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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT.

District :- Bongaigaon.

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE ::::: BONGAIGAON.

Present :-  Smti M.C.Bordoloi,
       Civil Judge,
       Bongaigaon.

        Thursday, the 11th day of May, 2017.
 

    Money Suit No. 4  of 2011.
1. Legal heirs of Nurul Haque
(a) Faziran Nessa

Wife of Late Nurul Haque

(b) Alam Md. Safiqul Haque

(c)Alam Bd. Rafiqul Haque

(d) Alam Md. Fakhrul Haque

All are sons of Late Nurul Haque.

All are the resident of 

Vill – Bhowlaguri,

P.O. New Bnongaigaon,

Dist – Bongaigaon. (Assam).     

                 .........................Plaintiffs.

V e r s u s

1. Sagar Balbant Roy, Sr. Tech. (T/No. 2450),

S/O Prahlad Balbant Ray, 
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R/O Village Garbhatpur, 

P.S. Kanas, Dist. Puri, Orissa.

      .................. Defendant.  

The  suit coming for final hearing on 19.4.2017.

(I) Given date or dates

     in the presence of

Mr. Khurshied Raza                                 Advocate for plaintiff 
                     

Mr Ratan Debnath                                           Advocate for Defendant
      

 and having stood for consideration to this on the 11th day of 
May, 2017  the Court delivered the following Judgment:

 

    Money Suit 4/2011.

   J U D G M E N T :::

1. This is a suit for  recovery of Rs. 3,00,000/- (Rs. Three 

lakhs) along with interest.

2. The plaintiff’s case as set out  in the plaint is unfolded 

herein below :

3. That  the  original  plaintiff  (since  deceased)  and  the 

defendant were co-employees having good family relation and that in the month 

of January 2008, the defendant proposed to the plaintiff (since deceased) that he 

Contd...



(3)

would facilitate the employment of the plaintiff's unemployed son in Oil India 

Limited at Orissa in lieu of which he required a sum of Rs. 3,00,000/- ( Rs. 

Three lakhs) be paid to him, which offer the plaintiff accepted and accordingly 

paid Rs. 1,00,000/- ( Rs. One lakh) in cash 0n 15.2.2008 to the defendant in the 

plaintiff's railway quarter, further amount of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One lakh) in 

cash on 16.2.2008 in the defendant's quarter and deposited the remaining sum of 

Rs.  1,00,000/-  (Rs.  One lakh)  in  the  SBI  account  No.  10872335779,  which 

stood in the name of one Uma Kanta Padhi.  It is the plaintiff's case that the 

defendant had also acknowledged the receipt of Rs. 1,00.000/- (RS. One lakh) 

received on 15.2.2008 from the plaintiff,  though the subsequent payment had 

not been acknowledged.  It is alleged that the defendant failed to act as assured 

and after expiry of considerable period of time when the plaintiff and his son 

approached  the  defendant  on  8.1.2011  seeking  refund  of  his  money,  the 

defendant  threatened to kill  the plaintiff,  in  which connection  an “FIR” had 

been lodged with the Bongaigaon Police Station.  It is averred that due to the 

non-payment of amount in reference the plaintiff  had suffered huge financial 

loss  and  also  mental  and  physical  harassment.   Hence  in  the  above 

circumstances original plaintiff has filed the suit for a decree for recovery of Rs. 

3,00,000/- ( Rs. Three lakhs), from the defendant alongwith  interest  @ 18 % 

per annum with effect from 22.2.2008 till the date of filing of the suit, pendent 

lite interest @ 18 % as well as future interest and costs of the suit.

4. The defendant entered appearance, pursuant to summons 

and filed his written statement, raising the pleas of non-maintainability, absence 

of cause of action, improper valuation, non-joinder of necessary parties etc..
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Besides the aforesaid plea the defendant averred that the suit is one intended 

only to harass the defendant.  The defendant  admitting the plaintiffs case of 

their  cordial  relation  averred  that  the  plaintiff's  wife  being  a  L.I.C  agent 

obtained signatures of the defendant on blank paper on the pretext of facilitating 

a loan and allegedly converted the same into a money receipt against an amount 

of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One lakh).  The defendant denied the plaintiff's case of 

his  proposing  to  facilitate  employment  of  the  original  plaintiff's  (since 

deceased),  son and denied further  having received any consideration amount 

from the plaintiff (since deceased).  Defendant averred that the recruitment in 

any  public  sector  Undertaking  would  be  completed  by  a  well  planned 

recruitment  process  and the  defendant  would  not  have  any role  in  securing 

employment  to anyone as has been pleaded by the plaintiff.   The defendant 

prays for dismissal of the plaintiff's suit with exemplary costs.

5.          Upon perusal of pleadings one of my learned predecessor-

in-chair,  vide  order  dated  25.3.2010,  framed  the  following  issues  for 

adjudication.

                                       I  S S  U  E S

 (i) Whether there is any cause of action for filing the  

instant suit by the plaintiff ?

(ii) Whether the suit is maintainable ?
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(iii) Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of 

necessary parties ?

(iv) Whether the defendant has taken any amount from 

the plaintiff ?

(v) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get any amount  

from the defendant ?

(vi) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to any relief under 

the law of equity ?

(vii)  Whether the plaintiff  is entitled to any relief  as  

prayed for ?

6. Plaintiff side examined 2 numbers of witnesses and also 

adduced  documentary  evidence.   Defendant  side  declined  to  adduce  any 

evidence.   However,  defendant  side  had  cross-examined  the  plaintiff's 

witnesses.

Arguments :

7. I have heard the learned counsels of both sides.

7(i) Learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  side  submits  that  the 

original  plaintiff  Nurul  Haque had filed the present  suit  for recovery of the 

money which he had given to the defendant for securing a job for his son and 

that though the plaintiff could not bring any documentary evidence in respect of
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the entire amount of money given to the defendant on record, yet  the suit is 

liable to the decreed for the amount of at least  Rs.1,00,000/- (Rs. one lakh),  

which the plaintiff could successfully prove.  Learned counsel submits that Ext 

2 being the money receipt  sufficiently  discloses  that  defendant  had received 

money from the plaintiff for giving service and therefore the suit ought to be 

decreed in plaintiff's favour.  Learned counsel urges for decreeing the suit.

7.(ii) Per contra, learned counsel for the defendant submits that 

the plaintiff's suit is bad for non-joinder of Uma Kanta Padhi in whose account 

the plaintiff had allegedly deposited money and that the plaintiff had converted 

the Ext 1 for which the suit cannot be decreed in plaintiff's favour.  Learned 

counsel further submits that the ground on which the alleged payment of money 

had been made by the original plainitiff, is opposed to public policy and law, for 

which the suit cannot be decreed.  

Learned  counsel  placed  reliance  in  the  case  of  S. 

Jayaraman Vs. M. Arumugham rendered in SA No. 2302 of 2004 on 26th June 

2013  and  also  in  the  case  of  E.  Ethirajulu  Naidu  Vs.  K.R.  Chinnikrishnan 

Chettiar reported in AIR 1975 Madras 333 to urge that when a defendant admits 

his signature on a blank piece of paper, of which he alleges fabrication, the onus 

is on the plaintiff is to prove due execution.  Learned counsel further vouches 

that a judgment in a criminal proceeding is not binding in a civil Court and a 

civil suit must survive on the evidence brought on record, not on the evidence 

adduced in the criminal proceeding.  Learned counsel prays for dismissal of the 
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 plaintiff's suit with costs.

8. I have given my anxious consideration to the submissions 

advanced by the learned counsels of both sides, and also perused the case record 

of GR. Case No. 56/11, which had been received on requisition, at the instance 

of the plaintiff side.

9. My decision  on  the  issues  so  framed  for  adjudication 

along with reasons is given hereinunder :

Discussion, Decisions and Reasons therefor:

10. Issue No 1  :

Issue  No 1 relates to the question of presence of cause of 

action for the suit.

Plaintiff  has  instituted  the  present  suit  claiming  an 

amount of Rs. 3,00,000/- ( Rs. Three lakhs) from the defendant on the ground. 

that the same was received by the defendant for facilitating the employment of 

the plaintiff's son in Oil India Limited at Orissa.  It is alleged that despite receipt 

of  the  aforesaid  amount  in  3  installments,  the  defendant  failed  to  act  as 

promised  and  on  being  required  by  the  plaintiff  to  refund  the  money,  the 

defendant avoided the plaintiff and also threatend to kill the plaintiff.

On the other hand, defendant denying the plaintiff's case 

in  its  entierity,  averred  that  the  plaintiff  through  his  wife  had  obtained  the 

defendant's signature on a blank paper on the pretext of providing loan to the 
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defendant,  which  have  been  converted  into  a  money  receipt  for  plaintiff's 

wrongful gain.  Defendant denied having threatend the plaintiff.

Rival claims and contentions of the parties discloses that 

there is a cause of action for the suit.  

Whether the plaintiff succeeds in establishing his cause 

or not will be addressed in the length of the judgment.

The  issue  is  decided  in  affirmative  in  favour  of  the 

plaintiff.

11. Issue No. 3 :

Issue  No.  3  relates  to  the  question  of  recovery  of  Rs. 

3,00,000/- ( Rs. Three lakh) from the defendant.  This is the pivot on which the 

instant case revolves. 

It is the plaintiff's pleaded case that the original plaintiff 

(since deceased) Nurul Haque had given a sum of  Rs. 3,00,000/- ( Rs. Three 

lakh) to the defendant in three phases that is Rs. 1,00,000/- (one lakh), in cash 

on 15.2.2008, further amount of Rs. 1,00,000/- (one lakh), in cash on 16.2.2008, 

in  the  Railway  quarter  of  the  defendant  and  the  remaining  amount  of  Rs. 

1,00,000/-  (one  lakh),  in  cash  deposited  on  22.2.2008  in  the  Account  No. 

10872335779, maintained at SBI in its Bhubaneswar Branch, Orissa standing in 

the name of one Uma Kanta Padhi.  It is the plaintiff's case that the said amount 

was taken by the defendant from the plaintiff with the assurance of providing 

employment to the son of the plaintiff (since deceased), which he had failed and 
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on being required the refund, defendant refused to return the said amount. 

PW 1 the son of the original plaintiff  (since deceased) 

reiterated the plaintiff's pleaded case in his evidence-in-affidavit.  In support of 

his case PW1 exhibited Ext 1 being a counterfoil of a bank deposit slip, Ext 2 

money receipt dated on 15.2.2008 issued by defendant, Ext 3 being the case 

record of GR. Case No. 56/11, Ext 3 (1) being the F.I.R. and ejahar of GR.Case 

No. 56/11.  Ext 3(1) (a) and Ext 3 (1)(b) being the signatures of Nurul Haque. 

Ext 3 (2) being the charge-sheet.  Ext 3(3) being the judgment and order passed 

in GR. Case No. 56/11,  Ext 3(4) being the seizure list of GR. Case No. 56/11 

and Ext 4 being the signature of Nurul Haque.  PW 1 also exhibited Ext 6 and 

Ext 7 being 2 numbers of photographs.

In his cross-examination PW 1 disclosed that his mother 

used to work as a LIC agent.  PW 1 admitted that he is an under matriculate. 

PW 1 failed to state for which post he had applied, and admitted further that he 

had not submitted any job advertisement in the instant case.  PW 1 revealed his 

ignorance as to, the details of the post against which his father had given money 

to the defendant.  PW 1 admitted that he had not produced the negative of Ext 6 

and Ext 7, nor he had submitted the digital certificate of the same.  

PW  1  further  admitted  that  he  had  not  produced  the 

statement of account of Uma Kanta Padhi and disclosed his ignorance in respect 

of the father's name and address of the said person.  Pw 1 admitted that his 

father had not issued any notice to the defendant, demanding the refund of the 

alleged sum of money.PW 1 revealed that there was no signature across the 
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Revenue stamp in Ext 2and that the revenue stamp in Ext 2 is affixed over the 

signature of Sagar Balbant Ray.  

PW 2 supported PW 1 in all material particulars. 

In his cross-examination PW 2 however, disclosed that he 

had not affixed his signature on Ext 2.  PW 2 disclosed further that he had seen 

Uma Kanta  Padhi  once  in  the  quarter  of  the  plaintiff  on 15.2.2008 and the 

defendant on 16.2.2008.  PW 2 admitted his ignorance in respect of the post, for 

which the son of the deceased plaintiff had applied for and he was not aware if 

the said son of deceased Nurul Haque had sat for any interview, for any post at 

Oil India Limited.  PW 2 also revealed his ignorance in respect of the account 

of Nurul Haque from which cash had been withdrawn and transferred to the 

account of Uma Kanta Padhi. 

Now  perusal  of  the  plaintiff's  document  being  Ext  1 

discloses that same is a deposit slip in respect of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One lakh),  

against a deposit in the account of one Uma Kanta Padhi.  The same has not 

been proved by calling the Official ledger of the concerned Bank.  Further Ext 1 

being counter-foil of a deposit slip do not indicate that it was the plaintiff who 

had deposited the said money into the account of Uma Kanta Padhi or that if the 

plaintiff had done so he had done at the instance of the defendant.

Now coming to Ext 2, it is seen that it is a scrap of paper 

dated 15.2.2008.  Reading of Ext 2 discloses that it has been mentioned therein 

that an amount of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One lakh) had been received by Sagar 
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Balbant Roy that is the defendant for giving service.  But perusal of the same 

minutely discloses that the revenue stamp on Ext 2 had been affixed on the top 

of the signatute of defendant Sagar Balbant Ray.  Defendant had not disputed 

his signature on Ext 2, but he had asserted that he had signed a blank paper on 

being  required  by  the  plaintiff's  wife  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  a  loan 

through LIC, which the plaintiff subsequently converted into a money receipt 

for wrongful gain.

  Had  the  defendant  executed  a  money  receipt,  on 

receiving the alleged sum of money, the defendant would have noted about the 

fact of receipt of the same from the plaintiff and would have signed across the 

revenue stamp affixed on Ext 2.  The admitted affixation of the revenue stamp 

on Ext 2 on the signature of the defendant, raises a doubt that the stamp was 

subsequently, pasted.     Therefore  the  possibility  of  conversion  of  the  said   

document for wrongful gain cannot be ruled out.  

The  judgment  of  S.  Jayaraman  (supra)  and  E. 

Ethirajulu Naidu (supra) relied on by the learned counsel for the defendant is 

apposite herein.Their lordships in Ethirajulu Naidu (supra) held that “ Execution 

of a document implies  intelligent  and conscious appreciation of the contents 

thereof.  Hence where the defendant admitted only that he put his signature on a 

blank piece of paper which he alleged had possibly been utilised for fabricating 

the  document  the  onus  of  proving  due  execution  must  be  thrown  on  the 

plaintiff”.  

In view of the above law holding the field, it must be held 
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that  the  real  intention  on  the  part  of  the  part  of  the  defendant  should  be 

established by the plainitff.

In  the  present  case  the  defendant  had  admitted  his 

signature on Ext 2 but defendant though has admitted his signature on Ext 2 but 

has disputed the contents of Ext 2.  The premises which are mentioned above, 

makes  a  case  of  wrongful  conversion  of  Ext  2.    Hence  it  is  required  that 

plaintiff is to prove the execution of Ext 2.  

Now to prove the execution of Ext 2, plaintiff had relied 

on the testimony of PW 2.  But PW 2 in his cross examination admitted that he 

has  not  signed Ext  2.   PW 2 stated  that  he had seen Uma Kant  Padhi  and 

defendant on 15.2.2008 and 16.2.2008, but failed to state about execution of any 

money  receipt  on  the  said  date.  Had  PW  2  being  present,  at  the  time  of 

execution of Ext 2 he would have affixed his signature, as a witness in Ext 2.  or 

stated about the execution of Ext 2.  Rather he had only stated about he sighting 

the defendant and Uma Kanta Padhi.  But same is not sufficient proof of the 

execution of Ext 2 .   PW 2 thereby failed to prove the execution of Ext 2.  PW 

1  also  failed  to  prove  Ext.  2,  admittedly  being  ignorant  about  the  alleged 

transaction.   Plaintiff  failed to discharge the onus as required under law 

thus.   

Further the photographs which had been exhibited have 

not been accompanied by a digital certificate or the negative of the same.  Now 

Section 65 (A) of the Evidence Act 1872 finds relevance herein which provides 

for admissibility of the electric records, only if the requirement of Section 65 
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(B) of  the Act  is  complied  with.   Sub-Section  (1) of  Section 65 (B) of  the 

aforesaid  Act  makes  admissible  a  document,  paper  printed  out  of  electronic 

records stored in optical or magnetic media, produced by a computer, subject to 

the fulfilment of contents satisfied in Sub-Section 2 of Section 65 (B) and that 

secondary evidence  of the contents  of  the said documents  can be led under 

Section 65 of the Evidence Act.  This position had been clarified by the Hon'ble 

Supreme Court in the case of  Tomaso Bruno and another Vs. State of U.P. 

reported in 2015 (7) SCC 178 

In  the  instant  case,  admittedly  no  negative  had  been 

produced by the plaintiff, in support of Ext 6 and Ext 7, nor any certificate of 

the computer producing the photograph print that is Ext 6 and Ext 7 have been 

submitted.  Therefore in view of the law as mentioned above, the said exhibits 

cannot be admitted into evidence.

Further Ext 2 do not indicate as to what was the nature of 

service which the defendant, in lieu of the alleged receipt of money had assured 

to provide.  Again there is no documentary evidence in respect of the handing 

over  of  cash  amount  to  the  tune  of  Rs.  1,00,000/-  (  Rs.  One  lakh)  to  the 

defendant, by the original plaintiff (since deceased) on 16.2.2008.  Though PW2 

had stated in his evidence-in-affidavit that he had seen the monetary transaction 

between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  but  in  absence  of  any  other 

documentary evidence in respect of the  same, the payment cannot be held to 

have been made by the plaintiff to the defendant on 16.2.2008.  Again as Ext 2 

has not being proved, it cannot be held that plaintiff had given cash to the tune 
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of Rs.  1,00,000/-  (  Rs.  one lakh) to  the defendant  on 15.2.2008 as claimed. 

Also that plaintiff had paid money to Uma Kanta Padhi at defendant's instance 

at his bank account maintained at SBI has not been proved as discussed above. 

Accordingly in the above circumstances, I am but to hold that plaintiff failed to 

substantiate through cogent evidence that the original plaintiff had given a sum 

of Rs. 3,00,000/- ( Rs. three lakh) to the defendant, as claimed.

Learned counsel for the plaintiff in his pursuasive attempt 

submits that the defendant had not asserted about the conversion of the Ext 2 

into a money receipt, obtained by the plaintiff's wife being an LIC agent, in the 

criminal proceeding that is in Ext 3 for which the plea of the defendant is not 

sustainable.  Learned counsel takes this Court to Ext 3 that is the case record of 

GR. Case No. 56/11 hence. 

To address the point raised, the perusal of the judgment 

of the  Iqbal Singh Marwah Vs. Meenakshi Marwah reported in (2005) 4 

SCC 370 and the case of M.S. Sheriff and another Vs. State of Madras and 

others reported in AIR 1954 SCC 397 is necessiated herein.  

In  the  case  of  M.  S.  Sheriff (supra)  their  Lordships 

observed that – (quoted in verbatim) “ As between the civil and the criminal 

proceedings the criminal matters should be given precedence.  There is some 

difference of opinion in the High Courts of India on this point.  No hard and fast 

rule can be laid down but we do not consider that the possibility of conflicting 

decision in the civil and criminal Courts is a relevent consideration.  The law 

envisages such an eventuality when it expressly refrains from making the 
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decision of one Court binding on the other, or even relevant, except for certain 

limited purpose, such as sentence or damages.”

Following the  Constitution Bench  decision  in  M.  S. 

Sheriff, (Supra), the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Iqbal Singh Marwah Vs. 

Meenakshi Marwah reported ((2005) 4 SCC 370), held :

“Coming to the last contention that an effort should be 

made to avoid conflict of findings between the civil and criminal courts, it is 

necessary to point out that the standard of proof required in the two proceedings 

are entirely different.  Civil cases are decided on the basis of preponderance of 

evidence while in a criminal case the entire burden lies on the prosecution and 

proof beyond reasonable doubt has to be given.  There is neither any statutory 

provision nor any legal principle that the findings recorded in one proceeding 

may be treated as final or binding in the other, as both the cases have to be 

decided on the basis of the evidence adduced therein.” 

In  the  present  case  therefore,  in  view  of  the  above 

position of law the findings of the Criminal Case would have no binding effect 

herein.  Further more when the decision in the said case is pending decision, in 

appeal.  The civil suit must survive on the evidence brought on its own record 

therefore  and not  on the  basis  of  any averments  made in  the  evidence  in  a 

criminal proceeding.  At the risk of repetition it is said that plaintiff failed to 

prove the execution of Ext 2  or rebutt that Ext 2 was not a fabricated document. 

Plaintiff failed, in fact to prove the factum of the payment of any amounts to the 

defendant by leading cogent evidence in the present suit.  Hence the 
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submissions of the learned counsel for the plaintiff does not hold water.

Accordingly I am constrained to hold that the plaintiff is 

not entitled to recover the alleged sum from the defendant.

The issue is decided in the negative against the plaintiff.

12. Issue No 2 :   

Issue No 2 relates to the question of maintainability of 

the suit.

The instant suit is one for recovery of money which the 

orginal plaintiff had allegedly given to the defendant to secure a job for his son 

at Oil India Limited, Orissa

When put to cross-examination PW 1 failed to disclose as 

to what post he had applied for or the details of the job that he had cherished to 

secure.  There is also no advertisement of the alleged job available on record.

It is the plaintiff's case that the said amount of money was 

given to the defendants, for the purpose of securing a job.  It is surprising that 

the candidate  being the son of the original  plaintiff  (since deceased) had no 

knowledge  of  the  job  that  he  aspired  for.   Further  the  alleged  agreement 

between the  original  plaintiff  and the  defendant  was opposed to  law as  the 

object  of the said alleged agreement is unlawful, being one intended to secure a 

job unlawfully in lieu of money.   Such agreement is void and is not legally 

enforceable in view of Section 23 of the Contract Act. 1872.
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Again it is the  plaintiff's case that plaintiff had paid an 

amount of Rs 1,00,000/- ( Rs. One lakh) to one Uma Kanta Padhi and in support 

of the case of the original plaintiff case, PW 1 had submitted a counter-foil of a 

deposit slip.  It is the plaintiff's own pleaded version that the alleged amount has 

been deposited in the account of Uma Kanta Padhi, but said Uma Kanta Padhi 

had not been impleaded as party in the instant suit.  When the plaintiff  has 

brought about the allegation that he had deposited the alleged amount in the 

account  of  said  Uma  Kanta  Padhi,  the  presence  of  Uma  Kanta  Padhi  is 

necessary in the suit and his absence has rendered the suit not maintainable. 

Accordingly in the above circumstances, I am but to hold that the plaintiff's suit 

is not maintainable.

The issue is decided in the negative against the plaintiff.  

13. Issue No 4 and 5:

Issue no.4 and 5 relates to the question of entitlement of 

the plaintiff to reliefs in the suit.

In  view of  the  discussions  and decisions  arrived  at  in 

issue No. 2 and 3, I am of the measured opinion that plaintiff is not entitled to 

the decree as prayed for.

The  issues  are  decided  in  the  negative  against  the 

plaintiff.
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      O R D E R

14. In the light  of  the foregoing discussions,  the plaintiff's 

suit stands dismissed on contest with costs.

The order of attachment of the defendant's bank account, 

dated 22.5.2015 passed in Misc.(J) Case No. 66/11 stands vacated accordingly.

Prepare a decree accordingly.

Detag the case record of G.R. Case No. 56/11 and send 

the same back to the Hon'ble Court from where it was requisitioned, as appeal is 

pending against the judgment passed therein.   The case record be send after 

having kept compared copies of the exhibited documents.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on the 11th 

day of May, 2017.

                                                            

                                                    (Smti .M.C.Bordoloi)  

                                                         Civil Judge

                                                         Bongaigaon

Dictated and corrected by me

(Smti .M.C.Bordoloi)

Civil Judge

Bongaigaon.
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 APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s witness:

PW1 -  Md. Safiqul Haque.

PW2 – Md. Sayed Ali.

Plaintiff’s exhibits:

Ext 1 -  Bank Deposit Receipt.

Ext 2 – Money Receipt.

Ext  2 (1) – Signature of Sagar Balbant Ray.

Ext  3 -    Case Record of GR Case No. 56/11.

Ext 3 (1) – F.I.R. and Ejahar of GR Case No. 56/11.

Ext 3 (1) (a) and (b) – Signature of Nurul Haque.

Ext 3 (2) – Charge-sheet.

Ext 3 (3) – Judgment and Order passed in GR. Case No. 56/11.

Ext 3 (4) – Seizure List of GR Case No. 56/11.

Ext 4 – Signature of Nurul Haque.   

Defendant’s witness:  

Nil.

Defendant’s exhibits:

Nil

Court witness:  (Smti M.C.Bordoloi)

Nil.                                                                                     Civil Judge 

                                                                                           Bongaigaon 


