(1)

IN THE LAHORE HIGH COU RT, LAHORE.

Revision Petition No. 2% !/ g /2022

. Gujranwala Development Authority fhrough its Director

Genral office situated at Trust Plaza GT road Gujranwala.

. Director Town planning Gujranwala Development

Authority office situated at Trust Plaza GT road
Gujranwala.

....Petitioner
VERSUS

. Judicial Employees Co-operatives Housing Society

(registered) Umar Plaza, 1-Mozang Road, Lahore
|
through its secretary.

_ The Province of Punjab through district collector/deputy

commissioner, office district court, Gujranwala.

_ Water and Sanitatin agency (GDA) Trust Plaza, G.t.road,

Gujranwala through its Managing Director.

. Municipal Corporation Gujranwala, through Mayor

Municipal corporation Gujranwala, G.T. road, Gujranwala.

REVISION PETITION AGAI‘NST THE JUDGMENT AND
DECREE DATED 22.12.2021 PASSED BY LEARNED
ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE GUJRANWALA.

Respectfully Sheweth:-
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Plaint is annexeq herewith a5 Annexure «p»

That the Petitioners appeared in the said case ang filed

the Written statement. Copy of written statement s

(1)  Whether the plaintiff’s society is developed under

the requisite rules and regulations and allotments
- have been made byitin accordance with law? Opp
(2) Whether the publication in the daily Express
dated 21-12-2013 is against law and facts and the
same is liable to be declared as illegal, unlawful,
unwarranted and published arbitrary? OPP
(3) If issues No. 1 & 2 are decided in affirmative,
whether the plaintiff is entitled to decree for
Permanent injunction against defendants
restraining them to implement the publication
dated 21-12-2013 and to interfere into plaintiff’s
_peaceful possession over the society, its
construction or under construction premises, its
management and members of residential colony
and they are also liable to be restrained to issue
any direction against the interest of the society?
OPP.
(4) Whether the present suit is not maintainable in its

present form? OPD.
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(3)

. The copy of the issuT is annexed herewith as
annexure C,

4. That both the parties to the suit led their evidences
along-with exhibits and Hon’ble court decreed the
suit vide judgment and decree dated 31-07-2021. The
copy of the Judgment and decree dated 31-07-2021 is
annexed herewith as annexure D,

5. That the petitioners filed an appeal against the said
order which was ‘entrusted to the court of
respondent No.1 which met with the same fate and
learned respondent No. 1 dismissed the same vide
judgment and decree dated 22-12-2021.

The copy‘ of the appeal and impugned judgment and
decree is annexed herewith as'mzmm_ﬁ and E
respectively.

6. Thét both the learned courts below committed
material irregularities, have exercised their
jurisdictions not vested with them by law and acted
in exercise of their jurisdiction illegally or with
material irregularities while passing the impugned
judgments & decrees dated 31-07'-2021 passed by
learned Civil Judge Gujranwala and judgment and
decree dated 22.12.2021 passed by learned Additional
District and Session Judge, Gujranwala, hence the

same are not sustainable and liable to be set aside

inter alia on the following amongst other grounds.

GROUNDS .
(a) That both the impugned judgments & decrees

g -
UW ( have been passed against the law and facts on

the file, hence the same are not sustainable and

liable to be set-aside.
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(4

Ihat Lioth the courts Lelaw have passed the
Ipagned  Judgments and decrees without
perusing the record ,uf the case and without
constdering the evidence adduced by the
prartles, hence bhoth the Judgments and decrees
are not sustalnable and llable to be set.aside,
that hoth the learned lower courts have
lnored a very vital fact that ane tr, Abdul
“alam has clalmed that the Judicial colony
located at bypass road along with upper Chenah
canal Gulranwala, was established in the year
1985/86 and a lay out plan of the scheme was
submitted vide dlary No, 1564 dated 06-03-1985
In the offlce of ex-municipal corporation
Gulranwala, Meanwhlle, the soclety started the
allotment of plots and development works in
the colony. On the other hand an application for
the approval of Judiclal colony was received in
GDA on 01-04-2009 along-with an undertaking
by Ch. Imtlaz Ahmad administrative officer of
Judiclal soclety that “soclety has not submitted
any application for approval of its residential
scheme known as Judiclal Colony Gujranwala in
any other Government Department except the
present application with GDA”. The application
for approval of subject housing scheme was

recelved In GDA after the lapse of 24 years,

“when almost hundred percent development

works and allotment of plots had been
completed, It Is pertinent to mention here that
there 1s no any remedy to consider the

application for |ts ex-post facto sanction.

(%3 CamScanner
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(d)

(e)

(S)

Initially, GDA scrutinize the application under
provisions of Punjab Private site development
schemes (Regulations) Rules, 2005, but could

not approved due to the following main

objections.

1. The rules ibid are totally silent on the ex-

post facto sanction of any housing

scheme.

2. Old graveyard is located within the
scheme area is not under the ownership of

the society.
It is also pertinent to mention here that GDA
repeatedly asked the respondent No 2 to‘fulfill
the requirements vide so many letter but the

respondents failed to do so.

That Municipal corporation handed over the

soc-iety's file to GDA/petitioners without

approval and when the request for approval of

the society was made to GDA/petitioners, the
same was refused on the ground that neither in
the society any land was demarcated for
graveyard nor as per law and rules any plots
have been mortgaged with GDA/petitioners,
hence the impugned judgments and decrees are
not sustainable and liable to be set-aside.

That the both the learned lower courts have
ignored the provisions of The Punjab

Commission for regularization of irregular

. housing schemes ordinance, 2021, hence the

impugned judgments and decrees are not

sustainable and liable to be set-aside.
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IN THE COURT OF MASOOD AHMAD,CIVIL JUDGE 1t CLASS
/V GUJRANWALA A

\_— JUDICIAL EMPLOYEES CO-OPERATIVE  HOUSING
SOCIETY (RL GISTERED) UMAR PLAZA, 1-MOZANG ROAD
LAHORE THROUGH ITS SECRETARY

(Plaintiff)

(1) THE PROVINCE OF THE PUNJAB THROUGH DISTRICT
COLLECTOR/DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, OFFICE DISTRICT
COURT, GUJRANWALA

(2) GUJRANWALA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, TRUST PLAZA,
G.T. ROAD, GUJRANWALA THROUGH IT'S DIRECTOR
GENERAL.

(3) WATER ANL SANITATION AGENCY (GDA) TRUST PLAZA,
G.T. ROAD, GUJRANWALA THROUGH ITS MANAGING
DIRECTOR.

4) TOWN PLANNER, GUJRANWALA DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORITY, TRUST PLAZA, G.T ROAD, GUJRANWALA

UNICIPAL CORPORATION GUJRANWALA, THROUGH

AYOR MUNICIPAL CORPORATION GUJRANWALA, G.T

OAD, GUJRANWALA

(Defendants)

Civil Suit No........... 69 of 2014
Date of institution....28.02.2014
Date of decision... 31.07.2021

MANDATORY AND

Sasead Alinas Fatyena surT_ FOR __DECLARATION
H CONSEQUENTIAL

Civil Judge 15t Class PERMANENT INJUNCTION WIT
31 -07-202 " RELIEF

JUDGMENT

JV A

Through this judgment 1 intend to dispose of the

above titled suit. Briefly stated facts of the instant case are that

the Co-operative Societies

‘ -
Act, 1925, in the year 1985-86, the society developed a residential

plaintiff is a registered society under

colony at Gujranwala with the Co-operation of its members of
District Judiciary and its allied staff. That the plaintiff submitted

layout plan of the said colony for approval to Municipal \\

A C AriEsTE

vy
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(‘t‘purntmn. Gujranwala defendant No.5 vide entry No, 1564 dated
06.03.1985 in accordance with laws, deposited the requisite
process lee and fulfilled all the codified requirements The
authorities of Municipal Corporation, Gujranwaln were nsked
many a times to provide approved copy of layout plan. The
plaintiff, under a bonafide belief that layout plan had been
approved as assured by the defendant No.5 carved out plots after
‘]r\-clnpmcnl and allotted the same to the Hon'ble members of the

Most of them, after having constructed houses upon the

o . pl Q are living there peacefully without —any hindrance.
* r.ev®therwise, also the layout plan was submitted with the defendant

No.5 on 06.03.1985, at serial No.1564 and no query/objection

Z' “ﬁnﬁ’\u made by it therefore, under law, it would be presumed

Nn'w‘ I
,u«m" 1 \hﬂ‘{ ‘hc layout plan had been sanctioned on expiry of statutory

pcnod of 6C days. That the society i8 non-trading concern and is
running on no profit and no loss basis with the co-operation of its

members. The society neither got any benefit nor any fund from

the Government or any other agency including the defendants
|

departments. Plots of its me

f land and charged incurred on its

mbers were also allotted by the

society on its actual price o

development without gaining any profit.. ’l‘hcrc are remarkable

tween a private owned colony and

residential colony established under co-operative societies Act.

distinguishing factor be

That as precautionary measures in the year 2009, the society

submitted its revised layout plan to defendant No.2 and 3 and

€ :
BT/_I S Dalso deposited the requisite fee of Rs.44,030/- and also published

({'"\ 51 i _ ' _ ‘
M proclamations in Daily Pakistan, The Post and pPakistan but no

."k il
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objection was filed by anybody. That the deféndant No.i and 3
demanded the layout plan of water supply, sewerage/drainage
system adopted by the society and the same was provided on
14.09.2012. Thus all the rquirements of the defendants were
fulfilled, the defendants were requested to sanction the layout
plan of the society and provide its copy to the plaintiff, The GDA
took up the r'natter regarding sanitation with WASA, Gujranwala

but the WASA authorities did not pay any attention to it for a long

Vhich were deposited by the plaintiff on 08.01.2014. That the
plaintiff vide letter No.921/JC/2010 dated 28.10.2010 had
already requested GDA, the defendant No.2 grant ex-post facto
approval for the scheme, ultimately, vide letter No.GDA/D(TP0194
dated 02.01.2014, the defendant No.2 feeling some procedural
restraints, requested the secretary, Government of Punjab, HU&
PHE department, Lahore to grant Ex-post facto permission for
issuance of approval of the scheme. That it is pertinent to mention
here that defendant N<I>.5 has approved building plan of plot No.1
block-A (commercial) Judicial Colony, Gujranwala owned by Malik
Zaheer-ul-Haq on 16.07.2004. That if the layout plan of the
society was not sanctioned by the Municipal Corporation,
Gujranwala defendant No.5 then how and why defendant No.5

had sanctioned the commercial map of the shops of the above

AT‘ mE ST ”mvm-(l member of the society. The society had also paid huge
-

( Ct i /Q#WS!

amount to the sui gas department, infrastructure, 1.¢. roads,

A.
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sewerage, water supply and eiectricity etc. That the defendants
No.5 without perusing its record, issued a proclamation in Daily
Express dated 21.12.2013 whereas it was published that the

society of the plaintiff had been developed égainst the law of

)

documentary proof about factual position and requested them to
delete the name of society from the said publication but in vain.

That the defendants without issuance of any notice to the plaintiff

ZM illega]ly and unlawfully published proclamation in newspaper.

"

m\
'Ihat the society was developed in the year 1985-86 and was

asout i

\ ) 2 a.

3 (?UE 74 enacted in the year 2010 and thus, has no retrospective effect
therefore, the publication in daily “Express” I dated 21.12.2013 is

nullity in the eyes of law. That the defendant No.5 was requested
time and again to dele the name of the Judicial Colony,

Gujranwala through publication of a corrigendum in the said

newspaper but they are putting off the matter under one pretext

or the other and are bent upon to take illegal action against
plaintiff society, hencé, this suit.

- § The defendants were summoned. The defendants have
filed contested written statement while raising some preliminary
objections on cause of action and maintainability of suit with the

congention that plaintiff has no cause of action and locus standi

o file the instant suit and he hab filed false, frivolous and

— ; i
/CUP!{Q]‘ vexatious suit just to harass and blackmail the defendant and
wr I
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finadly requested the court for dismissal of the suit, Out {
; . " “ ()
divergent pleadings of the parties following issues were framed | |
d H were :d by
my learned predecessor court on 28,04,2017 as under:- ‘
IHBUES

1. Whether the plaintiff’s soclety is developed

under the requlisite rules and regulations
and allotments have bheen made by it in
accordance with law? OPP

Whether the publication in dally Express
dated 21.12.2013 1s against law and facts
and the same s lable to be declared as
illegal, unlawful, unwarranted and

published arbitrarily? OPP

. If issues No.l & 2 are decided in

a “iry tive, whether the plaint(jf is entitled
t a decree for mandatory injunction
uyulnst defendants No.2 & 3 as prayed for?
OPP

. If issues No.l & 2 are decided in

affirmative, whether the plaintiff is entitled
to decree for permanent injunction against
defendants restraining them to implement
the publication dated 21.12.2013 and to
interfere into plaintiff’s peaceful possession
over the soclety, its construction or under
construction premises, its management and
member; of residential colony and they are
also liable to be restrained to issue any

direction against the interest of the society?
OPP

. Whether present suit is not maintainable in

its present form? OPD

A/
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6. Whether the plaintiff has pot come to the
» court with clean hands? O I.C
7. Whether the suit of the plaintiff is barred by
law? OPD
8. Relief.

3. That After framing of issues, parties lead their

evidence.

PLAINTIFF EVIDENCE

Oral Evidence ' Documentary Evidence
4\*’ 1. PW-1/ Waseem 1. Special power of attorney as
Ullah Khan Ex.P1
2. PW-2/ Imran . 2. Receipts of WAPDA as Ex.P2
Hussain '
3. Receipt of Sui Gas as Ex.P3
Z 3. PW-3/ Haji Zafar and Ex.P3/1
o A lah Arif
e M 4. Dues paid to the Sui Gas as
sl * 44 CPW4 /Gh' llan Ex.P4 to Ex.P5
el ‘\,:u-;;:_ Lw'? Murtaza ‘
|-07 <20 5. Application far ap roval of
P
5. PW5/Muhamniad scheme as Ex.P7
Akram

6. Voucher of payment as
Ex.P8

7. Proclamation as Ex.P9 to
P11

8. Letter for publication of
proclamation in newspaper
as Ex.P12

9. Letter of approval of map as
Ex.P13

' 10. Letter issued by Director
| General GDA as Ex.P14

11.Again letter issued by
society as Ex.P15

\ 12. Publication of GDA in daily
Express as Ex.P16 and

W Ex.P17
" L\Ls’_‘_ 13. Letter issued by society to
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GDA for cancel the narpe of
society in the list ag lCT.PI‘J’

Attested copy of reply from
(Ilrm;tur Town Planning,
Gujranwala Development
Authority as Ex, P20

14,

Attested copy of Challan as
Kx. P21

detter fssued by WASA
department as £x,P22

17. Copy of register of
Corporation Plan as Ex,P23

18. Forensic Audit as £x.P24

19, Copy of register of Record of
Rights for the year 2010-11
as Mark-A

20. Layout plan as Mark-B

21. Registration certificate as
L i Mark-C

DE '‘ENDANTS’ EVIDENCE

3/~07-20) | ‘Oral Evidence Documentary Evidence

1. DW-1/Ehsan 1. Letter dated 12.12.2019
Ullah Cheema Ex.D1
lSr?:];ZZtES lcl;cg?\g 2. Letter dated 24.01.2014 as
Gujranwala Ex.D2
; 3. Letter No.68 dated
> gk\yr;]i{lZulﬁqar 03.02.2014 received GDA

as Ex.D3

4. Decision of governing body
as Ex.D4

|
I have heard arguments advanced by the learned

A,

CamScanner
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ISSUES No.1

i
Whether the plaintiff’s society is developed

under th: requisite rules and regulations and

allotments have been made by it in accordance

with law? OPP

o
- I £
'3( .\v. * 8, ‘:
' e
" “)N\‘Q{a em Ullah Khan special attorney of the: plaintiff appeared as,

PW1 and submitted special power attorney as Ex.P1. Pwl has

v deposed that the Judicial Employee Cooperative Society was
E Z registered under Cooperative Societies Act 1979, layout plan of
e A

ood W ” At th¥Judicial colony, Gujranwala for its approval was submitted in
‘?ﬂ\”%z\;dégf\athe year 1985, fees was also deposited. The carporation issued a
diary number thereafter they started development work. He
further deposed tat at this time almost 70% area construction
has been raised. He further deposed that ‘n the year 1987,
WAPDA was paid Rs.10,00,000/- from the society, he submitted
the receipt and map as Ex.P2. He further deposed that the supply
of the electricity is complete. He further deposed that in the year
2004, the sui gas department after conducting the survey issued
demand notice whereupon the society deposited amount of
Rs.35,73,000/- and in consequence thereof wholel of the society
was provided gas, receipt Ex.P3 and Ex.P3/1 are annexed. He
further deposed that in the year 2014, the dues of WASA were

deposited, receipt Ex.P4 is annexed. Letter of the WASA issued to

€ GDA is annexed Ex.P5. He further deposed that in the year

- 1998 GDA was established whereupon GDA directed to get

A/


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

;nﬂr "h
&/ S ]’éx )S

S I e, L

S QTSR e rbin gt Jomn e o g et S g g g
RS < a letter for appm\al of the layout plan Ex.pl3 was submitted to ‘
A e o of 1

the GDA whereupon Director General GDA wrote a letter to
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Housing Scheme G.T

At Sr. No.1564 dated 06.03.1985 and its fees of Rs.750/-

v+ entered YIRS SRHE O .

.. ... was also received. He further stated that as per column No.5 of
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before approval of the layout plan sought}_‘gbjec

9. On the othler hand, Ehsan ul Haq Cheema/{ Senior
Builiding Inspector GDA, Gujranwala appeared. as DW1 and
stated that file of Judicial Employees Cooperative Housing
Society, Gujranwala was received by them for approval on
01.04.2009 through diary No.368/DDP. He further deposed that

ther application for ex post facto sanction was filed by the

has authority to relax the rules whereupon the
developer/administration of the society reciueéted for taking
opinion from the Government said request was forwarded through
d;ary No.1 to Secretary Housing-and in reply ‘Secretary Housing
directed to put it before the gov'eming body of tlie departme;it. He
further deposed that governing body decided that it had neither
power- to relax the rules nor to sanction ex post fact.o approval

rather the sanction should be made under Private Housing

Scheme Land Sﬁb-division Rules 2010. In his cross-examination

admitted that in 2009 the plaintiff submitted revised layout plan

in the office of GDA for approval. He also admitted that GDA

tions from the

:ger'xe‘rz.al'p.u'biié. ‘He also admitted that the despite publication no
one from general public raised objection about the owned property
of the society. He also admitted that in publication in newspaper

Pakistan Post Ex.P10 dated 19.09.2010 it was mentioned that the

scheme was old and as per Judicial Employees Cooperative

ATT £ STEMusing Society, Gujranwala at the spot the sale and purchase of
-

('/;

the plot and development work were completed.

i
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10.’ Zulfiqgar Ahmad/Patwari Halga Monza

Sansi, Gujranwala appeared as DW2 and stated th

Theri

al. Khewyat

No.158 and 159 total property measuring 361 Kanal 15 Marls
was owned by Judicial Employees Cooperative Housing Scheme,
DW2 during the course of cross-examination deposed  that

Judicial Employees Cooperative Housing Scheme is owner in

ossession since 1983-1984. He also deposed that when the
iety was established at that time thc' GDA was not constituted,

] a /e further deposed that before the constitution of the GDA all the
28 :,\ A\ /

‘layout plans were sanctioned by Municipal Corporation,

Z / Gujranwala. He also admitted that graveyard is also included in

[T
.....

. £ g - VE & 5 .
\L 4% 43® “the property which was acquired by society. He also stated that

X .:'\ S
T V\,._ \’)!12(:’

' 3/-07-222/ on the property of the society the houses have been constructed.
11. From the perusal of the record and after scanning the
evidence produced by the parties it is established fact that
plaintiff/ Judicial Employees Cooperative Housing scheme is

registered society. under the Cooperative Societies Act 1925, the

registration certificate is annexed with the file as Mark-C. It is
also established fact that for the welfare of the members of the
judiciary and its allied staff and in public interest plaintiff
developed a residential colony at Gujranwala. From the perusal of
the record it shows that plaintiff submitted a layout plan for its
sanction before Municipal Corporation, under the Punjab Local
Governments Ordinance 1979 and in accordance with By-laws

fram thereunder, which was entered at Sr. No.1564 of the

ster Ex.P23. Its fee was also deposited by the society and date

A—

T et
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concerned departiments of the Government. Plaintiff's society slen

b

deposited demand notices fee ete. for provision of the afore

mentioned utilitics which were  provided by the concerned

departments after receiving of fee/charpens and ducs, So, at the

time of installation and provisions of the afore said facilitics no
. I

1A bﬁc\ction was raised by any of the department about the sanction
&

{7’ . \
(Q [ - {Qf l\ay:out plan rather all said facilitics were provided by the
v | T LE - —
\' 1 - . . -
P \e .:S' 'd(:p:d;rﬁncnts without any hesitation and _objectifin. S AL the
") e ‘
s (\)~d'éf'3:1rlm<:rlts are receiving the utility bills from the residents of the
society against the services provided by them.,
13. [t is pertinent to mention here that in the society
ZW a hujlding plan of site bearing number of plot No.112 block-BE was
PO W A 100 T
e [CAES _
... %sEnctioned by office of the Town Officer (Planning  and

39585 5 000

Coordination) Town Municipal Administration, Khiali Shahpur,

Gujranwala dated 27.11.2006. Similarly, an NOC dated
1 = F2) ey l 7 N S

,y,vvh»,- iw;w(fr

ner of the afore mentionerd conversion nos ol

Pl R e AEE RN

o . M ! o the 1y fie (g A (Tt NS
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conduct its reflect that all the
v v —
/fi_l“\\ utilities were provided by all the departments and all the afore
AR '
7 ; hdvationed activities were (

one considering the soclety as an
%} oved society.

B A G w—— Perusal of the record shows that forensic audit of
the colony was conducted. Ex.P24 forensic audit report for the
o v

\, year 2012-16 held under the direction of the August Supreme

Court of Pakistan concluded that all € services were linked with
the concerned départments. It was also observed that
developments work of the housing society was complete including
roads, sui gas, sewerage, electricity and water supply. It was

further observed that all the development work was supervised by

the management of the society.

- t} T v A: 2 ';VA; er e:’:i"" U r
oy M vith revised layou n addressing to-the Town Planner GDA for =
8 o Y i 2 Sl i e Uy i ! ..
~____ approval of scheme, Plaintiff also deposited th TN |
§ 0p . he de da 0.2 &
~__ _ _ Rs.44,030/- vide voucher Ex.P8. The defendant No.2 and 3 al

J. an -
Ay ﬁ,‘,.:._.;,m,,x-::.,\d~_.'i«n,-':~{_fl[h51~f!igo_mm'!ﬁﬂmmmmr o

S i Tl ot G——TN OO
-~ —— s
B R MR g
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accordance with Punjab Private Housing Scheme/Land Sub-

Division Rules, 2010 or as per direction of the Government if any

commission or committee is formulated to examine such issues

on case to case basis. In furtherance thereof the decision of the

governing body GDA a letter Ex.D2 dated 04.01.2014 was

@a forwarded by the DG GDA, Gujranwala addressing to the
Secretary Government of Punjab HUD & PHE department Lahore
requesting ex post facto sanction of Judicial Colony, Gujranwala.

|
In said letter, besides ex post facto sanction of society relaxation

of graveyard area requirement for the housing scheme due to

availability of existing graveyard within the site was also sought.

. Z 2 / 18. Record also reveals that ex post facto sanction of

judicial housing society has not been granted so for. Main hurdle
3|-07-202/ in grant of ex post facto sanction a} pointed out by the GDA,

Gujranwala is the requirement of area of gra\}eyard as provided in

|

e ———

N

Land Sub-Division Rules, 2010. Admittedly, the graveyard is\

existing in the society but area specified for graveyard is less as
compare to area required under the above said Rules. Except the
area of graveyard the society fulfill all the requirements of rules,
regulations and By-laws in force at present. Undeniably, society
was developed in the year 1985-86 and at that time Punjab Local
Government Ordinance 1979 was in f;)rce but neither the GDA
By-laws and thg Punjab Housing Scheme Act nor the Land Sub-

Divisfon Rules, 2010 were in field. So, as compare to By-laws, site

o ¢ ;Aflevelopment scheme framed under Punjab Local Government

M .1 Ordinance 1979 being earlier in time would have preference over

A
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g

By-'llaws framed thereafter. The above said GDA By-laws, Punjab

Private Housing Scheme Act 2005 and Land Sub-Division Rules

2010 have no retrospective effect. Reliance is placed on 1986

/o~ "AdLE.2088.
™~ N\

Government Ordinance, 1979 and By-laws framed at that time.
No objection has ever been raised by the Municipal Corporation

Gujranwala on the layout plan/site plan of the society Mark-B.

GDA has no objection, except the requirement of gravevard

ZM\\\\ e

b )‘(;q\‘ '\“f;déf the Land Sub-Division Rules 2010 which are not
~V \JU -\u“'\')
3’1-07%954 applicable. Therefore, there is no any technical hitch or,

hindrance seems to be found in the proposed layout plan/site

Lastd

plan. The layout plan submitted by the society before Municipal

Corporation on 06.03.1985 having not been sanctioned so far
without any reason is violation of the Punjab Local Government

Ordinance 1979 and Rules framed thereunder. It has been held in

2001 CLC 935 Lahore

a) Punjab Local Government Ordinance (VI of 1979)—

der S.77(4)of

S.77(4)---Sanction of site pIan——Authority un

Punjab Local Government Ordinance, 1979 was requfred to pass

the order on the application filed for the sanction of sitg plan

within sixty days from filing of the same—Where Authonity even

lonar 4 fter expiry of statutory period of sixty days had failed to
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decide application, proposed site plan would be deemed,to have

<
been sanctioned by the Authority.

It has also been held in 1986 CLC 2088 [Lahore]

Administration of justice, principle of—

ere a particular thing was done in accordance with

permissibility, law, held, would not take note of remote

considerations.

pursuant to above discussion it is crystal clear that plaintiff’s
society is registered Isociety under the cooperative societies Act
1925 and functioning under the supervision and control of
registrar, cooperatives. The society is non trading concerned and
is running on no profit and no loss basis with the cooperation of
its members. It is also established that the society developed a
residential colony in dispute in the year 1985-86 under the
Punjab Local Government Ordinancle 1979 and By-laws framed
there under. The functionaries of Municipal Corporation,
Gujranwala without raising the objection on the layout plan kept
the plaintiff society to believe that the layout plan of the society
shall be sanctioned. All the development work is completed. All
the utility services are in operation. SO0, in the given
circumstances, of the case the layout plan submitted by the
plaintiff society on 06.03.1985 before the Municipal Corporation,
Gujranwala is deemed to be sanctioned. Hence, isgue is decided

in favour of the plaintiff.
1T
ISSUE NO.2 f Comes?:
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Whether the publication in dally Express
dated 21,12.2013 is against law and facts and
the same is llable to be declared as lllegal,
unlawful, unwarranted and  published
arbitrarily? OPP

Onus to prove this issue was placed upon

aintiff. Record shows that the defendants on

Ex.P16 in shape of'proclumution in Daily Express wherein

the name of the plaintiff society was also included at Sr.90

of the list. In view of my findings of issue No.1 it has been

«
M ™o
(LSRN

Jae O

|
('1\\\"‘

unturned to get sanction

M discussed in detail that the plaintiff society left no leaf

/ex post facto sanction of the

~07)—20
3i-e7 L(society well before the publication of the impugned

notice/list. In view of my findings on issue No.1 plaintiff

has succeeded to prove the legal status of the society

therefore,

against the law and facts t

illegal, unwar

manner witlout any legal basis. Hence,

the impugned publication in Daily Express is

herefore, the same is declared as

ranted, published arbitrar ly and in a fanciful

this issue is also

decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.3

21.

the plaintiff. Issue No.l and 2 have been decided inj

A

If issues No.1 & 2 are decided in affirmative,

whether the plaintiff is entitled to a decree for
mandatory injunction against defendants No.2

& 3 as prayed for? OPP

Onus to prove this issue was placed upon

g -

Corie st
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affirmative in favour of the plaintiff society. In view of my
findings on issue No.l it has been established that the
layout plan of the plaintiff society was neither rejected nor
Tsa%i;tioned without any objection in stipulated period or

// .
éven‘)jﬁlp till now. The layout plan is deemed to be
’ z

) §9§§/§7ned as per Punjab Local Government Ordinance,

= llé79l and By-laws framed thereunder. So, in the interest of

justice and to save ‘the plaintiff society from any technical
hitch. The defendants are directed to sanction/ex post facto

sanction of submitted layout plan of plaintiff society with

\U~ Municipal Corporation Gujranwala in the year 1985 and

then to GDA, Gujranwala. Hence this issue is also decided

in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.4
If issues No.l & 2 are decided in
affirmative, whether the plaintiff is entitled

to decree for permanent injunction against

i;M defendants restraining them to implement

31_0 7——7/0L,

the publication dated 21.12.2013 and to
interfere into plaintiff’s peaceful possession
over the society, its construction or under
construction premises, its management and
members of residential colony and they are
also liable to be restrained to issue any
direction against the interest of the society?
OPP

22. Onus to prove this issue was placed upon

the plaintiff. In view of my findings on issues No.1 to 3 the

plaintiff was fully succeeded to prove his case so, plaintiff is ‘TTE Srgv

€ ec o un 10 > -
g perpe u lnj - 'c/ ' .

A
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defendants are restrained permanently to implement the
publication in press Daily Express dated 21.12.2013, to
interfere into peaceful possession of plaintiff’s society,
demolish any construction or under construction premises,
take coercive action against the management of the society,

embers of residential colony, disturb/interfere in the

ﬁal. affairs of the society and residential colony or to
any direction against the interest of the society to
Riter agencies including sui gas, electricity, WASA
aﬁthorities. Hence, this issue is also decided in favour of

the plaintiff.

ISSUE No.5

ZW Lo
e LY

N Whether present suit is not
"_‘. A
y 3 \: At ! maintainable in its present form? OPD
" 3U
N s i
3/-07-222/
23. Onus to prove this issue was placed upon

the défendants. In view of my findings over issues No.1 to 4
the plaintiff has succeeded to prove this case. Hence, this

issue is decided against the defendants.

ISSUE NO.6 t
Whether the plain iff has not comve o
the court with clean hands? OPD

24 Onus to prove this issue was placed upon

v f 1 A\ i es N(). I t,O ‘|

issue is also decided against the defendants.

ISSUE NO.7

Whether the suit of the plain?f[»w-

barred by law? OPD

fr

e —————— ==
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25. Onus to prove this issue was placed upgn the

e

defendants. In view of my findings over issues No.1l to 4 the

t

plaintiff has succeeded to prove this case. Hence, this issue is also

decided against the defendants.

RELIEF

In view of my findings on afore discussed issues

and it is declared that

tiff has developed residential colony at Gujranwala as per

and regulations and allotments have been made in

rdance with the law. The impugned publication in Daily

Express dated 21.12.2013 is against the law and facts therefore,

the same is declared as illegal, unwarranted, published arbitrarily

M and in a fanciful manner without any legal basis. The defendants \

are also directed to sahction/ex post facto sanction of submitted

3 =y R Lllayout plan of plaintiff society with Municipal Corporation
ayeut e

Gujranwala in the year 1985 and then to GDA, Gujranwala. J

Defendants are also restrained permanently to implement the
publication in press Daily Express dated 21.12.2013, to interfere
into peaceful possession of plajntifﬂ’s society, demolish any
construction or under construction premises, take coercive action
against the management of the society, members of residential
colony, disturb/interfere in the internal affairs of the society and
residential colony or to issue any dir

ection against the interest of

the society to other agencies including sui gas, electricity, WASA

authorities. There is no order as to cost. Decree¢ sheg
[ ;

\ ’A, <
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ared. Ahlmad of this court is directed to consigned the file to

preﬁ

the record room after its due completion and compilation.

Civil Judge 1%t Class,
Magistrate Sec.30, Gujranwala

Announced-:
31.07.2021

Certified that this judgment consists of 24-pages, each
of which has been dictated, read over, corrected and duly signed

by me.
Masobd Ahmad,

S Announced-:
/; 1.07.2021 Civil Judge 1%t Class,

istrate Sec.30, Gujranwala

g.wu S,

/\%



https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

IN THE COURT OF MASOOD AHMAD,CIVIL JUDGE 1st \LASS
GUJRANWALA

JUDICIAL EMPLOYEES CO-OPERATIVE HOUSING

SOCIETY (REGISTERED) UMAR PLAZA, 1-MOZANG R
LAHORE THROUGH ITS SECRETARY ’ OAD

(Plaintiff)

(1) THE PROVINCE OF THE PUNJAB THROUGH DISTRICT
COLLECTOR/DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, OFFICE
DISTRICT COURT, GUJRANWALA

(2) GUJRANWALA DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, TRUST
PLAZA, G.T. ROAD, GUJRANWALA THROUGH IT'S
DIRECTOR GENERAL. ‘

/(3) WATER AND SANITATION AGENCY (GDA) TRUST PLAZA,
G.T. ROAD, GUJRANWALA THROUGH ITS MANAGING
DIRECTOR.

(4) TOWN  PLANNER, GUJRANWALA  DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY, TRUST PLAZA, G.T ROAD, GUJRANWALA

(5) MUNICIPAL CORPORATION GUJRANWALA, THROUGH
MAYOR MUNICIPAL CORPORATION GUJRANWALA, G.T
ROAD, GUJRANWALA

(Defendants)

Civil Suit No........... 69 of 2014
; { ad Date of institution....28.02.2014
Ve b e Date of decision... 31.07.2021
\‘Ma " . {_""\.p,\. § % .:
.'\.,,é‘UIT EOR DECLARATION, MANDATORY AND PERMANENT

F
JUNCTION WITH CONSEQUENTIAL RELIE N
= This suit coming on this 31st day of July, 2021 for its

disposal before me in the presence of counsel for the parties.

‘CI‘J.i Japntt)
G\ll‘?’
3[/07/ ZD?/

It is ordered that the suit of the_plaintiff is -herepgrl
decreed and it is declared that plaintiff has developed r.esxdentl y
colony at Gujranwala as Pper rules and 'regulatlons %r;le
allotments have been made in accordance with the lazug.ls "
impugned publication in Daily Express dated 21.12.1 .
against the law and facts therefore, the. same 18 dec e;re b
illegal, unwarranted, published arbitnarily .and 1n a anc] ; .
manner without any legal basis. The defendgnt§ are ast
diyécted to sanction/ex post facto sanction of sgbmlttefi layfnlll
an of plaintiff society with Municipal Corporation Gujranwaia
in the year 1985 and then to GDA, Gujranwala.'Defendaqts are
Iso restrained permanently to implement the publication 1n
//  press Daily Express dated 21.12.2013, to interfere into pgaceful
possession of plaintiff’s society, demolish any construction of

A—

CamScanner


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

y‘-lt'.—'c-' - TRgTRE: L vgs L TE
Iy _wrrert f.".;n ST
: iy $ e

BiiReTT Y s it be e

- F o - =
n-:}s.’- wHUgY 2 - K =3 e o
- SRt Sgmwiar=retias
- . -
z .

s
-

i e S £ T~

- = b ._;‘ .
..Y., . —b -

RS TN TOR R ) G

R i — i -
LRI LA Mt cnnatsh i el A UL (B el R R T bl R
Sy pasy N~ gpr- Yy g PR, .2 33

. b B s bl e i e o S

- ‘ = = . e g S e TR

i 3 ——
1 - y te - 4

29 - 2 -~
SeE

TR T iy <t D, o8 ¥

vep S i # &
v s lvdewe »ewny - i 43 3w sty |
=AmELAAAA L g e AN AR e 4T

CamScanner


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

;..lﬁn.-'*:,""r ol e B o A

;wzwﬂ’mm e r"“ﬁﬂw M"MWWWL

e

%’ﬁw@w}m@g i

- adn o B o = gy~ e o ¢ @ s

\1vr~,xF"¥ & 7 ol P . —4;';‘rr‘/

.@uﬂww !*Q*ﬁ%*‘ &W o ige 4 .-:-w B ‘g.r* prvy -
- o “ vt N

%wﬁ éﬂl&f > g,_. ’--ﬂ&!_ L

l - -

fov » (tl‘- "0%‘1""»" ol P‘“ H:,,: »

e~ ﬁ-p-“ g
=~ TR TE TSI STTEAWRLS. (RAUSETLA LOL denee W L R e

-~ - -._w -

] Wi
> A T 2. = PR v a L3 > e YN R - ,
P NEIRFE Fa o ¥ o S 3 - ."-J MY 3 oW TR :,,‘ : an 2P, S ol & B ST SR
 Rar e 4 R o e 42 R%34 ‘J'!!;.' e o.T' B Bk ARSI tf‘T"“‘ AR TS Bl o 2 ~~T
ks b e gre——— e PRI & s BV " s e 2 0t -0}
[ ‘ ’ \ : 3 Fn K LSNP p &
MR S5 Y Y TR Y The defchdaniiNo. and de ndanfg ACDICINCE & STl oy A



https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

rector General G o\
SR e Vs Judicial Employees Co-operative liousing 5o

i framed the following issues:-

JE s

csue No.l. The onus

J

o
| Us-
n order to resolve the controversy, learned Trial <* S

7.
5.

rhe fate of the suit 15

1 findings of learned Trial Court on th

—E—
1y the light of ewvidence produced bAfﬁeT;{qr.r[e*;

_ Whether the publication in daily Express dated

_ Whether the plaintiff’s society Is developed under the

requisite rules and requlations and allotments have

been made by it in accordance with law? OPP

21.17.2013 is against law and facts and the same i
liable to be declared as illegal, unlav/ful, unwarranted
and published arbitrarily? OPP

If issues No.l & 2 are decided in alfirmative, whether
the plaintiff is entitled to a decree for mandatory
injunction against defendants No.2 & 3 as prayed for?
oPP

If issues No.1 & 2 are decided in affirmative, whether
the plaintiff is entitled to decree for permanent
injunction against "defendants restraining them to
implement the publication dated 21.12.2013 and
interfere into plaintiff’s peaceful possession over

society, its construction or under constructiok
\ *

premjses, its management  and members \og
residential colony and they are also liable to be
restrained to issue any direction against the interest
of the society?OPP

Whether present suit is not maintainable in its

present form? OoPD

Whether the plaintiff has not come to the Court with

clean hands? OPD _J

Whether the suit of the plaintiff is barred by law? OPD ftz

Relief. 3"/
P!

dependent upon the outcome of

probandi of this issue was placed upon the

is issue shall be
’ 05 JA ' A .
| R l
Sun nitgnt w

-
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Wk e b by e il anwala Cvalapnnent Aot

ot ke G anwali [t bttty i
approve the layonl plan hecatine N AR R

place fol graveyald o murtgagid ary ot
Liovelopnen! Aty The alhr s e stanee TR

“""'”” (v Lhat the fernt il Il ol Il]lmllll i
|'|f1|l||l" had aption o avall remudy undo Hhe et
fegularization of [rragular Housing " hetres Grdinanet,

(e other grounds ot af o

whith rermisdy wak not avallod,
pature that the loarned Tral Court had no! appplied el

that the Impugned order was pasult of nlseading o

of nvidance sl ole, Muhammad Akram ftacord Keepor Peteog

Cparation Gujranvala appearad as WS and - produced o
~rer of bullding application: avallahlee onerecond

LR ZEN R IR TR

o ar 2, tha Judie jal 1 mployees Coopt
O, 190 nde !

Lo had submitted application an 06

oo ragarding Ho. and dateof receipt !

o ~ e inion of the sald applicatiofn
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D9 JAN 222 7

{ ke = ‘nEas
A Ry # cract of ordert Uf”""' afander Wy
e ——
- -
4


https://v3.camscanner.com/user/download

PRI, Ll A ¢ ) lu:','n:blll.;.":/; s Coy ,",,“h“ Wsising

HOaInsthe preceding and succeeding applications the wore &l "‘50

dacowritten in column No.6 but  against  application of ). rh

coven Cosaperative Housing Society Gujranwiala, the colurr - '
I

it blank meaning thereby, the competent  authority has
neither passed any order reqarding its approval nor rejection and it
s a clear cut lapse on part of the authority, Later on, Gujrenwala
copment Authority  was  constituted  and  task of Municipal
crooration  Gujranwala  regarding  approval - of - socletics was
assigned to the Gujranwala Development Authority. Hajl Zafarullah

A, Junior Clerk, Gujranwala Development Authority Town Planning

o as PW-3 and produced copy of application submitted by

Lol Employees Co-operative Housing Society regarding £
post Faclo sanction of layout plan of the Judicidl Colony Gujranwala,

satd application is available on record as Exh.P-19, He alj

Cceed copy of reply made by 'the Directorate of Town Plannir)g

Agranwala Development Authority as Exh.P20. The relevant portiow
' Nwals

of the reply is produced as under:-

“[t is submitted that Gujranwala Development Authority,
Gujranwala has already been requested to the Secretary,
Govt. of the Punjab HUD & PHE Department for
relaxation of rules / regulations for approval of Ex. Post
Faclo sanction and the requirement of grave yard due to
its existing availability at site.

Further action will be initiated according to the directions
of the Government on the subject matter”,

e =™

The above facts reveal that the plaintff had submitted
yout plan to the Municipal Corporation Gujranwala vide entry
Mo, 1564 dated 06.03.1985 and Municipal Corporation Gujranwala

ond to pass an order on tne said application till 06,05, 1985
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Director General GDA ete. Vs Tudicial Fmployees Ca operative howin
but no order was passed thereon and when

Development Authority was constituted and functions of Mur
|
Corporation  Gujranwala  were transferred to  Gujranw:

Development Authority, the plaintiff moved an applica’ir
Gujranwala Development Authority ror.Ex.ﬁmst Facto

the Director General Gujranwala Development /1!

@

recommended to the Secretary Govt. of the Punjab HUD ¢
Department, 2-Lake Road, Lahoge vide lelter No.GOA

dated 04.01.2014 available on record s Exh.D -

post Facto approval of the scheme. The relevant portior !
is reproduced as under:-

N
2 ;

“It is added that the secretary Judicial
Cooperative Housing Society, Gujranwala
application dated 01.04.2007 in the GIA
Scheme. This application was received afle
years when almost 100 percent development
allotments of plots have been completed. The L
facto sanction remains the only remedy for appro.:
the scheme. The society and the plot owners
scheme are suffering badly due to its rion
status. In view of above, it 1s requested

the Ex-post facto approval of 'he

proceed further in the matter Tho ar-v
requirement for the subject housing schem
relaxed due to availability of existing graveyard
the site. However, any condition may be imposed 0
Society to compensate this requirement”.

The Government of Punjab had not cdochn

9.

and instead the Director General Gujranwala

(H-ll)Ol-)/?OH avo

Authority, Gujranwala vide letter No.SO

record as Exh.D-3 was required to examing

Authority’s level and place the same 0 the .,
i
[

Gujranwala Development Autf’()’-‘\:’:‘?;—:.:_ é
R -

-
b
.‘

astonishing to note that both th U " s ‘
SN R
and Gujranwala Developmen: < Supér ‘+GNn" / -
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""Ling approval Lo the layout plan of the Society and where. =-

matler was put up at individual level they granted sanction witnz.z

iesitation and  this fact was narrated by PW-1 in his

mmation-in-chief that when a private individual of the society
¢ moved an application for approval of commercial site plan of
plot No.1, block-A, theI same was approved. As far as the ground of
1 oserving any place for graveyard is concerned, the defendants
siness Zultiqar Al Halga Patwari while appearing as DW-2

W Cruss examination admitted lh?;t on the property purchased

by the sociely there is a graveyard. The relevant portion of his cross

vamination is reproduced as under:-
e, Kl e g WS Jobs J;»J;ﬁuy,&dm)ad"

"~ 29290
As far as the stance for the appellants that the society
d ol mortgaged any plot with the Gujranwala Development
fity is concerned, it is an admitted fact that when society was
~stahltished, Gujranwala Develepment Authority (GDA) was not in
_wstence and GDA also admitted vide Exh.D-2 that ti-ll the year

7 almost 100 percent development wrok and allotment of plots

,~‘°““/ j-»“Q‘;.,.\- _ompleted. Exh.D-2 further revoals that the appellants were
S V4 nar 2

N

',_",:, \§y well awara about the cufferings of the plot owners but instead
v »

.r“

1yresolve the matter at their own level they are advising to avail

=~ smedy under the Punjab Commission of Regulation of Irregular

0 Schernes, Ordinance, 29221 whereas the plaintiff's society

< .ol an irregular housing scheme and plaintiff's society had

(uifilld all the legal formalitics 2nd if there was any lapse that was

a0l an part of the society but on part of the Administrative
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de 5
partments i.o. Municipal Corporat

Development Authority,

11 Th
e above facte
above facts reveal that reit,,

Co rati
rporation, Gujranwala nor Gujranwala D

Cvoelo)

raised e jacti
d any objqction on the layout plan submitted b |

Instea j
d the Gujranwala Development Authority recommen |

of plaintiff to the Government of Punjab for Fx-po-

case

approval and this fact also depicte that the nff

sdmini .
dministrative departments are working under alio

and nobody is ready to take a bold step in order o

matter. If the rules are silent regarding powers of Guj

Development Authority to grant Ex-post facto aporevai
no specific bar on authority 6( the Gujrava
Authority on this score but from the Director Cen=
Secretary Govt. of Punjab HUD & PHE Department, no one

to take responsibility and everyone i's trying Lo shift the "

the other side and due to this reason the layout i
society could not be sanctioned otherwise all the icgai

had been fulfilled on part of the plainfiff and plaintiff through i
idence proved its case and lecr

1

well as documentary €ev

e
R
=7

Court had rightly'decided this.issue in favour of
legal infirmity is found in the findings of learncd Triel
issue which are maintained.

Issue Nao.2 was regarding publication made in

12.
" dated 21.12.2013 wherein the Judicia! Color

“Wo.:

P Express
5— l as illegal housing scheme. The learned_Trial _Cour
AT LD 4
' N .. 5 issue held that it was discussed in detail wh ./ - 7
R ¢ '0'5_ JaN 2020
shat i~tiff's society had lefti no 162" \
[ Lh§L plaintiff’'s society : S'»”ﬁ,'wm‘mt W )2
“ ‘q.lv,w'\,_ 2 .—ﬁ’
I
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e

tion/Ex-post facto sanction of the society well beic-:
~ublication of the impugned notice/list and impugned pub :z*
was against the law and facts, therefore, the same is declarez =:
lxqal, unwarranted., published arbitrarily and in a fanciful mannz-
cut wny legal basis. As discussed in detail while déciding issue
lNo. | that the plaintiff had admittedly submitted layout plan to the
Municipal Corporation, Gujranwala and later on, on establishment of
DA, the plaintiff moved an appIication. for Ex-post facto sanction
I Inrector General, G[|)A recommended the matter to the Govt. of
i Panjao for approval and in this scenario the defendants were not
justified to publish the name of the society in a da'ily newspaper by
_nowing it illegal society. The act of the defendants was against the
Ihe findings of learned Trial Court on issue No.2 do not call for

1y nterference and are maintained.
I3 Issue No.3 was dependent uJon the outcome of issues
5.1 and 2. The learned Trial Court while deciding this issue
—cirved that in view of findings on issue No.l- it has been
unliched that the layout plan of the plaintiff society was neither
Jc\.cd nor sanctioned without any objection in stipulated period,

a..:}’;ijhe layoul plan is deemed to be sanctioned as per Punjab Local
) .

J
nent Ordinance, 1979 and.By-laws framed there under. The

Rl

aliid

.d Trial Court directed the defendants to grant Ex-post facto

sanclion of submitted layout plan of plaintiff society with Municipal

arporation  Gujranwala n the vear 1985 and then to GDA,

59a dJecided this issue in favour of plaintiff. No !egal

el

s faund in the findings of jearned Trial Court on this issue,

Lich ere maintained.
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14,
Issue No.4 was also dependent upen -

ISSuUQ ! 2 g
Ssues No.1 & 2, which were decided in favour of o - o

scenarie, the learned Trial

Court decided tn s s
plaintiff, The findings of learned Trial Court on tris jus, .
reasoned and are upheld.

15. ) .
Issue No.5 was regarding maintainability of <1

present form. The' learned Trial Court in the light ot [
upon issues No.1 to 4 decided this issue against th:

Even otherwise, the suit was in proper ivim and defendants i
point out that in what format the pIaiﬁtiff’s suit should bo. Th
findings of learned Trial Court on this issuce are maintainod

16. Onus probandi of issue No.6 was upoi the

As the plaintiff successiully proved fits case and all th

probandi of which was placed upen the plaintifi were der: e
favour of plaintiff, thus, it cannot b2 said that the planf

b~ |
(
{

come to the court with clean hands and thus

d rightly decided this issue acainsi .he detendanis

.Fned Trial Court on this issue are maintained.

Onus probandi of issuc No.7 was placed upon

defendants and the learned Trial Court in view of i

issues No.1 to 4 decided this issue against thn dof

defendants miserably failed 0 point ocut the law on t7¢

which the suit was barred. The Civil Court s Cour!

jurisdiction and if no other efficacious remedy 15

——
| & - ' ——
he may ms!(tuA T,Tx;‘:‘\i._.} \:

aggrieved person,
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i heretyy Gismisset
) nstant appeal, being deyold of any farce, 1% herets) o

[ . . gt b1, tre
Lot e prepated, Copy of this judgrment e sent 40

v . { ,’I .)r' e
il Court tor infarmation, pecord of learned Trial 0O )
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v 0l OO0t ,,fo“_, re,
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Qe coraglatian,

l | 1) TR /
o (Muhammad Usman,
addl, Listrict Judge,
| Gujranwala

i~ consists Of Gleyen

Certified  that this order 15
and signed by me.

4 ) p
ahich has been dictated, read, correctes

Pt
wwr it

AN fddl, District Judge,
sz | Gujranala.
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