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2015         No. 168 W/S                     BERBICE 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 

(CIVIL JURISDICTION) 

BETWEEN: 

JENNIFER PATRICIA ROSE DREPAUL of 
No. 19 Village, Corentyne, Berbice, in her 
capacity as the executrix named in the Last Will 
and Testament of JANET ROSE, deceased, dated 
the 14th day of November, 2014, alternatively the 
estate of JANET ROSE, deceased, represented 
herein by the executrix named in her Last Will 
and Testament dated the 14th day of November, 
2014 JENNIFER PATRICIA ROSE DREPAUL.   

Plaintiff 

 -and- 

 
RAVEEDAT KEWAL 

Defendant 

The Honourable Justice Navindra A. Singh, Puisne Judge 

Mr. Chandra Sohan for the Applicant/ Plaintiff 

Messrs. Neil Boston and Adrian Anamayah for the Respondent/ Defendant 

Delivered November 4th 2016 

RULING 
 

The Plaintiff obtained an ex-parte interim injunction restraining the Defendant, his 

servants and / or agents from “… entering and/ or remaining on the rice lands 

described in the schedule hereto or any part thereof and restraining him and them 

from planting and/ or broadcasting rice paddy on the said rice lands …” 

 
The schedule provides; 

“81.5 acres of rice lands situate on the southern side of the public road at No. 19 

Village,Corentyne, Berbice, bounded on the east by lands owned by Raymond also 

know as “milkman”, on the west by a private dam built by the deceased Janet Rose 

and her sisters Esther and Lillian, on the north by the public drainage trench and 

on the south by lands owned by Parboo.”  

 
I have examined plan numbered 13528 by Sworn Land Surveyor Moorsalene Ali 

dated March 20th, 1969 and plan dated August 12th, 1971 by Sworn Land Surveyor 
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R. Lee, both of which are exhibits in this application, and have discovered the 

following; 

 
1. There is no block of land containing 81.5 acres within the boundaries given in 

the schedule. 

2. No combination of blocks of land within the boundaries given in the schedule 

adds up to 81.5 acres. 

3. Within the boundaries given in the schedule Janet Rose’ Estate only owns 55.61 

acres. 

4. Within the boundaries given, 30.85 acres belong to Lilian Parboo and 1.22 

acres belong to Esther Rose.  

 
This demonstrates that even if the Plaintiff has the right to represent the Estate of 

Janet Rose, her description to the land she seeks to claim to be property of the Estate 

and therefore should be protected by an injunction until the trial is is vague and/ or 

inaccurate. 

 
Further her description includes land that is not capable of being part of the Estate 

of Janet Rose. 

 
The Court’s attention was alerted by the Plaintiff that there was an injunction 

against her “in respect of the said lands in action No. 109 of 2015 Berbice.” and 

that Injunction Order was exhibited (paragraph 29 of the Ex-Parte Application by 

way of affidavit sworn to in December 16th, 2015. The Plaintiff even informed the 

Court that those proceedings were fixed before the very Court for December 18th, 

2015.  

 
Notwithstanding this, Justice Bovell-Drakes granted this ex-parte interim 

injunction on December 17th, 2015.    

 
This, is to say the least, baffling. It is untenable that Jennifer Drepaul could be 

injuncted from a portion of land in July 2015 and then the day before the hearing 

of those proceedings the same Court grants Jennifer Drepaul an injunction against 
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the Defendant with respect to at least some portion of the land she was injuncted 

from.   

 
On the basis of this alone this injunction, which ought not to have been granted, 

cannot be continued. 

 
Nevertheless, in addition to this, based on the foregoing discrepancies revealed 

upon examination of the plans, this Court cannot properly determine what block of 

land the Plaintiff claims to be entitled to possession of and therefore cannot 

determine if there is a triable issue in existence. 

 
As per Lord Diplock in The Siskina [1979] A.C. 210 @ 254; 

“A right to obtain an interlocutory injunction is not a cause of action. It cannot 

stand on its own. It is dependent upon there being a pre-existing cause of action 

against the defendant … The right to obtain an interlocutory injunction is merely 

ancillary and incidental to the pre-existing cause of action.”     

 
In the circumstances the ex-parte interim injunction granted by Justice Bovell-

Drakes on December 17th, 2015 is hereby discharged and Summons dated 

December 17th, 2015 is dismissed.  

 
Costs is ordered to be paid to the Defendant by the Plaintiff in the sum of 

$30,000.00 

 
This matter is to take its normal course. 

 

___________________ 
Justice N. A. Singh 


