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Shri R.L. Shukla, learned counsel for the

appellants.
Heard on admission.

This is plaintiffs' second appeal directed against
the judgment/decree dated 31.10.2007 passed by
Second Additional District Judge, Jabalpur in Civil
Appeal No. 12 A/2007 affirming the judgment/decree
dated 30.10.2006 passed by 17th Civil Judge Class Il in
Civil Suit No. 71 A/2004.

Plaintiff having failed to establish the contentions
regarding his right, title and the encroachment and
demolition by defendant over the Suit Property marked
with red with the suit plaint (evident it is from the suit
plaint that suit land is a strip which runs from east to
west and south to north bordering the building wherein
flat of the plaintiff is situated. It is also evident from
the sale-deed filed by the plaintiff that said suit land is
not part of the sale effected in favour of the plaintiff);
led the Trial Court dismis the suit filed by the plaintiff
for permanent injunction in respect of the suit property
on following finding
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Said findings have been affirmed by the Appellate
Court in an appeal preferred by the plaintiff. The
Appellate Court observed
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The concurrent finding of fact arrived at by both

the Courts being based on cogent material evidence on
record does not lend any support to the contentions
raised by the appellants that the findings are perverse
as would warrant an indulgence.

The appeal fails and is dismissed.
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