dissect the pleagdi i VRTiad 10 e Court should
not embark u?ollggﬁI a#)[@[a%ow%tpvé@%ﬁto doubtful or
complicated qugstions, of law ¢__fcts. the test would be as
long as the cla gﬂf&l‘é{sgé,g ¥,Ke i8N it raises
some question IS : Y2 eré' the facts of
the case reve db el ' " NOt Sucteed, is not a

ground to strike (?own the plaint.
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30. A HE Sod AT §RT S Urooj Ahmed vs Preethi Kitchen

Appliances § fedid 25002013 &7 ¥ @ faviy & fufde wfhar
ART—1908 & ATQY—7 FRIA—11 & & IUGH—3] & dgd dIe sgd &
UHCIdhRYT (Cause of action) & Hae H e wlauiad fdHar 2 | ﬁRTcﬁ
ATy ORT BT SEN0T o9 UhRN g

5(a)(ii). A cause of action would constitute bundle of facts. It
implies a right to sue. There is difference between a non
disclosure of cause of action and a defective cause of action.
There is no difficulty in appreciating the position of law that an
application under Order VII Rule 11 of C.P.C., would govern a
case of non disclosure of a cause of action. However, it does
not govern a defective cause of action. A question as to whether
a plaint discloses a cause of action is a question of fact which
has to be governed on the basis of the claims made therein in
entirety. The Court has to take the averments as true and then
apply its mind as to whether a plaint discloses a cause of action
or not. Applying the abovesaid principles of law, we are of the
view that the averments made in the plaint in the case on hand
are sufficient enough to disclose a cause of action. The
Honourable Apex Court in Kusum Ingots & Alloys Ltd., v.
Union of India and another (2004) 6 Supreme Court Cases,
254) has held as follows:

"6.Cause of action implies a right to sue. The material facts
which are imperative for the suitor to allege and prove
constitutes the cause of action. Cause of action is not defined in
any statute. It has, however, been judicially interpreted inter
alia to mean that every fact which would be necessary for the
plaintiff to prove, if traversed, in order to support his right to
the judgment of the Court. Negatively put, it would mean that
everything which, if not proved, gives the defendant an
immediate right to judgment, would be part of cause of action.
Its importance is beyond any doubt. For every action, there has
to be a cause of action, if not, the plaint or the writ petition, as
the case may be, shall be rejected summarily.

31.\/FHR HEN Sed ST g§IRT S9dl9 - Instituto Hispania vs Mrs.Vinolia
Lobo ® f&Td 04.08.2009 %1 fe A vt # fifaer ufdsar wfgdar—1908
@ AMQe—7 FRIA—11 & IUGHE—31 & d8d 918 8P d YPHSIhRUl (Cause
of action) & Wy H g ufouifed fHar €1 e ufies =1 &

SEXT 39 UHR T—

151. In ascertaining whether the plaint shows a cause of action, the
court is not required to make an elaborate enquiry into doubtful
or complicated questions of law or fact. By the statute the
jurisdiction of the court is restricted to ascertaining whether on
the allegations a cause of action is shown. In Vijai Pratap
Singh v. Dukh Haran Nath Singh this Court held: (AIR pp.943-
44, para 9). By the express terms of Rule 5 clause (d), the court
is concerned to ascertain whether the allegations made in the
petition show a cause of action. The court has not to see
whether the claim made by the petitioner is likely to succeed: it
has merely to satisfy itself that the allegations made in the
petition, if accepted as true, would entitle the petitioner to the
relief he claims. If accepting those allegations as true no case is
made out for granting relief no cause of action would be shown

and the petltlogm@ﬁ@g;p@qtq@)ﬁ\;tenﬂmmmmg whether

the petition shows a cause of/ court does not enter
upon a trial of W Kegh
by the petitionq\rA ot ake Int¢”

im made

eratlont e defences

which the defer@g@émg@_&ﬂq siAlS; |Rr is the court
competent to RaksHEN: slalf U|ry into doubtful or
complicated questions of law or If the allegations in the
petition, prima facie, show a cause of action, the court cannot
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embark upon an enquiry whether the allegations are true in
fact, or whether the petitioner will succeed in the claims made
by him.

152. So long as the claim discloses some cause of action or raises
some questions fit to be decided by a judge, the mere fact that
the case is weak and not likely to succeed is no ground for
striking it out. The purported failure of the pleadings to disclose
a cause of action is distinct from the absence of full particulars.

32. fafdet ufshan |i2dr—1908 & sfaw—7 FIA—11 & IUGEI—Y & dad <rdl
T deedd ol BN & f9vg R IWIad ARG M & AqAld A T8
frgia ufaufed f6y ™ € & ag w3 #§ a) gR1 6y T eifWaasl &l
ARAHT U89 & U dlq 95 H @] oI @ JAUGR b dgd W
qIegdd Sa~1 BT A12Y | 3R a4l §RT 916 UF H drdl gRT fhd T
ATl @ ARAMT Ued & UgETq alq Ud | <@l oM & ARER
d8d W dIaggd S~ el BIPR IR draedd S B Bq dIa
S & WGl BT INIBT A AR BT ST udid 8 Al aTg Bl
qEEdd IR ARG &l AMT S AP & |

33.H]T H dral & Hfexw SRl 9l dl @ WieR! RIS ®l de
YOIRl ST81 B9 TT dral ) I <ral UK B BT dlangd Scd=~ 8l
B @ MUR W ufas ufhar dfedi—1908 & 3mev—7 fRE—11 &
SUSH-U & d8d dIg BRY I~ ol 8 & IMIR W AT Wik
PR BT WA YA U fhar AT g Arel gRT §9 ey AW
foar ar & fo ardy & Hfex sfiFresh 9@l <dl &f WdeR! RS &l
Jg YOIRI B qAT 91aT Pl ST &1l UK[d PR Pl dIGegd S<d~T 8l
P IR W dral BT </l gl AT 8| THROT H oA HIedhN
AATIH—1955 BT ERT—188 BT IdThT fhAT ST AeID & | FoTAhT
IEYUT 9 UPR B—

188. Injunction against wrongful ejectment—
(1) Any tenant whose right to or enjoyment of the whole or a part
of his holding is invaded or threatened to be invaded by his
landholder or any other person may bring a suit for the grant of a
perpetual injunction.
(2) The court may after making the necessary enquiry grant a
perpetual injunction in the following cases, namely-
(a) if there exist no standard for ascertaining the actual
damage caused or likely to be caused by the invasion;
(b) if the invasion is such that pecuniary compensation
does not afford adequate relief;
(c) where it is probable that pecuniary compensation
cannot be got for the invasion.
(d) where the injunction is necessary to prevent a
multiplicity of proceedings.

34. IET TSR BIITHNI JAATIH—1955 I €TRT—188 & IMdAAIhT I TIC
g b uRT—188 & Ivd fHdl WHER & WAER! IRGIT TR E@IER]
AfIBRT BT MHERFBT H Bl YR BT Ige= / AfThHT fhar S =T
g /fhar o9 areT 8 SS9 Rafd # =g Sa— / Ifdsha By ared
Wﬁ?ﬂfﬁﬁﬁwﬁwﬁmmmzﬁmqum 991 U B | S
gRI—188 & aeiiaps qigRRturehNot Vesiied siqfa dae wrer &

gﬂﬂﬁ%w G chan%héy;gg%wﬁ( %g%ﬁ\'ﬁr@ﬁm o 2R

¥ #fer B @
ATRTS 4.11. 2 :15:49 IST
%g ST R gﬁtason eIfAttﬁFﬁd
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35. U0 & dig UF & ARG Uod 9 W g fb g § afvfa smmon
Slefl #feR siFrersll I <dt &) WeR! AR 8| #@feR &1 Wiery
ARG B @A 8 Yokl & Rble &I G &)+ & oy Iord
fmT gRT T feen—cer 33 gU €| Sa fen—cel & d8d uxs
dgdldl IR AR &1 WIAaRT RIS 8 YolRAl o RfSex G fear
SITAT &1 <l T 31U+ a5 U9 § dhel | d8did R Hfey & @er)
IR B YoNRAl & HaTRd e &1 R1h oo sfvaedl # =gl
fhaT T 39 MR W del dI Sdd {feX ®I WAaR! MRS & Aee §
STAT A BT 3MIR UG dlaeqgd Scd= &l I =gl 8ldl 8| 39 UdR
UHROT H ATal Bl ITAT AT BT SMUBR Sl BH G a4l P GMAT A TG
Pl dlangd SU~ T8l BN & YR YR gra] fHfder ufhan Hfzar—1908
@ Aee—7 FIH—11 & T&T YPRY diaegd Sd~ el B DI S0 B
g Ui BT ® | Sad orar Rifdor ufshar wfedr—1908 & IMce—7
=11 @ dsd @WIRY 5y S &) 9 & i Udid 89 & IR
R GRS fbar w1 SRd udia 8iar 2

36. 39 AT B UHxor # fifder ufdhar wfedr—1908 @ -7 MUH—11 &
JUGH—S] & TBd_dla bl NH—R[Shel H Fafgd e grT afsia admrn
AT B | ERSRSEL] H (Barred by Law) o Gee H IS CébCITIII SGYUT TBl
IS 2 |

Barred by Law

37. 9d92F HEAE Hel  STd ATl ERT S9di M.Nelson Babu vs
K.Kamalesh Babu ¥ fe=iieh 15092000 &1 fo T fofg & fufaer ufshar

Ifedi—1908 & 3MeI—7 IH—11 3MReI—7 fTRHI—11 & SUTH—II &
dgd fafr g1 afSid (Barred by Law) & Haer H g gfauifed fbam 7 |
e oifTed IRT &7 IERT 89 UBR T—

11. Order 7 Rule 11(d) has limited application. For its
applicability, it must be shown that the present suit is barred
under law. Such a conclusion  must be drawn from the
averments made in the plaint. What would be the relevant for
invoking Order 7 Rule 11(d) of CPC are the averments made in
the plaint and for that purpose, there cannot be any addition or
subtraction. For the purpose of invoking the said provision, no
amount of evidence can be looked into.

38. HMHII Ha S gITeld IR S9d19 Dega Jayalakshmi & Others Vs.
Kapoor Enterprises H faHid 26.08.2000 &1 fo ¥ fAofy # fufaer ufssan
Tfedr—1908 & IMAT—7 fFRIF—11 & SUSEI—<I & d8d (9 gRT afdfa
(Barred by Law) @ &g H gerd ufaurfed far & | s umife t=n

BT €Y 59 UPN Bi—

The language of Order VII Rule 11 CPC is quite clear and
unambiguous. The plaint can be rejected on the ground of
limitation only where the suit appears from the statement in the
plaint to be barred by any law. Law within the meaning of
clause (d) of Order VII Rule 11 must include the law of
limitation as well.

39. AT ITdcH RIRICES gﬁﬁtm 0?41\17@”%68 /2000 39dT Popat and

Kotecha Property Vs. State k of In¢” ssociation H f&+Ti® 29.08.2005
@1 R T et g Bie e B a7 P11 o
SueR-Sl & dea faleesrr aiia_ /[ _ded w) & HeT H g

Clause (d) of Order VII Rule 7 sp of suit, as appears from
the statement in the plaint to be barred by any law. Disputed
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questions cannot be decided at the time of considering an
application filed under Order VII Rule 11 CPC. Clause (d) of
Rule 11 of Order VII applies in those cases only where the
statement made by the plaintiff in the plaint, without any doubt
or dispute shows that the suit is barred by any law in force.

40. 99 9eT9 STd 1Tl gINT 3-dTd Balachandra Builders Vs. Anis and
others & feHTd 01.03.2017 &I o I foiy o Ryfas ufshar wfzdr—190s
P AQY—7 -1 & SUgH—<I & ded A gRT afoid (Barred by

Law) & Hag ¥ g ufored fear 81 s uiiie IRT &1 SEx0
9 UPR -

24. Yet another contention of the learned counsel for the
applicant/original 6th defendant is that the suit has to be
rejected on the ground of limitation. According to the learned
counsel though plea of limitation is generally mixed question of
law and facts, when the suit itself is filed beyond the period of
limitation, as specifically provided, the suit should be rejected
under Order 7 Rule 11 (d), 7 and 8 CPC. In support of his
contention, the learned counsel relied on the judgment reported
in wherein the Hon'ble Apex Court in paragraph No.25 and 41
held as follows:

"25.The language of Order 7, Rule 11, C.P.C. is quite clear and
unambiguous. The plaint can be rejected on the ground of
limitation only where the Suit appears from the statement in the
Plaint to be barred by any law. Mr.Nariman did not dispute that
"law" within the meaning of clause (d) of Order 7, Rule 11 must
include the law of limitation as well. It is well settled what
whether a Plaint discloses a cause of action is essentially a
question of fact, but whether it does or does not must be found
out from reading the Plaint itself. For the said purpose the
averments made in the plaint in their entirety must be held to be
correct. The test is whether the averments made in the Plaint, if
taken to be correct in their entirety, a decree would be passed.
The averments made in the Plaint as a whole have to be seen to
find out whether clause (d) of Rule 11 of Order 7 is applicable.
It is not permissible to cull out a sentence or a passage and to
read it out of the context in isolation. Although it is the
substance and not merely the form that has to be looked into,
the pleading has to be construed as it stands without addition or
subtraction of words or change of its apparent grammatical
sense. As observed earlier, the language of clause (d) is quite
clear but if any authority is required, one may usefully refer to
the judgments of this court in Liverpool & London S.P. & |
Assn. Ltd. v. M.V. Sea Success |and Popat and Kotecha
Property v. state Bank of India Staff Assn.

41, 91910 96T S gTAT gINT 39dT1+ Kasthuri and others Vs. Baskaran and
another § T3 22.08.2003 &1 ¥ ¥ oy d Rifaer ufshar wfear—1908
P AMe—7 FIA—11 & & IuTHI—s! & ded fafy gRT afsia (Barred by

Law) & S&g ¥ gera ufdofed fear 2 s usifie IR &1 SExo
39 UBR &

19. It is settled law as held by various Courts that where on the
face of the plaint, a suit appears to be barred by any law, the

Court shall disBigniateure Biot“ve fified not so appear,

but requires further considerat’ her words, if there be

any doubt or ifftfgifanrtdiy gp(e SRR (fpkihe suit is
barred by somp/leapndhe Court ca*’ eject the plaint under
Clause (d) of ODigrer ROIR4.1f :15:49 IST

20. In this contRxé&abwnuls b Adt 0 quote the observation

made by the Bombay High Cour A.1.R.1999 Bombay 161
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(supra), with which | entirely agree. The observation is as
follows:

"It is settled law that the plaint can be rejected as disclosing no
cause of action if the Court finds that it is plain and obvious
that the case put forward is unarguable. The phrase "does not
disclose a cause of action" has to be very narrowly co ued.
Rejection of the plaint at the threshold entails very serious
consequences for the plaintiff. This power has, therefore, to be
used in exceptional circumstances. The Court has to be
absolutely sure that on a meaningful reading of the plaint it
does not make out any case. The plaint can only be rejected
where it does not disclose a cause of action or where the suit
appears from the statements made in the plaint to be barred by
any provision of the law. While exercising the power of
rejecting the plaint, the Court has to act with utmost caution.
This power ought to be used only when the Court is absolutely
sure that the plaintiff does not have an arguable case at all. The
exercise of this power though arising in civil procedure, can be
said to belong to the realm of criminal jurisprudence and any
benefit of the doubt must go to the plaintiff, whose plaint is to
be branded as an abuse of the process of the Court. This
jurisdiction ought to be very sparingly exercised and only in
very exceptional cases. The exercise of this power would not be
justified merely because the story told in the pleadings was
highly improbable or which may be difficult to believe."

42, 99T STIaH IiaTeid gRT Rifdel a1diel 4766 /2001 S9ATH Ramesh B.
Desai and Others Vs. Bipin Vadilal Mehta and Others, ¥ fedid 11.07.2006 &7

fea W ot # Rafder gfshar dfedr—1908 & aee—7 FOH—11 &
SUgR—Sl © dgd faf gR1 afid (Barred by Law) & ey H SRS/

gfourfed fear g | e IrifiTad IRT &1 SEX0T 39 UhR 8-

The plaint without addition or subtraction must show that it is
barred by any law to attract application of Order 7 Rule 11
CPC. The principle is, therefore, well settled that in order to
examine - whether the plaint is barred by any law, as
contemplated by sub-rule (d) of Order VII Rule 11 CPC, the
averments made in the plaint alone have to be seen and they
have to be assumed to be correct. It is not permissible to look
into the pleas raised in the written statement or to any piece of
evidence.

43 1M AN ST TTeld §RT S99 Chandra Vs. Reddappa Reddy H
feie 10062011 &1 faa ™ folg § ffda ufshar dfdar—1908 &
AMe—7 -1 & IUTE—S! & ded fafd gR1 afsia (Barred by Law)

& Hdg H geerd gfoured fear g [ae Ui IR 61 IE)0 39

JPR T

44, AR IodH T ST

Ores Pvt. Ltd vs M/S. Hddleasodh:

oy & fufaer ufhar dfear—1908 &

When a part of the relief sought for in the plaint is within time
and even if another part of the relief sought for in the plaint is
barred by limitation, a plaint cannot be rejection in part. A
plaint cannot be rejected in part is a well settled proposition of
law. Therefore, the trial court is right in rejecting the
application. Further, it has to be pointed out that it is also well
settled that the question of limitation is a mixed question of law
and fact and ths*efore hat haNo Pevieciﬁed nly on the basis
of the evidence 28t e 1 0 : Jgae the trial court
is right in rejecting the applice £
Digitally sign y Keghav Kumar

zg]g-{ 2007 3HdIH  Hardesh
% 15.05.2007 I oI T
—7 -1 & SUTH-S &
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dsd fafyr g1 afsia (Barred by Law) & Hae H g ufauifad faam = |
ST gl IRT &1 IERT 59 UBR o

21. The language of Order VII Rule 11 CPC is quite clear and
unambiguous. The plaint can be rejected on the ground of
limitation only where the suit appears from the statement in the
plaint to be barred by any law. Mr. Nariman did not dispute
that "law™ within the meaning of clause (d) of Order VII Rule
11 must include the law of limitation as well. It is well settled
that whether a plaint discloses a cause of action is essentially a
question of fact, but whether it does or does not must be found
out from reading the plaint itself. For the said purpose the
averments made in the plaint in their entirety must be held to be
correct. The test is whether the averments made in the plaint if
taken to be correct in their entirety a decree would be passed.
The averments made in the plaint as a whole have to be seen to
find out whether clause (d) of Rule 11 of Order VII is
applicable. It is not permissible to cull out a sentence or a
passage and to read it out of the context in isolation. Although
it is the substance and not merely the form that has to be looked
into, the pleading has to be construed as it stands without
addition or subtraction of words or change of its apparent
grammatical sense. As observed earlier, the language of clause
(d) is quite clear but if any authority is required, one may
usefully refer to the judgments of this court in Liverpool &
London S.P. & | Association Ltd. Vs. M.V. Sea Success | and
another : (2004) 9 SCC 512 and Popat and Kotecha Property
Vs. State Bank of India Staff Association : (2005) 7 SCC 510.

45,39 UBHR IWIad 1Idh I & Adaid ¥ W 2 {6 xa-—gfsder
BT U B U4 T2 bl AiE Uz & | e ufshar dfzar—1908 @
AQT—7 FIH—11 & T8G Ddel dig U & AMNTa BT 8l Al (bl
ST dear & | Rafde ufthar wfedr—1908 & sfew—7 FRH—11 @ dsd
el e BT 3factih el fhdl ST Fobdl 2 | XW—[Shel & Ied &
iR g STE9 STdT Ud \ed—dqa @ 3facli & dre &1 fbdr o
TR UEAl S Hdhdl | I ﬁ{ﬁamm—wosa%m—
MTA—11 & T80 W—Gedhel & U gRT By die (A gRT afid
ERINAS RIS I

46.39 UHR IWIad AMIS gl & Jdddidd 4 e g & gaxor &
fAofee omaR[or & SR U T ST Jmfard | gawer H Sad SR
R Srar (Hfde ufshar df2di—1908 & 3ee—7 FAA—11 & T8d Gl
fafer g7 afSta @ Sl & Jrta gcfia =&Y BIaT € | IR UHROT H ardl
DI JMET AT BT SYBR 8l 8 d aTdl DI QAT M oG DIs dGsdd
IS TRl M @ YR W gl Afder ufdhar |fzdar—1908 & a7
FIH—11 & I8 YR dlaedd S~ dal g @ 2ol & sraeia udiia
BT g1 o fufdd ufhar wfgar—1908 & omew—7 fm—11 & d8a
GRS I S @7 9ol & oFeid Udid 8 @ SMER UR JIeud @Ik
forar ST Sfera e g1 21 eren:

S %ignatur o%f\ \f?él’lfled B srder—
fererar—1 1 Di@ﬁally@l@ﬁ!ﬂ'ggke v Kathdk Yogd

efiT W'W‘g faper
ar Date: 2024.11.2

faberr STTET Reason: SeIfAttﬁFﬁd
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IHT ORI T 18.11.2024 BT WX R AR SOl GARI SR ERIER Ud

HIER g SN b T |

(B HFAR HHAT R T)

Maldd defdcX

TETHATATI—aTSHR

Signature Not Verified

Digitally signéd'gke av Kumar
Meena

Date: 2024.11.2 :15:49 IST
Reason: SeIfAttﬁFﬁd
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