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| No. J/Application/C. P./12105/09 e
- Off of the Commmsmnel of Polic

¢ Surat (ity, Gujarat State
Dt 08-10-2000
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g’ Assi. Director, : |
' National Commission for Schedule Tribes ' ‘
‘ Loknayak Blhavar, ‘ |
r New Delhi + 110003
FFax No. 011 - 24604689 ‘ : :
! ‘ !
j ' ! 1
Sub:t R_egardiilg Alleged Atréci ty onEES.T womdn.

\ i
i

Refid- Your office letter No. Gujarat/s'r- 10/ 2006- Atrocity/ RU-I/ 09 dated
241061209 | %

} | Itis humbly qtated in connection with above méntioned subjec:t and that:
| A report sub hitted by DCJP Crime: Sutat, Sulfat City, I'egardiing representation
of dated 24-04-2006 andl

ated 19-09-2008|Smt.. Parvatiben Maganbhai Rathod residing at:

Sim Vagada, Dummas, Surat regarding the |and éituzyted at ’;\f’iliagc Dumas }bearing R.S. No.
311710, 311/20. ‘

Fo

lhc abov# mentloned métte,l by|scn tinizing the investigation papers cartied

out by DC?.B}. P.I., Umra énd A.C. Pl"I‘”‘D - statgs the following facts.

-4

e The! facts mentlonpd in lhe\ apjohcation Dated 15/4/2004 and 27/42004 are false

ancoxdmg to .the rebon of P. S I. 'on date (12-06-04. The Action Under Section 107 of
C.R.P.C. v1dc Umra PohCe Station Chaptejf case No. 235/04 on date 26-05-04

e The applicant [“lledqregh ar lell suit Np.

oo

P3/05 before the Honn'ble civil judge

1| against Magan Mohgnbj al Patel Jayantifihai |Vallabhabhai Patel, Ashok Vallabhbhai

Pate! and in‘this:suitith

! \
[Ol GOUFL commmsx@n

ppllmnt applied for [stay 'm'd in adition. the applicant applied

‘simu ohl N.G.Nayak while making the
ahd stated on dﬂe

was new and the waining Joard of the app’ic

rH court commi
()b%@i\dUOﬂ of the Qald

)
3

3-08-05 that the construction of the hut

&

1t and her husband was also new.

The applicant prayed for ;g_l[m the civil sLut ind the said application has been rejected

on date 12-12-06 by} r.hei}hon”iﬂc court suig is pending.

e Magan Mohan Patel has| ffiled the, complaint against Jitu Mohan Patel and other 17-

Eenon rwardmg ' make illegal assembly with \weapons and to make criminal

1 C()nfplmcv Iorwcreatmg fearful atmosphere and to bieak the wall to enter in the place

llegal On }1143 basis, an! ()chu hasl been registered Umra Police Station T Cr. No.
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4?6/05 u/s. 143, 148, 149 447,385, 427. 120B. 118 of IPC on date 24-08-05 and all

these 17 qacused have been arrested Jor tlm offence and hc dmnu \hcu lma also

‘ been filed on da[e 17-10-05.
\? | N

| * The'applicant and her husband hus‘ been call

ed upon to settle the matter by the
! | opponent (1) Ashok | Dhanesh Rmdeua (2) Harshad Soni (3) Jituj Mohan Patel (4
| S N

} Kiran Patel (5) Brijes

h Modi (36) Kamlesh Dhanesh [Randeria at Rundh Jekatnaka on

date 24-08-05 and the applicant and her husband has been Kidnapped from there and

| has |been detained for 7 d‘ays‘ at the house of Ash‘ol-' at Machhiwad, N
{

anpura and

| j thergafter they ha$ be¢n colnpedled to sign the ready iocument For that, the complain

u/s.|344, 347, 3165,;‘368, 50\. (2) 70(13) of IPC and unde1 the provision of ALrocity At

‘ has been filed before ithe clliei court'on date 23- I-q 5 and it was admitted as nquiry

|
case INo. 52/05 u/s 202 OfQI.R.P.C which is pending. |
‘ e o -——

‘ |
* The applicant stated in het' application on date 04-01-06 that warning board iron bed

twoi Matla. other vessels. wee pon for forming | two pillows. two towels and many

L other things of kitchen were ‘élolen on date 03-0
I
tel

1-06. 1t is stated in the applicant’s

Statement taken by P.S.I.; Patel on date 29- 3-06 that *

‘al present, the applicant is

‘ ' residing with her mother af KoLhwad Duimas since 6‘ months when P.S.I. Shyj v agadia

\
visited the place on date 941-06 regar ding to the apphcaliuns date 2-1-06 and date 4-1.-

‘\‘ 06 and accmclm to the e or
e 1 g P

=

of the P.I. of Umaral it was found that there were (wo

huts for ghe secun‘les placed by the Ihlld owner. The applicant siated the inciden took
| ‘

‘ plaCeLon date'3-]- 66 and $0 it fwas two months before the date 29
| stal

-3-06 when applicant
lh"tf th %s not 1#sid ng at the plajcc, looking is 10 this.
doubtful " |

—

e entire incident

| . . . . .
| o Talati Cﬁrr(ﬁ M%mtrl Balubhgi Laluﬂhaf Patel states in his statement on date 22-1-08% that

the dpplicant ér her husbind’

S name is not as a tenant in the Hakk Patrak. 1t is no

i

: | . ! L . .
shown that thé applicant apd her h}psk%and do not state regarding they or their ancestors

possessed| the said land as| ten

udlﬁg,ﬂns

ant from the revenue record or they do not produce any
| | R

rec/o_'

|

s of the said laﬁd. Arun F\.‘Llchand Sopariwala possesses the land since 1904
I ‘ : eyl A IR 2
o ~and tates in his staterrient jthat ‘hc‘docs not know the applicant or he does not hand
\ ‘ ‘ o i
J oveA the land to any tenani : ;

|
! ‘ {W- | Acc?rdm to 7/12 vnllage foxm tl e year 1950 1o 2004 there is no produe “tion of any,
S i ] —— —

y crops. On‘y the grass ?\usts So, it i5 not true that the appli

hicant is Tarming by bowing
.| meat, Dudhl etc.; fherefore, he pwnership right regarding this land is not of the

H applicant or there is no produce ofjcrpps 11 om the land.
P “2L
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hé agreement torsell, and |

-~
d Lt‘n the hand\wmng of the appli

husband. Afier getting of disputed
S e T T

Considgring all the facts there
H -~

bearing

——t

45107 sgmtrs. It is not

o

mother fin law orifather in law hav

But the

for thqt they have

; ldeking to the entire land scandal,
df;fferert opponents and the abet
place. The econpmic condition of
applicant can’t use such vehicles. I
hut for

setting ui) the posxe‘ﬁmn

are Lak ng benefit of the pOSSE$SIOI

Tt is submitted by:the applicant that

for that

—

of hand writing, ekperts is in process.

els a

opponents have paid Rs.50.000/- tolt

! C;r.No;436/05 I~1¢r0 Honda two veahi

Henu@.

Chandabhai Mohanbhai Pate] has signed falsely on

additional Police Comrmissioner 17 division has

itant and the mark of the thumb of the applicant’ s

sale deed and natural writing. Lo getting the opinion

e

dispute regarding possession and right of 1he lzmd
T

—_—

’Establishe;d that the applicant 'her husband

L

e not posses the disputed land from revenue record.

or hc1

he applicant to vacate the possession and

imade an agreement for fjossession. Looking to this fact, the_hut of
-— e

the apwa}lted land which

| can’t be denied. ButE as discussed. above
| Dt del

dxffe;tem applications of the a} plicant under which

ed pJels( ns arrested by erar[a Police Station for

hilar Iand Honda city car have 'been found from the
I . i S .

the Fipp leant 1s not sound. Looking into this, the

tis sﬂow that arrested accused were established the
' |

is shawn that there zli'c SOMEe persons whio

| 1
of the applicant by grving support 1o the applicant.
PP } Y gIving supj PI

. It 1S sl

——

pwn that nhe applicant madé

. I}lc Pxolccllon has been provmi}: to
o I
Order by D.C.P.Crime

=

Umard Police Station etc.

icarlt from| d1.6/10/2009

app

Ao -
1 (SP.Ghadge)
: Reader P [.
For Comumissioner of Police
Surat City. Gujarat State
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allegations agqmst Police in hl‘r application but it is
not Lorrobordtec b) PI.D.C. B‘ and Pl o

NEe.



