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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2. 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT / CASE 

IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE, TEZPUR, SONITPUR 
 

Present: N.J. Haque, LLM, AJS 
Civil Judge 
Tezpur, Sonitpur 

09th day of April 2019 

MISC. (J) NO. 122/2016 
(Arising out of Misc. (J) No.112/16 & TS No.27/2016) 

 

(1)     Smt. Kamala Devi Banthia 
Wife of Nathmal Banthia 
D/o- Bhanwarlal Bothra 
Resident of Banthia Ka Chowk 
PO, PS & District – Bikaner, Rajasthan 
 

(2)     Smt. Chandra Kanta Bothra 
Wife of Sri Prakash Chand Bothra 
Resident of – Opposite of Nehru Maidan 
Tezpur Town, PO & PS- Tezpur, 
Mouza- Mahabhairab 
District – Sonitpur, Assam  -- Petitioners    
   

-Vs.- 

(1)     Sri Rajendra Kumar Bothra 
S/o- Late Hiralal Bothra 
Resident of – K. C. Road 
Tezpur Ward No.9  
Mouza- Mahabhairab, PO & PS- Tezpur, 
District – Sonitpur, Assam 
 

(2)     Sri Chandan Mal Bothra 
S/o- Late Kistur Chand Bothra 
Resident of – Main Road, Dhekiajuli 
PO, PS & Mouza- Dhekiajuli 
District – Sonitpur, Assam 

----- Opp. Parties 
 
Ld. Advocate appeared for the petitioner          : - Mr. D. Bose 
Ld. Advocate appeared on behalf of OP  : - Sri S.K. Singh 

A petition filed for disobedience of the order of 
temporary injunction under Order 39 Rule 2-A 
read with Section 151 of Code of Civil 
Procedure and the misc. case came up for final 
hearing on-27th day of March, 2019. 
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1. By this Judgment & Order, this court anticipated to dispose the instant 

Misc.(J) case arising out of petition No.2088 filed by plaintiff/petitioner  side  

under Order 39 Rule 2-A r/w Section 151 CPC for disobedience of the order 

of temporary injunction dated 06-10-2016 passed by this Court. Today, both 

the sides were heard at a length.  

Petitioner’s Case 

2. The case of the plaintiffs/petitioners is that they filed TS No.27/2016 against 

the defendant Nos.1 to 4 and proforma defendant Nos.1 to 3 and against the 

OP Nos. 1 and 2 (i.e. the defendant Nos.5 and 6) for declaration of right, 

title, interest and confirmation of possession of plaintiff‟s 1/8th share in the 

scheduled land along with other consequential reliefs. It is further contended 

by the petitioners that the main suit being TS No.27/2016 is pending and the 

defendants of the suit and the OP Nos.1 and 2 ( i.e. defendant Nos. 5 and 6 

of the suit) have sought time for filing the written statement and during the 

pendency of the suit when the matter is sub-judice the  O.P No-1 and 2  with 

malafide intention after receiving the summons and making their appearance 

in this Hon‟ble Court very illegally on 05-10-2016 started RCC construction 

over the total suit land from the back side. That petitioners finding no other 

alternative the petitioner filed an application under Order 39 Rule 1 and 2 

r/w Section 151 CPC praying for grant of ad-interim injunction which was 

registered as Misc.(J) Case No.112/2016 and after hearing the 

petitioner/plaintiff the Hon‟ble Court was pleased to grant temporary 

injunction against the OPs restraining and prohibiting them from making any 

new construction on the suit land or change the nature and character of the 

suit land in any ways till further order. The OP Nos.1 and 2 ( i.e. defendant 

Nos. 5 and 6 of the suit) have duly received notices of injunction from this 

Court on 07-10-2016 and 08-10-2016 respectively but in spite of receiving 

notices from the Court, the OPs continued with the construction works over 

the said suit land violating the order/s of the Court. Taking undue advantage 

of civil holidays, the said OP Nos.1 and 2 (i.e. defendant Nos. 5 and 6) have 

raised a tin shed over the suit premises. On 13-10-2016 the petitioners 

received message over telephone from some known person/s of Tezpur 

Town that the OP Nos.1 and 2 ( i.e. defendant Nos. 5 and 6) have started 
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constructing rooms using tins and wood after receiving notice/s of injunction 

from this Court and have willfully and intentionally disobeyed order/s of the 

Court. Thereafter, Sri Prakash Chand Bothra, i.e. proforma defendant No.4 

went to the suit premises and asked the OPs to stop the work and obey the 

order/s of the Court but the OPs openly told that they do not care about the 

order/s of the Court and such order/s are good on papers only and have no 

value in practical life. They also told that they would raise the construction 

and encroach upon the entire suit land. The OPs have intentionally and 

willfully violated the order/s of temporary injunction passed by the Court 

which is still in force with impunity which they have no right to do. 

Petitioners further pleaded that the OP Nos.1 and 2 ( i.e. defendant Nos. 5 

and 6) have intentionally and willfully violated the order of temporary 

injunction passed by the Court dated 06-10-2016 so this Court may be 

pleased to take appropriate action/s against them under the provisions of 

Order 39 Rule 2-A r/w Section 151 CPC.  

Opposite Parties Case 

3. The O.P‟s on receiving summons appeared before this court and contested 

the case by way of filling written statement both in law and facts. The O.P‟s 

contended that there is no truth in the averments made especially in regard 

to alleged violation of the Court‟s order. The OPs admit that the 

petitioner/plaintiff has instituted a suit wherein these OPs have submitted 

their joint written statements on 5th Jan 2017. It is further pleaded that the 

suit and injunction petition and present petition with allegation of alleged 

violation of Court‟s order are intended to harass these OPs. The OPs denied 

any construction over the suit land as alleged in para 2 and 3 of the petition. 

It is further pleaded that OPs are the real owners by virtue of right of 

purchase and have every right to do whatever they want to do with the suit 

property complying with the legal requirements. The allegation of 

construction is false one. Referring to the averments made in para 4 of the 

petition, it is stated that the petitioner behind the back of these OPs filed an 

injunction petition making false allegations. Admittedly, neither the petitioner 

nor her attorney holder is in possession of any chunk of suit property. They 

legally cannot claim any sort of injunction order nor can any injunctive order 

be issued in their favour. These OPs have a prima facie title and have been 
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possessing the suit property on the strength of a Sale Deed (1361 of 2014). 

Despite the fact that the sale deed is under challenge, unless the same is 

declared null and void, these OPs continue to be the joint owners of the suit 

property and they are legally entitled to do whatever they wish with the suit 

property. They make it clear that neither in the recent past nor on 05-10-

2016 or thereafter did they do any sort of construction on any part of the 

suit land or building. These OPs had done nothing warranting any action 

under the provisions of Order 39 Rule 2A of the CPC. There is no violation of 

Court‟s order. Hence OPs prayed to dismiss the petition of the petitioner.     

4. Upon the above pleadings of both the sides following are appears to be the 

issues and points of determinations :  

1) Whether there is any cause of action of the 
prayer of the petitioners?  

2) Whether OPs violated any order of temporary 
injunction after receiving notice of injunction on 
07-10-2016 and 08-10-2016? 

3) Whether the petitioner is entitled to get relief as 
prayed for?  

ISSUE NO. 1:- CAUSE OF ACTION: 

5.  Instant Misc. Case arisen out of a petition filed by the petitioners /plaintiffs 

under Order 39 Rule 2 –A read with Section 151 of CPC for alleged 

disobedience of the order of temporary injunction granted by this Court. The 

petitioners/plaintiffs alleged in their prayer that during the pendency of TS 

No.27/16, the OP after receiving notice appeared before the Court and 

sought time for filing written statement and illegally on 05-10-2016 started 

RCC construction over the suit land from the back side and having no other 

alternative, the petitioners prayed temporary injunction against the OPs in 

Misc.(J) Case No.122/16, wherein the Court granted temporary injunction 

against the OPs restraining and prohibiting them from making any new 

construction over the suit land or change the nature and character of the 

suit land in any ways till further order. Consequently, the OP No.1 and 2 i.e. 

defendant Nos.5 and 6 of TS No.27/16 duly received notices of injunction 

from the Court on 07-10-2016 and 08-10-2016 but in spite of receiving 

notices they continued with the construction works over the suit land 

violating the order of the Court. OP No.1 and 2 have raised tin shed over the 

suit premises and on 13-10-2016 the plaintiff received message over 
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telephone that OPs have started constructing rooms using tins and wood 

after receiving notices.  

6. If we carefully & minutely inspected the contentions of the petitioners then it 

divulges before this Court that petitioners managed to obtain an order of 

temporary injunction against the OPs i.e. defendant Nos.5 and 6 against 

alleged construction dated 05-10-2016 and OPs have received notice of 

injunction on 07-10-2016 and 08-10-2016. Subsequently, on-13/10/2016 the 

petitioners received telephonic message from some person that OPs have 

started constructing rooms using tin and wood. The petitioners in their 

prayer failed to clarify as to in which date the injunction order was actually 

violated by the OPs by way of making new construction over the suit land 

using wood and tins. The petitioners only received telephonic message of 

new constructions of OP on 13-10-2016. The petitioners categorically failed 

to mention specific date of alleged construction that may rise cause of action 

for taking legal action against the OPs for violation of injunction order. It is 

admitted from the pleadings that the petitioners after knowing the fact of 

construction of OPs on 05-10-2016 managed to obtain an order of injunction 

in Misc. (J) Case No.122/16 and the OPs have received the notices of 

injunction on 07-10-2016 and 08-10-2016 respectively. In which date the 

OPs violated the order of injunction that was not clarified by the petitioner in 

their petition.  

7. Surprisingly, the petitioner in their petition failed to state the exact date of 

passing the injunction which was allegedly violated by the OPs. It is 

established from the petition that against alleged construction OPs dated 06-

10-2016, petitioners obtained order of injunction but in which date after the 

injunction order passed the OPs have made any new construction that was 

not clearly pleaded by the petitioners. Undeniably the petitioners in their 

prayed pleaded that on-13/10/2016 they heard about such construction over 

telephone and but to substantiate such fact no cogent evidence offered by 

them in this case. The exhibited photographs are of dated-08/10/2016 and 

those failed to disclose any cause of action of the instant case.  

8. In view of the above discussion, this Court finds that the prayer of the 

petitioner suffers from of cause action. Accordingly, Issue No.1 is answered 

in negative and against he petitioner.   
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ISSUE NO. 2:- 

9. Issue No.2 relates to the crux of the dispute and that belongs to a pertinent 

question as to whether the OPs i.e. the defendant Nos.5 and 6 have violated 

any order of injunction that passed in Misc. (J) Case No.122/2016? To prove 

the contentions of the petition the petitioner side examined as many as three 

nos. of witnesses. 

“EVIDENCE OF PETITIONERS” 

10. PW-1 submitted her examination-in-chief by reproducing the contentions of 

the petition and she in her cross-examination deposed that Sampat Mal 

Charodia was their one of the relative (brother-in-law). On 9th October‟2016 

Sampat Mal Charodia died.  She knows that Sri Binod San Bothra and her 

elder brother Rajendra Kr. Bothra (defendant No.5) went to Guwahati after 

the sudden death of Sampat Mal Charodia. Even her husband visited 

Guwahati on the 12th day of the death. She did not visit Guwahati in 

connection with the death. Sri Binon San Bothra & Rajendra Kr. Bothra had 

gone to Guwahati, immediately after the death of Sampat Mal Charodia. She 

does not know if Chandan Mal Bothra had also gone to Guwahati after death 

of Sampat Mal Charodia. Lal Chand Bothra, her brother-in-law (PW-3) has 

his residence and business establishment. They have a partnership from in 

the name and style of “Jain Digital Lab” facing the Main Road of Tezpur 

town. On behalf of Jain Digital Lab, Sumer Mal Baid filed a suit against 

Prakash Ch. Bothra (HUF) and others. The suit is pending in the Court of 

Munsiff, Tezpur. She has been shown the plaint of Title Suit No.19/16 

pending in the Court of Munsiff, Tezpur. Ext. A is the copy of the plaint 

relating to TS No.19/16. Ext.B is the written statement submitted by her 

husband. She does not know if Sarita Bothra has stood neutral in the 

pending suit in the Court of Munsiff. She has not discussed the matter with 

her husband in this regard.  The suit property is very old. She has seen it 

after her marriage since 1975. They have no photograph in regard to the 

suit property as existed on 1975 or as existed on 15th October 2014 or 

thereafter.  She cannot say if any photograph of the suit property can be 

taken from their property. They had free excess into the suit property 

even now there is no prohibition in their going there. They have not 

taken any photograph to show that there was any construction 
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during the continuation of the suit or immediately before the filing 

of the suit. She has been shown the different photographs 

exhibited as Ext. (I) to (VI). All these photographs have been taken 

from the portion of the suit property (rooted of). In Ext. (I) the tin 

set appearing by the side of RCC roof is the different property other 

than suit property. The tin roof appearing in Ext. II to V are part of the 

suit property. The photographs do not show any sort of construction 

being carried out. She has visited on 05-10-2016 and saw of her own that 

the labourers are making RCC construction. Thereafter, she returned back. 

She did not make any further visit in regard to the construction. Her 

husband had visited on 08-10-2016. She has visited on 05-10-2016 and saw 

of her own that the labourers are making RCC construction. Thereafter, she 

returned back. She did not make any further visit in regard to the 

construction. Her husband had visited on 08-10-2016 when he saw 

construction being carried out. She does not know whom he met there on 

08-10-2016. The photographs she has submitted (Exts I to VI) does 

not disclose any new RCC structure. She did not know as to whether Lal 

Chand Bothra (PW-3) was present either on 08-10-2016 or 13-10-2016.  

11. PW-2 submitted his examination-in-chief by reproducing the contentions of 

the petition and he in his cross-examination deposed that he is a legal 

practitioner and joined the Bar in 1974. Since then he has been in 

continuous practice. He has a photo Lab just by the side of the suit land and 

it has been there for around eight years. He has exhibited certain 

photographs along with his affidavit evidence. Some of them taken by him 

on 08-10-2016. He does not know about the rest of the photographs and he 

cannot say who had taken those photographs. Ext.I, V and VI are the 

photographs taken by him. Other photographs [Exts. II, III and IV] are 

taken either by his children or by others, which he cannot say. All these 

photographs Exts. I to VI relates to 08-10-2016. Those were taken in 

his smart phone and not on any camera. He has gone through the injunction 

order for which the alleged violation. He has already purchased the share of 

Kamala Devi Banthia in the undivided parental property belonging to her. He 

has purchased the share of Kamala Devi Banthia directly from her. Though 

he claimed that he has purchased her undivided share, but till date no sale 



8 | P a g e  

Misc. (J) No-122 of 2016 

deed has been executed either by Kamala Devi Banthia or her attorney. 

Kamala Devi Banthia decided of her own to appoint his wife Smt. Chandra 

Kanta Bothra to act as her attorney. He cannot say why Kamala Devi Banthia 

required the service of attorney to execute the sale deed. He cannot say as 

to why she cannot execute the sale deed personally and employ his wife as 

her attorney. He has not enquired to Kamala Devi Banthia as to why she 

entered into agreements with Rajendra Kr. Bothra, Chandan Mal Bothra to 

sell her undivided share in the suit property before entering into agreement 

with him. He wanted to purchase the undivided share in the property for the 

benefit of HUF (Hindu Undivided Family) of which he is the „Karta‟. The HUF, 

he is talking about, is known as Prakash Chand Bothra HUF and it comprises 

of himself, his wife and his children. Neither he nor his wife have 

exhibited the order of injunction along with the petition or the 

affidavit. He does not know what kind of prayer was made by his wife in 

the injunction petition. He went through the injunction petition submitted by 

his wife as a lawyer and did not deal much into its contents. He has been 

handed over the injunction petition in Misc. (J) No.112/16 to refresh his 

memory. Now, he recollects that through the prayer they wanted no new 

construction to be carried on over the suit land. They did not make any 

prayer to stop any sort of renovation. Over the suit land, except the front 

portion which is an RCC structure, majority of the house is Assam Type and 

the RCC building is more than 50 years old. He has not given any 

photographs of 13-10-2016. He has not submitted any photograph 

of the Assam type structure existing on 06-10-2016 and 07-10-

2016. They have not made any prayer for inspection of the suit property 

and to have a report as to status of the Assam type structure standing on 

the suit property. He does not know if the mobile can be used for 

videography. From the photographs, exhibited as Exts. I to VI, 

nothing can be seen as to carrying of any sort of construction. 

Except him, in some of the photographs, no other person appears in any of 

the photographs. There are materials and labourers there but he could not 

take the photograph.  

12. PW-3 submitted her examination-in-chief by reproducing the 

contentions of the petition and he in his cross-examination deposed that he 
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resides at the adjacent plot of the land of the suit property and they share a 

common wall with the suit property. There is a photo-lab on their land. He 

resides on the land and house which is situated by the side of the suit 

property. His elder brother Prakash Chand Bothra with his family resides at 

their own residence which is around ½ km from the suit property and his 

residence. Plaintiffs and the defendants including him all are relatives. He 

has not read the order of injunction passed by the Court. He has been told 

by Smt. Chandra Kanta Bothra and his brother Prakash Chand Bothra that 

none of the parties are permitted to make any construction. He has come to 

depose for an incident that happened on 8th October 2016 i.e. around 2 

years back. He asked his elder brother Prakash Chand Bothra to pay a visit 

at after noon and his brother came promptly.  He has seen the photographs 

been taken. Some were taken by Prakash Chand Bothra and around 2-3 

photographs were taken by him. He has not exhibited any of the 

photographs with his evidence-in-affidavit. He remembers the photographs. 

The photographs are kept in the lab of Prakash Chand Bothra and he has 

seen them. He has seen all the photographs submitted in the Court. Ext. I – 

VI are the photographs. All these photographs are of 8th October 

2016. He has no knowledge if any photographs prior to 8th October were 

taken or not. After 8th October 2016 many other photographs were taken 

and he doesn‟t know if they were submitted to the Court or not. These 

photographs don’t indicate continuation of any construction. Ext.2 

and Ext.3 have been clicked by him. He had seen 1 or 2 labourers working 

but those don‟t appear in the photographs. On 13 October 2016 he heard 

loud sound at around 12 noon to 1:00 pm but not on any previous days he 

heard such noises. He immediately went there and saw 2-3 labourers 

working there. He intimated Prakash Chand Bothra and for his business 

purpose he left the place. He didn‟t feel the necessity of taking any 

photographs of the construction work. He doesn‟t know when his elder 

brother, Prakash Chand Bothra came to the site on 13th October 2016, how 

long he remained there and what he did there.  

APPRECIATION OF EVIDENCE:- 

13. On careful appreciation of evidence on record it becomes crystal clear before 

this Court that PW-1 herself in her cross-examination admitted that she 
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visited the place of occurrence on 05-10-2010 and saw that labourers are 

making RCC construction. Thereafter, she returned back. She did not make 

any further visit in regard to the construction. She further testified that her 

husband visited on 08-10-2016 when he saw construction being carried out. 

She further affirmed that Exts. I to VI not disclose any RCC construction.  

14. As such, it is seen that PW-1 herself appears to be contradictory with her 

contentions as contended in her petition. She in her petition categorically 

pleaded that the OPs have started RCC construction over the suit land, but 

on perusal of exhibited photographs, no new construction is seen, only old 

tin shed displayed in the photographs. PW-1 in her petition pleaded that OPs 

used tin and wood for construction. The photographs exhibited before this 

Court not supports any new construction with tin and wood or of the RCC 

construction. From the cross-examination part as well as evidence-in-chief of 

PW-1, there is no evidence under which this Court may presume that any of 

such new construction carried out by the OPs as claimed by the petitioner. 

Surprisingly, in this case before making any prayer of violation of temporary 

injunction order, the petitioner side failed to explain the actual nature of the 

suit property that was modified by way of making any further construction 

by the OP after passing temporary injunction over that suit property.  

15. PW-2 in his cross-examination categorically deposed that Ext.I, V and VI are 

the photographs taken by him. Other photographs [Exts. II, III and IV] are 

taken either by his children or by others, which he cannot say. All these 

photographs Exts. I to VI relates to 08-10-2016. Those were taken in his 

smart phone and not on any camera. From the photographs, exhibited as 

Exts. I to VI, nothing can be seen as to carrying of any sort of construction. 

16. The petitioners in their violation petition categorically stated that on 13-10-

2016 they have received a telephonic message from some person that OPs 

have started constructing rooms. The cross part of PW-1 makes it clear that 

PW-1 in her cross-examination affirmed that they have not taken any 

photographs to show that there was any construction during the 

continuation of the suit or immediately before the filing of the suit. Ext. (I) to 

VI, photographs and those taken from the portion of the suit property 

(rooted of). In Ext.I tin set appearing by the side of RCC roof in the different 

property other than suit property. The tin roof appearing in Ext. II to V are 
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part of the suit property. She clarified further that photographs do not show 

any sort of construction being carried out. She has visited on 05-10-2016 

and saw of her own that the labourers are making RCC construction.PW-2 in 

his cross-examination deposed that from Ext. I to VI nothing can be seen as 

to carrying any sort of construction. PW-3 deposed in his cross-examination 

that photographs (Ext. I to VI) does not specify construction. Hence, it is 

seen that PW-1, PW-2 and PW-3 in their evidence affirmed that Ext.I to 

Ext.VI not disclosed any construction over the suit property. Evidences of all 

these witnesses appears to be contradictory with the version of the 

petitioner‟s case.    

17. The cross-examination part of PW-2 makes it clear that there was no 

photograph exhibited before this Court of the date of 13-10-2016. All he 

exhibited photographs of dated-08/10/2016. As such upon which it is very 

difficult to presume that there was any further construction made by the OPs 

after passing order of temporary injunction over the suit property.  

18. In this case, another surprising fact appears before this Court that injunction 

order that was actually passed against the suit property not exhibited before 

this Court. PW-2 does not know whether the allegation of alleged violation of 

Court‟s order of the month of March‟2017 has been mentioned by his wife in 

her violation petition or not.   

19. PW-3 in his cross-examination categorically acknowledged that no 

photograph was taken from the suit property in respect of violation of 

injunction order. He further admitted that Ext.2 clicked by him. He heard a 

loud sound at around 12 noon to 1 p.m. but not on previous date he heard 

such noises. The evidence presented before this Court by all the three 

witnesses appears to be contradictory to each other and that renders their 

evidence doubtful and untrustworthy.  

20. In this case, after careful appreciation of entire evidences presented by the 

petitioner side this Court finds that the photographs being electric forms of 

evidences exhibited before this Court without any certificate u/s 65B of 

Indian Evidence Act and in absence of that certificate the admissibility of 

those photographs remains in cloud.   

21. If we consider those photographs vide Exts. I to VI to be admissible in 

evidence then also from the photographs nothing disclosed under which this 
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Court may presume that any sort of new construction has been done by the 

OPs. Further in the petition, the petitioners failed to clarify the suit property 

and the exact date of new construction allegedly made by the OPs. The 

petitioner‟s side failed to adduce any cogent and trustworthy evidence under 

which this Court may presume that there was any violation of injunction 

order passed by this Court in Misc. (J) No.122/2016.  

22. It is a petition filed under Order 39 Rule 2 –A of CPC and although the 

provisions belongs to Civil Procedure Code, but the proposition of law 

articulates that any violation of an injunction order by the OPs required to be 

proved beyond reasonable doubt.  

23. In the light of aforesaid discussions, this Court finds that the petitioner‟s side 

failed to lead any sort of trustworthy evidence to prove the fact that there 

was actually any violation of injunction order by the OPs. The evidence 

presented before this Court by all the witnesses categorically appears to be 

full with lots of shortcomings and that making their evidences doubtful in 

nature and as such no reliance may by placed upon their evidences.  

24. In the light of the above said discussion, this Court is constrained to opine 

that the petitioner‟s side failed to prove that OPs has violated any injunction 

order passed over the suit property. Hence, the Issue No.2 answered in 

negative against the petitioner.  

ISSUE NO. 3:- 

25. In the light of discussion and decision made in Issue No. 1 & 2, the 

petitioners are not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. Hence, Issue No.3 

is answered in negative and against the petitioner.  

26. In the result, the petition filed by the petition under Order 39 Rule 2-An r/w 

Section 151 CPC is dismissed without cost.  

27. Misc. (J) disposed of accordingly.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Civil Judge 
Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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APPENDIX 
 

1. Petitioner’s witnesses:- 
 
PW-1: Smt. Chandra Kanta Bothra 
PW-2: Sri Prakash Chand Bothra 
PW-3: Sri Lal Chand Bothra 

 
2. Petitioner’s exhibits    :-  

 
1) Ext-1 is the original petition dated 16-03-2017 
2) Ext-2(1) to 2(5) are photographs 
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