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9 T RIS HIABNI JARTTIH—1955 B GRT—212 & YTl BT IGRUT
9 UHR B
212. Provision for injunction and appointment of a receiver—
(1) If in the course of any suit or proceeding under this Act, it is
proved by daffidavit or otherwise —
(a) that any property to which such suit or proceeding relates is
in danger of being wasted, damaged or alienated by any party
thereto, or
(b) that any party to such suit or proceeding threatens or intends
to remove or dispose of the said property in order to defeat the
ends of Justice, the court may grant a temporary injunction and,
if necessary, appoint a receiver.

(2) Any person against whom an injunction has been granted or
in respect of whose property a receiver has been appointed
under subsection (1) may offer cash security in such amount as
the court may determine to compensate the opposite party in
case the suit or proceedings is decided against such persons, and
on depositing the amount of such security, the court may
withdraw the injunction or the order appointing a receiver, as
the case may be.

6. XTOT BHIITBNI AATIT—1955 BT TRT—212 & A1 12T Rfaer ufshar
Ifedi—1908 & 3MCI—39 fAIH—01 T 02 H RS ANl & Gag §
YIge_ 991 T 2 | 76T SERT 89 YR T—

ORDER XXXIX
TEMPORARY INJUNCTIONS AND INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS
Temporary injunctions

1. Cases in which temporary injunction may be granted.—
Where in any suit it is proved by affidavit or otherwise—

(a) that any property-in dispute in a suit is in danger of being
wasted, damaged or alienated by any party to the suit, or
wrongfully sold in execution of a decree, or

(b) that the defendant threatens, or intends, to remove or
dispose of his property with a view to [defrauding] his creditors,
(c) that the defendant threatens to dispossess, the plaintiff or
otherwise cause injury to the plaintiff in relation to any property
in dispute in the suit,

the Court may by order grant a temporary injunction to restrain
such act, or make such other order for the purpose of staying
and preventing the wasting, damaging, alienation, sale, removal
or disposition of the property or dispossession of the plaintiff, or
otherwise causing injury to the plaintiff in relation to any
property in dispute in the suit] as the Court thinks fit, until the
disposal of the suit or until further orders.

2. Injunction to restrain repetition or continuance of breach. —
(1) In any suit for restraining the defendant from committing a
breach of contract or other injury of any kind, whether
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compensation is claimed in the suit or not, the plaintiff may, at
any time after the commencement of the suit, and either before
or after judgment, apply to the Court for a temporary injunction
to restrain the defendant from committing the breach of
contract or injury complained, of, or any breach of contract or
injury of a like kind arising out of the same contract or relating

to the same property or right.

(2) The Court may by order grant such injunction, on such terms
as to the duration of the injunction, keeping an account, giving
security, or otherwise, as the Court thinks fit.

7. Y B TORAT HIRABGRT SMATIA—1955 BT eRT—212 & AT AT Rifdal
gfhar Afgdi—1908 @& 3Mew—39 fH—04 # SRS fvemsm & ey H
YIger= 991 T 2 | FI9hT SEX0T 89 UbR g—

4. Order for injunction may be discharged, varied or set
aside.—Any order for an injunction may be discharged, or

varied, or set aside by the Court, on application made thereto by
any party dissatisfied with such order:

Provided that if in an application for temporary injunction or in
any dffidavit supporting such application, a party has knowingly
made a false or misleading statement in relation to a material
particular and the injunction was granted without giving notice
to the opposite party, the Court shall vacate the injunction
unless, for reasons to be recorded, it considers that it is not
necessary so to do in the interests of justice:

Provided further that where an order for injunction has been
passed after giving to a party an opportunity of being heard, the
order shall not be discharged, varied or set aside on the
application of that party except where such discharge, variation
or setting aside has been necessitated by a change in the
circumstances, or unless the Court is satisfied that the order has
caused undue hardship to that party.

Interpretation
8. UBRUT H fATelvor ¥ Yd HIYH XTSRRI FHIXABRI fSH—1955 I
qRT-212 & UG & AR ATl §RT &1 T8 IRAT BT [dalld

far S SFRIA Udid BT | 9 WeW H A STadd SaraTerd gk
1992 AIR SCW 3128 3-dI Dalpat Kumar vs Prahlad Singh ¥ feAid 16.12.1991
3l 7 W vl # Rifda gfhar |fzdr—1908 @ aMcer—39 MaH—01 @
frm—02 @ uraeE & |3IQT‘IC(‘I RN (Interpretation) I HIRSSERYUSINES
IRT BT IEUT $9 UhR g—

4. Order 39, Rule 1(c) provides that temporary injunction may

be granted where, in any suit, it is proved by the affidavit or

otherwise, that the defendant threatens to dispossess the plaintiff

or otherwise cause injury to the plaintiff in relation to any

property in dispute in the suit, the court may by order grant a

temporary injunction to restrain such act or make such other

order for the purpose of staying and preventing... or
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dispossession of the plaintiff or otherwise causing injury to the
plaintiff in relation to any property in dispute in the suit as the
court thinks fit until the disposal of the suit or until further
orders. Pursuant to the recommendation of the Law Commission
clause(c) was brought on statute by Section 88(i)(c) of the
Amending Act 104 of 1966 with effect from February 1, 1977.
Earlier thereto there was no express power except the inherent
power under Section 151, C.P.C. to grant ad interim injunction
against dispossession. Rule 1 primarily concerns with the
preservation of the property in dispute till legal rights are
adjudicated. Injunction is a judicial process by which a party is
required to do or to refrain from doing any particular act. It is
in the nature of preventive relief to a litigant to prevent future
possible injury. In other words, the court in exercise of the power
of granting ad interim injunction is to preserve the subject matter
of the suit in the status quo for the time being. It is settled law
that the grant of injunction is a discretionary relief. The exercise
thereof is subject to the court satisfying that (1) there is a serious
disputed question to be tried in the suit and that an act, on the
facts before the court, there is probability of his being entitled to
the relief asked for by the plaintiff/defendant; (2) the court's
interference is necessary to protect the party from the species of
injury. In other words, irreparable injury or damage would
ensue before the legal right would be established at trial; and (3)
that the comparative hardship or mischief or inconvenience
which is likely to occur from withholding the injunction will be
greater than that would be likely to arise from granting it.

9. 3 ¥ed H AT Sadd SIRITATd §IRT 1999 AIR SCW 3050 SHATH Colgate
Palmolive (India) Ltd vs Hindustan Lever Ltd ¥ feqie 18.08.1999 &I I I
ol # fuafdar ufhar wfear—1908 & emew—39 fI¥w—01 @ fa9—02 &
graeT @l fagd @RS (interpretation) @1 & | fS9a Uit IR1 @1

SV 39 UHR -

Incidentally, the House of Lords prior to the decision in
American Cyanamid Co. vs. Ethican Ltd. [ 1975 (1) All ER 504]
in J.T. Stratford & Sons Ltd. Vs. Lindley (1965 AC 269) in no
uncertain terms laid down that the plaintiff had to show a strong
prima facie case that his rights has been infringed and thereafter
the plaintiff was required to show that the damages would not be
an adequate remedy in the event of there being a success of the
plaintiff at the trial and that the balance of convenience favoured
the grant. This requirement, however, in the matter of grant of
an injunction so far as the English Courts are concerned, stands
slightly diluted by reason of the decision in American
Cyanamid's case (supra) which records that in the event of there
being a serious issue to decide, the grant would be available to
a plaintiff on however, compliance with the other fundamentals
as noticed below. A strong prima facie case, therefore, stands
substituted by a serious issue to be decided.

At this juncture, however, the decision of the House of Lords in
American Cyanamid's case though raised certain eye-brows
lately, ought to be considered in slightly more greater detail.
Lord Diplock in Cyanamid's case laid down the following
guiding principles for the grant of interlocutory injunction:

(1) "The plaintiff must first satisfy the Court that there is a
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serious issue to decide and that if the defendants were not
restrained and the plaintiff won the action, damages at common
law would be inadequate compensation for the plaintiff's loss.

(2) The Court, once satisfied of these matters will then consider
whether the balance of convenience lies in favour of granting
injunction or not, that is, whether justice would be best served by
an order of injunction.

(3) The Court does not and cannot judge the merits of the parties
's respective cases and that any decision of justice will be taken
in a state of uncertainty about the parties' rights."

It would seem to follow therefore, that what should be borne in
mind, in addition to what has been phrased in Lord Diplock's
speech, is that if there is uncertainty, the Court should be doubly
reluctant to issue an injunction, the effect of which is to settle the
parties' rights once for all. On a clear analysis of the speech of
Lord Diplock, it appears that if damages, recoverable at common
law, would be an adequate remedy and the defendant would be
in a financial position to pay the same, no interlocutory
injunction should normally be granted, howsoever strong the
plaintiff's claim appear to be at that stage. Lord Diplock went on
to observe further that in the event of there being any doubt, as
to the adequacy of the respective remedies and damages
available to either party or both, then and in that event, the
guestion of balance of convenience arises and the same will vary
from case to case. Similar view has also been expressed by the
House of Lords in the case of Dimbleby & Sons Ltd Vs. National
Union of journalists (1984 1 ALL ER751). In Power Control
Appliances Vs. Sumeet Machines Ltd. (1994 (2) SCC 448) this
Court did follow the decision of this Court in Antox India's case
(supra) and expressly approved the main dicta of the House of
Lords in American Cyanamid's case. In Gujarat Bottling Co. Ltd.
Vs. Coca Cola Co. & Ors., (1995 (5) SCC 545: AIR 1995 SC
2372) this Court however sounded a different note, though
however, emphasised the discretionary power in the matter of
grant of interlocutory injunction and in paragraph 43 this Court
observed: "43. The grant of an interlocutory injunction during
the pendency of legal proceedings is a matter requiring the
exercise of discretion of the court.

While exercising the discretion the court applies the following
tests - (i) whether the plaintiff has a prima facie case; (ii) whether
the balance of convenience is in favour of the plaintiff; and (iii)
whether the plaintiff would suffer an irreparable injury if his
prayer for interlocutory injunction is disallowed. The decision
whether or not to grant an interlocutory injunction has to be
taken at a time when the existence of the legal right assailed by
the plaintiff and its alleged violation are both contested and
uncertain and remain uncertain till they are established at the
trial on evidence. Relief by way of interlocutory injunction is
granted to mitigate the risk of injustice to the plaintiff during the
period before that uncertainty could be resolved. The object of
the interlocutory injunction is to protect the plaintiff against
injury by violation of his right for which he could not be
adequately compensated in damages recoverable in the action if
the uncertainty were resolved in his favour at the trial. The need
for such protection, has, however, to be weighed against the
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corresponding need of the defendant to be protected against
injury resulting from his having been prevented from exercising
his own legal rights for which he could not be adequately
compensated. The court must weigh one need against another
and determine where the "balance of convenience" lies. (see:
Wander Ltd. Vs. Antox India (P) Ltd, (1990 (supp) SCC at
pp.731-32.) In order to protect the defendant while granting an
interlocutory injunction in his favour the court can require the
plaintiff to furnish an undertaking so that the defendant can be
adequately compensated if the uncertainty were resolved in his
favour at the trial™.

As noted above, lately the “triable issue concept' as introduced
by Lord Diplock in Cyanamid's case has been thought to be much
too rigid and wide even conceptually and doubts are even raised
as to its legal efficacy having regard to the facts of adequate
compensation theory. As a matter of fact the Courts in England
have even gone to the extent of ascribing the judgment to be
beneficial for the richer sections of the society! We however can
not subscribe to such a view, neither find any justification for
such uncharitable comments and it seems that Cynamid's
decision has been more misunderstood than understood and in
this regard we record our concurrence with the views expressed
by Laddie J. in Series 5 Software Vs. Clarke and Others in 1996
(1) ALL ER 853 wherein the learned Judge has explained the
judgment of American Cyanamid with extreme competency and
in our view also correctly Laddie, J. observed: "In many cases
before American Cyanamid the prospect of success was one of
the important factors taken into account in assessing the balance
of convenience. The courts would be less willing to subject the
plaintiff to the risk of irrecoverable loss which would befall him
if an interlocutory injunction was refused in those cases where it
thought he was likely to win at the trial than in those cases where
it thought he was likely to lose. The assessment of the prospects
of success therefore was an important factor in deciding whether
the court should exercise its discretion to grant interlocutory
relief. It is this consideration which American Cyanamid is said
to have prohibited in all but the most exceptional case. So it is
necessary to consider with some care what was said in the House
of Lords on this issue.

Lord Diplock said ([1975] 1 ALL ER 504 at 511, [1975] AC 396
at 409):

".if the extent of the uncompensatable disadvantage to each party
would not differ widely, it may not be improper to take into
account in tipping the balance the relative strength of each
party's case as revealed by the affidavit evidence adduced on the
hearing of the application.. The court is not justified in
embarking on anything resembling a trial of the action on
conflicting affidavits in order to evaluate the strength of either
party's case." It appears to me that there is nothing in this which
is inconsistent with the old practice. Although couched in terms
“it may not be improper’, this means that it is legitimate for the
court to look at the relative strength of the parties' case as
disclosed by the affidavits. The warning contained in the second
of the quoted sentences is to avoid courts at the interlocutory
stage engaging in mini- trials, which is what happened, at least
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in the Court of Appeal, in American Cyanamid itself.

Interlocutory applications are meant to come on quickly and to

be disposed of quickly.

The supposed problem with American Cyanamid centres on the

following statement by Lord Diplock 9([1975] AC 396 at

409): Asssessing the relative strength of the parties’ cases],

however, should be done only where it is apparent upon the facts

disclosed by evidence as to which there is no credible dispute

that the strength of one party's case is disproportionate to that of

the other party.' If this means that the court cannot take into

account its view of the strength of each party's case if there is

any dispute on the evidence, as suggested by the use of the words

“only' and "no credible dispute’, then a new inflexible rule has

been introduced to replace that applied by the Court of Appeal.

For example, all a defendant would have to do is raise a non-

demurable dispute as to relevant facts in his affidavit evidence

and then he could invite the court to ignore the apparent strength

of the plaintiff's case. This would be inconsistent with the flexible

approach suggested in Hubbard v. Vosper [1972] 1 ALL ER

1023, [1972] 2 QB 84 which was cited with approval earlier in

American Cyanamid [1975] 1 ALL ER 504 at 510, [1975] AC

396 at 407.

Furthermore, it would be somewhat strange, since American

Cyanamid directs courts to assess the adequacy of damages and

the balance of convenience, yet these too are topics which will

almost always be the subject of unresovled conflicts in the

affidavit evidence.

In my view Lord Diplock did not intend by the last-quoted
passage to exclude consideration of the strength of the cases in
most applications for interlocutory relief. It appears to me that
what is intended is that the court should not attempt to resolve
difficult issues of fact or law on an application for interlocutory
relief. If, on the other hand, the court is able to come to a view
as to the strength of the parties' cases on the credible evidence,
then it can do so. (Emphasis supplied).”

10.39 Fed H UMy Swadd ORI g1 Nfdd il e
7966—7967 /2009 3dT- Kashi Math Samsthan & Anr vs Srimad Sudhindra Thirtha
swamy ¥ fe9® 02.12.2009 & fod = ot § fafaer ufssam wfgar—1908
@ ofey—39 E—01 g FgH—02 & Uy @ fogd  @ran
(interpretation) @1 & | foTI® UTAfTd IRT BT SEUT $H UHR B

13. Itis well settled that in order to obtain an order of injunction,
the party who seeks for grant of such injunction has to prove that
he has made out a prima facie case to go for trial, the balance of
convenience is also in his favour and he will suffer irreparable
loss and injury if injunction is not granted. But it is equally well
settled that when a party fails to prove prima facie case to go for
trial, question of considering the balance of convenience or
irreparable loss and injury to the party concerned would not be
material at all, that is to say, if that party fails to prove prima
facie case to go for trial, it is not open to the Court to grant
injunction in his favour even if, he has made out a case of balance
of convenience being in his favour and would suffer irreparable
loss and injury if no injunction order is granted.

Signature Not Verified

Digitally signéd'gke av Kumar
Meena

Date: 2024.12.0 :21:30 IST
Reason: SeIfAttﬁFﬁd

Page 8 of 21



JeIT HaT FATH dAdreizia
2021/84
ferofar feich:—02.12.2024

1.3 Fe¥ # AR STdd SIR—ITd §IRT 1995 AIR 2372 S9dM Gujarat
Bottling Co.Ltd. & Ors vs The Coca Cola Co. H feAid 04.08.1995 BT fad T fAofg
H fofaer uftear dfkdar—1908 @ M<e—39 f¥H—01 9 aH—02 & Uau™
@1 IR ARAT (interpretation) &1 7 | /e UriRTd 01 &1 IE0T 4
JPR 8-

The grant of an interlocutory injuction during the perdency of
legal proceedings is a matter requiring the exercise of discretion
of the court. While exercising the descretion the court. While
exercising the discretion the court applies the following tests - (i)
whether the plaintiff has a prima facie case; (ii) whether the
balance of convenience is in favour of the plaintiff; and (iii)
whether the pliantiff would suffer an irreparable injury if his
prayer for interlocutory injuction is disallowed. The decision
whether or not to grant an onterlocutory injuction has to be taken
at a time when the existence of the leagal right assailed by the
plaintiff and its alleged violation are both contested and
uncertain and its alleged violation are both contested and
uncertain and remain uncertain till they are established at the
trial on evidence. Relief by way of interlocutory injuction is
granted to mitigate the risk of injustice to the plaintiff during the
period before that uncertainty could be resolved. The object of
the interlocutory injuction is to protect the plaintiff against injury
by violation of his right for which he could not be adequately
compensated “in damages recoverable in the action if the
uncertainty were resolved in his favour at the trial. The need for
such protection has, however, to be weghed against the
corresponding need of the defendant to be protected against
injury resulting from his having been prevented from
exercisising his own legal rights for which he could not be
adequately compensated. The court must weigh one need against
another and determine where the 'balance of convenience' lies.
[see:Wander Ltd.& Anr. v,. Antox India P. Ltd., 1990 (suoo) Scc
727 at pp. 731-32]. In order to protect the defendent whiloe
granting an interlocutory injuction in his favour the Court can
require the plaintiff to furnish an undertaking so that the
defendent can be adequately compensated if the uncertainty were
resolved in his favour at the trial.

Object
12. GO ¥ fI2elvor § U4 FauH ATee—39 FaH—01 g FaH—02 & Uraer=
@ IeT Bl AHSAT ST T BIT © | 39 Gy § A ST ey
&INT AIRONLINE 1990 SC 156 3HdTH Wander Ltd. And Anr. vs Antox India P. Ltd. e
o 26.04.1990 &1 ¥ W favly & fufae ufbar <fedr—1908 &
AMMeT—39 HA—01 T FIH—02 & U= & IGa (object) B Fae H
g ufaurfed fiar & | Rrde grRifiTe R &1 ISR 39 UhR o

5. Usually, the prayer for grant of an interlocutory injunction is
at a stage when the existence of the legal right asserted by the
plaintiff and its alleged violation are both contested and
uncertain and remain uncertain till they are established at the
trial on evidence. The court, at this stage, acts on certain well
settled principles of administration of this form of interlocutory
remedy which is both temporary and discretionary. The object of
the interlocutory injucntion, it is stated is to protect the plaintiff
against injury by violation of his rights for which he could not
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adequately be compensated in damages recoverable in the action
if the uncertainty were resolved in his favour at the trial. The
need for such protection must be weighed against the
corresponding need of the defendant to be protected against
injury resulting from his having been prevented from exercising
his own legal rights for which he could not be adequately
compensated. The court must weigh one need against another
and determine where the "balance of convenience lies". The
interlocutory remedy is intended to preserve in status quo, the
rights of parties which may appear on a prima facie. The court
also, in restraining a defendant from exercising what he
considers his legal right but what the plaintiff would like to be
prevented, puts into the scales, as a relevant consideration
whether the defendant has yet to commence his enterprise or
whether he has already been doing so in which latter case
considerations somewhat different from those that apply to a
case where the defendant is yet to commence his enterprise, are
attracted.

Principle
13. JROT ¥ fI9eivol 9 U4 FauH ATee—39 FaH—01 g F—02 & uraerm™
@ S G & F9s SfIa Udid 8T & | 59 |ev H A1 Seadd
GATeld gIRT 1999 AIR SCW 3050 SdT<  Colgate Palmolive (India) Ltd vs
Hindustan Lever Ltd ¥ f&sTd 18.08.1999 &1 fa o fofg # fafaa wfehan
ARA—1908 & 3MMGT—39 FIH—01 T FIIH—02 & Urqe™ & w1 Rigid
(Principle) & Hag H g glauied fdar 21 e uifie 1 &
IEYUT 39 UPR Bi—
Having dealt with however, the broad legislative perspective in
the matter of conferment of power and authority on to the
Commission in regard to the grant of injunctions and whilst on
the subject let us however discuss the state of the law in the
matter of grant of an order of injunction be it statutory or
otherwise involving equitable considerations and the same being
purely discretionary in nature though ordered only on the
exigencies of the situation and not as a matter of course in
accordance with the known principles of law. Generally,
however, the interlocutory remedy by way of a grant of an order
of injunction is intended to preserve and maintain in status quo
the rights of the parties and to protect the plaintiff, being the
initiator, of the action against incursion of his rights and for
which there is no appropriate compensation being quantified in
terms of damages. The basic principle of the grant of an order of
injunction is to assess the right and need of the plaintiff as
against that of the defendant and it is a duty incumbent on to the
law courts to determine as to where the balance lies. Another
redeeming feature in the matter of grant of interlocutory
injunction is that, in the event of a grant of injunction in regard
to a party defendant where the latter's enterprise has commenced
and in that event the consideration may be somewhat different
from that where the defendant is yet to commence its enterprise.

14. 39 I H A STadq IRATd gRT Rfder 3mdiel 9479 /2005 SHATH

Seema Arshad Zaheer & Ors vs Municipal Corporation Of Greater Mumbai ¥ fei®

05.052006 &I o ¥ vy & fufaa ufhar dfedr—1908 & 3Mee—39
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FaA—01 9 FRM—02 & UEg™ & &0 Ngid (Principle) & Hdg H
g ufdurfad fbar & | fode Ui R &1 IERUT 39 UhR o—

29. The discretion of the court is exercised to grant a temporary
injunction only when the following requirements are made out
by the plaintiff : (i) existence of a prima facie case as pleaded,
necessitating protection of plaintiff's rights by issue of a
temporary injunction; (ii) when the need for protection of
plaintiff's rights is compared with or weighed against the need
for protection of defendant's rights or likely infringement of
defendant's rights, the balance of convenience tilting in favour of
plaintiff, and (iii) clear possibility of irreparable injury being
caused to plaintiff if the temporary injunction is not granted. In
addition, temporary injunction being an equitable relief, the
discretion to grant such relief will be exercised only when the
plaintiff's conduct is free from blame and he approaches the court
with clean hands.

Factor

15. GO ¥ fITl¥ol | Jd FaUH ATae—39 FaH—01 g MaH—02 & Uraer=
@ ATUANT B MaId IRRARAT / FR&T & IR # |qAsHT I wediid
BT 2 | 39 WeY # HFHIg Swadd SR 1RT 1999 AIR SCW 3050 SdTH
Colgate Palmolive (India) Ltd vs Hindustan Lever Ltd ¥ feie 18.08.1999 @I oA
T i 9 fafae ufdbar dfedr—1908 & 3mee—39 fa¥—01 9 fI|—02
@ U & STIUANT B 3Maadh URRIE / SR&BI & aN H g
yfquifed fear 2 | f59a urdfiie %1 &7 IEN0 89 UdR g—

The interlocutory remedy is intended to preserve in status quo,
the rights of parties which may appear on a prima facie case.
The court also, in restraining a defendant from exercising what
he considers his legal right but what the plaintiff would like to be
prevented, puts into the scales, as a relevant consideration
whether the defendant has yet to commence his enterprise or
whether he has already been doing so in which latter case
considerations somewhat different from those that apply to a
case where the defendant is yet to commence his enterprise, are
attracted."

16.391 Fed H AMH STadd e §RT 1995 AIR SCW 1439 S+dT
Mahadeo Savlaram Shelke And Ors. vs Puna Municipal Corporation ¥ fadie 24.01.

1995 B fed A fvig # fafaer uftear wfea—1908 & 3MRe—39 f¥—01
g FE9—02 & U9gE & AJUANT = 3Maedd URRAE / BRPI & IR
# gera yfaurfed fear 7 s aifiie 37 &1 e 39 TR T

12. In "Modern Law Review", Vol 44, 1981 Edition, at page 214,
R.A. Buckley stated that "a plaintiff may still be deprived of an
injunction in such a case on general equitable principles under
which factors such as the public interest may, in an appropriate
case, be relevant. It is of interest to note, in this connection, that
it has not always been regarded as altogether beyond doubt
whether a plaintiff who does thus fail to substantiate a claim for
equitable relief could be awarded damages". In "The Law
Quarterly Review" Vol 109, at page 432 (at p. 446), A.A.S.
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Zuckerman under Title "Mareva Injunctions and Security for
Judgment in a Framework of Interlocutory Remedies" stated
that "if the plaintiff is likely of suffer irreparable or
uncompensable damage, no interlocutory injunction will be
granted, then, provided that the plaintiff would be able to
compensate the defendant _for any unwarranted restraint on
the defendant's right pending trial, the balance would tilt in
favour of restraining the defendant pending trial. Where both
sides are exposed to irreparable injury ending trial, the courts
have to strike a just balance". At page 447, it is stated that the
court considering an application for an interlocutory injunction
has four factors to consider : first, whether the plaintiff would
suffer irreparable harm if the injunction is denied; secondly,
whether this harm outweighs any irreparable harm that the
defendant would suffer from an injunction; thirdly, the parties'
relative prospects of success on the merits; fourthly, any public
interest _involved in the decision. The central objective of
interlocutory injunctions should therefore be seen as reducing
the risk that rights will _be irreparably harmed during the
inevitable delay of litigation".

Guideline

17. Y&ROT ¥ [q2elvoT 9§ U4 HayH ATae—39 FaA—01 9 Faw—02 & uraem™
@ JUANT Y AR RIS KT gfadTiad AniiEen & a3 a6
Sfad udid 8Ia1 21 39 99 § 999 Swadd <aTeld gRT 1999 AIR
SCW 3050 3dT Colgate Palmolive (India) Ltd vs Hindustan Lever Ltd ¥ fer®s
18.08.1999 &1 foI ¥ g & fufas ufshar Gfedr—1908 & amMee—39
=01 9 MI9—02 & UT9UTE & YA TG AFIFGel & R H g
yfaufed fear 2 |1 ras uifire IR7 &1 Sexv 39 UhR g—

The learned Judge, thereafter went on to record that the House
of Lords in American Cyanamid did not suggest that it was
changing the basis upon which most courts had approached the
exercise of discretion in this important area. Thus on an analysis
of the decisions as noticed above, there does not seem to be any
difficulty in appreciating the view as expressed by Lord Diplock
in American Cynamid. As a matter of fact, Laddie, J.'s decision in
Series 5 Software case (supra) has been able to resolve the issue
without any departure from the true perspective of the
judgment as noticed above. We, however, think it fit to note
herein below certain specific considerations in the matter of
grant of interlocutory injunction, the basic being-non-expression
of opinion as to the merits of the matter by the Court, since the
issue of grant of injunction usually, is at the earliest possible
stage so far as the time frame is concerned. The other
considerations which ought to weigh with the Court hearing the
application or petition for the grant of injunctions are as below:-

(i) Extent of damages being an adequate remedy;

(ii) Protect the plaintiff's interest for violation of his rights
though however having regard to the injury that may be suffered
by the defendants by reason therefor;
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(iii) The court while dealing with the matter ought not to ignore

the factum of strength of one party's case being stronger than

the others;

(iv) No fixed rules or notions ought to be had in the matter of

grant of injunction but on the facts and circumstances of each

case - the relief being kept flexible;

(v) The issue is to be looked from the point of view as to whether
on refusal of the injunction the plaintiff would suffer irreparable
loss and injury keeping in view the strength of the parties case;
(vi) Balance of convenience or inconvenience ought to be
considered as an important requirement even if there is a serious
question or prima facie case in support of the grant;

(vii) Whether the grant or refusal of injunction will adversly
affect the interest of general public which can or cannot be
compensated otherwise.

Discretion

18. U] ¥ fA2elyo | Jd HauH ATee—39 FaA—01 d MaH—02 & uraem™
T IIANT T A & fa9d & 9 H G Sfad welid giar 21 g4
Fed § "9 STad e g1 Rifdel srdte 9479 /2005 SeaTH
Seema Arshad Zaheer & Ors vs Municipal Corporation Of Greater Mumbai ¥ fedia
05.05.2006 &I for T fofg & fufaer ufshar dfedr—1908 & 3smew—39
FrH—01 9 FIM—02 @ YagE & R & [ddd & a8 H g
gfaurfed fear 2 | oI uifires IRT &7 ST 39 U o

31. Where the lower court acts arbitrarily, capriciously or
perversely in the exercise of its discretion, the appellate court
will interfere. Exercise of discretion by granting a temporary
injunction when there is 'no material’, or refusing to grant a
temporary injunction by ignoring the relevant documents
produced, are instances of action which are termed as arbitrary,
capricious or perverse. When we refer to acting on 'no material’
(similar to 'no evidence'), we refer not only to cases where there
are total dearth of material, but also to cases where there is no
relevant material or where the material, taken as a whole, is not
reasonably capable of supporting the exercise of discretion. In
this case, there was 'no material' to make out a prima facie case
and therefore, the High Court in its appellate jurisdiction, was
justified in interfering in the matter and vacating the temporary
injunction granted by the trial court.

19.39 ¥ H AMHIY STadd <ITATed §IRT 1993 SCR (3) 522 SHATH Shiv Kumar
Chadha Etc. Etc vs Municipal Corporation Of Delhi H feAid 04.05.1993 &1 e T
faoia § fufaer ufhar wfear—1908 @ smewr—39 f9—01 @ fv—02 &
U= & R & fadd @ aR # g ufourfed fear 2 e
YA URT BT SERUT 59 UhR Bi—

TEMPORARY INJUNCTION

It need not be said that primary object of filing a suit challenging
the validity of the order of demolition is to restrain such
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demolition with the intervention of the Court. In such a suit the
plaintiff is more interested in getting an order of interim
injunction. It has been pointed out repeatedly that a party is not
entitled to an order of injunction as a matter of right or course.,
Grant of injunction is within the discretion of the Court and such
discretion is to be exercised in favour of the plaintiff only if it is
proved to the satisfaction of the Court that unless the defendant
is restrained by an order of injunction, an irreparable loss or
damage will be caused to the plaintiff during the pendency of
the suit. The purpose of temporary injunction is, thus, to
maintain the status quo. The Court grants such relief according
to the legal principles--ex debite justitiae. Before any such order
is passed the Court must be satisfied that a strong primafacie
case has been made out by the plaintiff including on the question
of maintainability of the suit and the balance of convenience is
in his favour and refusal of injunction would cause irreparable

injury to him.

20.39 Fed H HFE Sadd <raTay gRT Rufdel srdier dw=ar 4602 /2024

3dT Bloomberg Television Production ... vs Zee Entertainment Enterprises Limited

¥ fadid 12032024 &7 A ¥ vl & fufae ufshar dfedr—1908 &
JMe—39 H—01 g fAg9—02 & UGYUE & <TRTT & fddd & I |
e ufauifed frar 2| forTe IifTe IRT &1 IS0 39 TSR 28—

12. Undoubtedly, the grant of an interim injunction is an exercise
of discretionary power and the appellate court (in this case, the
High Court) will usually not interfere with the grant of interim
relief. However, in a line of precedent, this Court has held that
appellate courts must interfere with the grant of interim relief if
the discretion has been exercised “arbitrarily, capriciously,
perversely, or where the court has ignored settled principles of
law regulating the grant or refusal of interlocutory injunctions.”
10 The grant of an ex parte interim injunction by way of an
unreasoned order, definitely falls within the above formulation,
necessitating interference by the High Court. This being a case
of an injunction granted in defamation proceedings against a
media platform, the impact of the injunction on the
constitutionally protected right of free speech further warranted
intervention.

21.g49 ﬂ.aﬁ ¥ A STadd ST gIXT AIRONLINE 1990 SC 156 3dI-
Wander Ltd. And Anr. vs Antox India P. Ltd. ¥ T&HTId 26.04.1990 &1 fa 1 foofg
H fafder ufshar Hf2d—1908 & 3MQe—39 H—01 9 MIH—02 & UTae=
& T & fade @ IR # gerd yfaufed fear g1 fe afie
IRT BT IEUT 39 UhR g—
9. The appeals before the Division Bench were against the
exercise of discretion by the Single Judge. In such appeals, the
Appellate Court will not interfere with the exercise of discretion
of the court of first instance and substitute its own discretion
except where the discretion has been shown to have been
exercised arbitrarily, or capriciously or perversely or where the
court had ignored the settled principles of law regulating grant
or refusal of interlocutory injunctions. An appeal against
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exercise of discretion is said to be an appeal on principle.
Appellate Court will not reassess the material and seek to reach
a conclusion different from the one reached by the court below
if the one reached by the court was reasonably possible on the
material. The appellate court would normally not be justified in
interfering with the exercise of discretion under appeal solely on
the ground that if it had considered the matter at the trial stage
it would have come to a contrary conclusion. If the discretion has
been exercised by the Trial Court reasonably and in a judicial
manner the fact that the appellate court would have taken a
different view may not justify interference with the trial court's

exercise of discretion.

22.39 Wey H AMHIY STadd <TITeld gIRT 1992 AIR SCW 3128 S9dTH Dalpat
Kumar vs Prahlad Singh ® T&1® 16.12.1991 &1 &8 T Aoty # Rafder ufshar
Jfedr—1908 & M<¥—39 FH—01 d fTI¥H—02 & UIae™H & <RI &
fg9® & IR H grer ufcurfed fHar & | f59e urdiiie 01 &1 SEx0T 39
THR T—

6. Undoubtedly, in a suit seeking to set aside the decree, the
subject-matter in the earlier suit, though became final, the Court
would in an appropriate case grant-ad interim injunction when
the party seeks to set aside the decree on the ground of fraud
pleaded in the suit or for want of jurisdiction in the Court which
passed the decree. But the Court would be circumspect before
granting the injunction and look to the conduct of the party, the
probable injuries to either party and whether the plaintiff could
be adequately compensated if injunction is refused.
XXX

The phrases "prima facie case'; "balance of convenience" and
"irreparable loss" are not rhetoric phrases for incantation, but
words of width and elasticity, to meet myriad situations
presented by man's ingenuity in given facts and circumstances,
but always is hedged with sound exercise of judicial discretion to
meet the ends of justice. The facts are eloquent and speak for
themselves. It is well nigh impossible to find from facts prima
facie case and balance of convenience. The respondents can be
adequately compensated on their success.

Prima Facie Case
23. 90T H fAvelyor & Ud |augH fifdd ufdhar dfgar—1908 3maer—39
aA—01 9 FH—02 & urau™ # e Mgl @ IR # fOaR & FHsHT
Sfa udid 8T 81 39 9eY § 9MHIg STadd <IraTeld gIRT 1992 AIR
SCW 3128 3-dI+ Dalpat Kumar vs Prahlad Singh ¥ fedid 16.12.1991 &1
T iy # fafae ufeear dfear—1908 & emeer—39 w—01 9 fFg\—02
@ g ¥ ffea Rigia @ fowga Aaeer @1 2| e e IR &1
SE 39 UHR T—
5. Therefore, the burden is on the plaintiff by evidence aliunde
by affidavit or otherwise that there is "a prima facie case" in his
favour which needs adjudication at the trial. The existence of the

prima facie right and infraction of the enjoyment of his property
or the right is a condition for the grant of temporary injunction.
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Prima facie case is not to be confused with prima facie title which
has to be established, on evidence at the trial. Only prima facie
case is a substantial question raised, bona fide, which needs
investigation and a decision on merits.

24.39 e # A STdd SR §RT 1995 AIR SCW 1439 3HATH
Mahadeo Savlaram Shelke And Ors. vs Puna Municipal Corporation ¥ fadie 24.01.
1995 &I o T foly & fafaer ufdhar dfedr—1908 & Me9—39 FIH—01
g Frag—02 & wraur ¥ ffed Rigia o faxga fd=mm @1 g1 e
Ui ORT BT SERUT 39 TPR B

10. In Woodroffe's "Law Relating to Injunctions, Second revised
and enlarged edition, 1992, at page 56 in para 30.01, it is staled
that "an injunction will only be granted to prevent the breach of
an obligation (that is a duty enforceable by law) existing in
favour of the applicant who must have a personal interest in the
matter. In the first place, therefore, an interference by injunction
is founded on the existence of a legal right, an applicant must be
able to show a fair prima fade case in support of the title which
he asserts”. At page 80 in para 33.02, it is further stated that "if
the court be of opinion that looking to these principles the case
is not one for which an injunction-is a fitting remedy, it has a
discretion to grant damages in lieu of an injunction. The grounds
upon which this discretion to grant damages in lieu of an
injunction should be exercised, have been subject of discussion
in several reported Indian cases". At page 83, is stated that "the
court has jurisdiction to grant an injunction in those cases where
pecuniary compensation would not afford adequate relief. The
expression "adequate relief is not defined, but it is probably used
to mean - such a compensation as would, though not in specie,
in effect place the plaintiffs in the same position in which they
stood before. The determination of the question whether relief by
injunction or by damages shall be granted depends upon the
circumstances of each case.

Balance of Convience

25. 0T H fAvelyor ¥ Ud |augH Rfdd ufdhar dfzdar—1908 3Mae—39
frM—01 T f¥—02 @ uTae= # AfRd Rigid @ IR # R 3 a\sT
Sfd udid 8idr 8 39 9y § 9HHId STadd <IraTeld gIRT 1992 AIR
SCW 3128 34T+ Dalpat Kumar vs Prahlad Singh ¥ fedid 16.12.1991 &1 A
T favia # fufda ufdsar wfgdr—1908 & 3mee—39 fH—01 9 fIH—02
@ grauT 4 fifed Ragia giaem &1 dgeq @ fawga fao=mr &1 g | e
AT ORT BT SEN0T o9 UhN gi—

5 (e ) Satisfaction that there is a prima facie case by itself is
not sufficient to grant injunction. The Court further has to satisfy
that non-interference by the Court would result in "irreparable
injury" to the party seeking relief and that there is no other remedy
available to the party except one to grant injunction and he needs
protection from the consequences of apprehended injury or
dispossession. Irreparable injury, however, does not mean that
there must be no physical possibility of repairing the injury, but
means only that the injury must be a material one, namely one that
cannot be adequately compensated by way of damages.
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Irreparabale Damage

26. 9RO H fAvelyor & gd HyeH Rafdel ufshar <fgar—1908 3Mqe—39
frM—01 T fF¥—02 @ wrau= # Af2d Rigid @ IR # R 3 S\
Sfad udid 8T 81 39 9eY # 9MHIg STadd <IraTeld §IRT 1992 AIR
SCW 3128 3-dI+ Dalpat Kumar vs Prahlad Singh ¥ fedid 16.12.1991 &1 A
™ oty § fda ufhar dfedr—1908 @ emee—39 faH—01 9 fM—02
@ yrauE | fAfea gl ol afa o foxga g &1 7 e
YA ORT BT SEN0T 39 UhRN g

5 (e ) The third condition also is that "the balance of
convenience™ must be in favour of granting injunction. The Court
while granting or refusing to grant injunction should exercise
sound judicial discretion to find the amount of substantial mischief
or injury which is likely to be caused to the parties, if the injunction
is refused and compare it with that it is likely to be caused to the
other side if the injunction is granted. If on weighing competing
possibilities or probabilities of likelihood of injury and if the Court
considers that pending the suit, the subject-matter should be
maintained in status quo, an injunction would be issued. Thus the
Court has to exercise its-sound judicial discretion in granting or
refusing the relief of ad interim injunction pending the suit.

Role/Power of Court

27. UhRT H fIeeior O qd Huod 3ReTs (FYETer @ yraer @ Srude H
T &1 AT, ATl 9 RePpIoy & qR 4§ AR | FASHT I
gdid BT 2 | 39 deY § A1 Seadq It g1 Rifder sriier =

4602 /2024 3-dT1  Bloomberg Television Production vs Zee Entertainment

Enterprises Limited § f&9I® 12.03.2024 &1 e T faofy & fafas ufssar
AlET—1908 & 3ATQT—39 MIH—01 T FFH—02 & TEd AATAT DI AD]
QT:f srfaal (Role/Power of Court) P T B gy = &I yfaured
fopar 2| forae uraliTe IR &7 SExX0 59 UhR o—

The three-fold test of establishing (i) a prima facie case, (ii)
balance of convenience and (iii) irreparable loss or harm, for the
grant of interim relief, is well-established in the jurisprudence of
this Court. This test is equally applicable to the grant of interim
injunctions in defamation suits. However, this three-fold test
must not be applied mechanically,3 to the detriment of the other
party and in the case of injunctions against journalistic pieces,
often to the detriment of the public. While granting interim relief,
the court must provide detailed reasons and analyze how the
three-fold test is satisfied. A cursory reproduction of the
submissions and precedents before the court is not sufficient. The
court must explain how the test is satisfied and how the
precedents cited apply to the facts of the case.

Compensation

28. UHRUT ¥ fI2elvo] | Jd YA RS VLTl & UIae_ & dgd 3RS
Feren 9 fauell uefdR b1 gU Jhd @1 dfdyfd 8g AFH <l
gRT gfaurfad =i geeidl § @l Mg fadamr & ar H fOwR | FHeEr
S udid BT 8 1 39 W § J9HI Seadd SITaTed §IRT 1995 AIR SCW
1439 3dId Mahadeo Savliaram Shelke And Ors. vs Puna Municipal Corporation H
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fdid 24011995 &1 & W v # ffda ufhar dfzar—1908 &
3MTee—39 FRIA—01 9 MIA—02 & d8d =TTl RT SIINI 31¥efTg Ayersr
A fauel ueTdR @ g Jea a1 afayfd 2 fade @ 7| e s
RT BT IET 59 UhR o—

13. In "Injunctions” by David Bean, 1st Edn, at page 22, it is

stated that "if the plaintiff obtains an interlocutory injunction,

but subsequently the case goes to trial and he fails to obtain a

perpetual order, the defendant will meanwhile have been

restrained unjustly and will be entitled to damages for any loss

he has sustained. The practice has therefore grown up, in almost

every case where interlocutory injunction is to be granted, of

requiring the plaintiff to undertake to pay any damages

subsequently found due to the defendant as compensation if the

injunction cannot be justified at trial. The undertaking may be

required of the plaintiff in appropriate cases in that behalf. In

"Joyce on Injunctions™ Vol. 1 in paragraph 177 at page 293, it is

stated "Upon a final judgment dissolving an injunction, a right

of action upon the injunction bond immediately follows, unless

the judgment is superseded. A right to damages on dissolution of

the injunction would arise at the determination of the suit at

law".

14. 1t would thus be clear that in a suit for perpetual injunction,
the court should enquire on affidavit evidence and other material
placed before the court to find strong prima facie case and
balance of convenience in favour of granting injunction
otherwise irreparable damage or damage would ensue to the
plaintiff. The court should also find whether the plaintiff would
adequately be compensated by damages if injunction is not
granted. It is common experience that injunction normally is
asked for and granted to prevent the public authorities or the
respondents to proceed with execution of or implementing
scheme of public utility or granted contracts for execution
thereof. Public interest is, therefore, one of the material and
relevant considerations in either exercising or refusing to grant
ad interim injunction. While exercising the discretionary power,
the court sould also adopt the procedure of calling upon the
plaintiff to file a bond to the satisfaction of the court that in the
event of his failing in the suit to obtain the relief asked for in the
plaint, he would adequately compensate the defendant for the
loss ensued due to the order of injunction granted in p favour of
the plaintiff. Even otherwise the court while exercising its equity
jurisdiction in granting injunction has also jurisdiction and
power to grant adequate compensation to mitigate the damages
caused to the defendant by grant of injunction restraining the
defendant to proceed with the execution of the work etc., which
is retrained by an order of injunction made by the court. The
pecuniary award of damages is consequential to the adjudication
of the dispute and the result therein is incidental to the
determination of the case by the court. The pecuniary jurisdiction
of the court of first instance should not impede nor be a bar to
award damages beyond it pecuniary jurisdiction. In this behalf,
the grant or refusal of damages is not founded upon the original
cause of action but the /consequences of the adjudication by the
conduct of the parties, the court gets inherent jurisdiction in
doing ex debito justitiae mitigating the damage suffered by the
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defendant by the act of the court in granting injunction
restraining the defendant from proceeding with the action
complained of in the suit It is common knowledge that injunction
is invariably sought for in laying the suit in a court of lowest
pecuniary jurisdiction even when the claims are much larger
than the pecuniary jurisdiction of the court of first instance, may
be, for diverse reasons. Therefore, the pecuniary jurisdiction is
not and should not stand an impediment for the court of first
instance in determining damages as the part of the adjudication
and pass a decree in that behalf without relegating the parties to
a further suit for damages. This procedure would act as a check
on abuse of the process of the court and adequately compensate
the damages or injury suffered by the defendant by act of court
at the behest of the plaintiff.

15. Public purpose of removing traffic congestion was sought to
be served by acquiring the building for widening the road. By
orders of injunction, for 24 years the public purpose, was
delayed. As a consequence execution of the project has been
delayed and the costs now stand mounted. The courts in the cases
where injunction are to be granted should necessarily consider
the effect on public purpose thereof and also suitably mould the
relief. In the event the plaintiffs losing ultimately the suit, they
should necessarily bear the consequences, namely, escalation of
the cost or the damages the Corporation suffered on account of
injunction issued by the courts. Appellate court had not adverted
to any of the material aspects of the matter. Therefore, the High
Court has rightly, though for different reasons, dissolved the
order of ad interim injunction. Under these circumstances, in the
event of the suit to be dismissed while disposing of the suit the
trial court is directed to assess the damages and pass a decree
for recovering the same at pro rata against the appellants.

SWRIG Aferes yraer Ud =i geidl & Gad H RIS BreddR]
JAATIH—1955 B gRT—212 Td fifder Ufhan Gf2dar—1908 & 3ATQe—39
fH—01 9 fFI9—02 & 3MAid I ST BT © fob iy Udvor § awerrs
FYETsn SR ) B vUHgtedl fdare, giaar w1 Hdoa well & e H
BT T urefl @l Ui effd g & |rer urefl @1 STeRer denT B
JMALTH © | I AGH H UHRYT Dl fageivor fhar S ruferd 2 |

UHReT H Faged Urefl gRT URAd YRVl W Hgdl v/ faars
BIRUT Bl AHSHT AP ¢ | UATdell & 3dolip I W g & ueff grr
IHT ARTSN DI UJd MRS gaRT gY B, STRITDR AfARH—1956 &
dgd &I AeER 2T 89 & MR R WNSR! AGRI &I gyon
TSN TS © | IHROT | Ured] §RT IR a9 & 3aatih= I FdId 8l &
5 arurell e & fafde aiiker €1 § | 91T & A ariker aifvg
B BT SAMTBR SO TATTT BT ol slby Rifdel =Irarerd &1 8 |
B ureft BT S RIS #H BIg IPeR AT T8 8 | UHRT Udh Feariad!
T R H8aIe JF—YAl & 8P 2R (Mfed 81 & Uz f2wg uRar
P bl b gRT Teelyd] AT & AR F FafSd 8 | bR § a1 &
(RO & Ugarq & Udh Agalddl IHicd R ¥8aied Y3731 & 86
TR & IR 4 MR f&ar S 96ar g1 39 ISR USRI H Aolgd
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JeaT PHaAR FeATH AdEHig

2021/84

oot feaiep:—02.12.2024

gUFgl fawraw] / faare SR I~ B9 Ueiid BT & | e feiRo

AT & OO WR HEI—HGd iR &1 fhaT ST HhaT ¢ |

THROT H 3G UIRIRTOT BT B aTell YU &fd ®I FHASHT 3MaeTF ¢ |
A & AqADHT W W 7 & Uil §RT S9d RSN B Ugd MRS
gdTd gY fog, STRI¥eR AfAfRm—1956 & dad wIr AffeER [fzd 89
& IMMER IR WIGR] IMEBRI &I GO AT Mg & | Ghxor # urefi gRT
U STdTd @ 3Tacilh | Udild BId1 & fob el forermsi &1 fafere aiker
T2 | e B faftre aiRer eiffd ok &1 SFEER 86T =RTad @
TEl gax fafdd =marera &1 2| A1 & uredl &1 9 SRS H DI
PR MRT &1 8 | UBRUT U WeEallIdh! Frfcd R Hgardd YF—g31
@ TP 2 (kT 89 & uea g WRIR & &l & gRT Aearal
FHfcd & IfARUT H HafSd g | UHRI H 915 & [IaRT & uE & U@
AESTRAD! T IR WeaId 39— & &b B & aR H Foiae faa
ST FHdT & | SRM-U—aTg faaresad JIRTol & 3R 8 Ud a1€ & fofy
& AT a1l & el H UHRor 999 d Rfq # fareya smRol # ardy
@ AMHRI W AGRIHAS G YU T EHT Jael F=1fad © | rer &
Y ATGl &1 gl | A gig TR © | §9 YR THI0T H ureifrer &1
YU &Afd I~ B4 Ueiid &Il @ |

32. YRVl H 31d Jioem &I Fgerd YRR & ueg § g[ebrd 3@ & IR H

FASHT AMAWS & | TAGel & Adelidd 9 e 2 & ueft grr Saa
RIS Bl UJdh JARTSN IdTd 8Y 25, STRINSR A aH—1956 & dga
BT SMABR (2T B & MR UR WGRT AMBRI P HTYOT =TT Tg
2| UBRor | et §RT R Sd1d & qAd W Ui alar § o smmeft
TorerSl & At aiRer 98 7| | @ fAfde aiiRer wifta @ &
SATNBR BT AT Bl el sl Nfder I aTerd &1 g | |y g urefi
BT IFA RIS H BIs YBR[ 7SI T | UHRV T FEaI ! Ffed
R HEeId JF-JH & g TR Mfed 8 & uwdrq g URaR & deal
@ GRT FESIRa] Frafed & ARl I Hefd & | WhxoT § a1 & faaRor
@ UTAN B UP WEaNId! FHicd R Heakd JF-J3 & 56 B &
IR H oiEd far S 96T § | SRA-U—d18 fIaTeIR SRS @ 37aRor
BN Ud 9% & g & gverq 9 & ue | gawer 999 @ Rerfa #
fIaTeued SRl # a1l @SBRI R ThRIAG d AR AT BAT
Jdol JHITfad 2| 39 UbR YD & Iad RIS & (AR IR A o
B TS VeIl SR B ¥ JUTRITOT Bl B4 drell SGfaear ol gor
H gfTor B B9 aTell SR 31 Ul B | i &1 Fger Wi
& U H ydd BT g |

33.39 UBR WK T & UrRiRTo &7 yarvl H Hoiqd fdare favzes] udhe 8,

griiRToT BT Ui &fd Uefia 8 T Uavor H 3RS fersr S 8
H ITITIRTOT BT g G BT JoreT H UTAT0T BT B ATl (T 3Tereh
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e 2 fob
greft pr urefelr usr S rag 3rens ferers
e o wirar & der urefem—usr #
afofa 3R 9T abada 9 JST
2021/83 @ ferolr do 3=Fens feemsm
S @ St 2

3ITST 02.12.2024 BT I8 ORI TR GRT Gel AT H FARIT SMhR SKIER Td
HIER g SN b T |

(@3 FAR AT IRYTH)
IERIH PHoldey

TRTHTAT I —ITSHR
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