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High Court Form No. (J) 2. 

Heading of Judgment in Original Suit 

 

District : SONITPUR. 

 

IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR. 

 

 

Present :         POOJA SINHA, AJS, 

              MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR. 

 

SATURDAY, the 18th day of November, 2017 

 

MONEY SUIT NO. 08 OF 2011 

 

   Sri Dilip Kumar Sinha 

                                                                         Plaintiff/s 

                                                                              Petitioner/s 

versus 

 

   1.) The Union of India 

   2. ) The Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan 

   3.)  The Commissioner 

   4.)  The Assistant Commissioner 

   5.)  The Principal 

 

                                                                              Defendant/s 

                                                                              Opposite party/s 

 

 

 

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on  10/11/2017 in the 

presence of – 

 

Sri P.K Dutta,  Advocate for the plaintiff; 

         and 

Sri Debabrata Bose,    Advocate  for the defendant, 

 

and having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered the 

following judgment- 
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JUDGMENT 

The plaintiff has instituted this suit against the defendant for the recovery of 

Rs.1,21,192/- (Rupees One Lakh Twenty One thousand One Hundred Ninety 

Two  

 only) along with  interest at the rate of 12%  till realization of the said 

money. 

The brief facts leading to the institution of this suit by the Plaintiff is 

that-  

1. That the plaintiff is the proprietor of his proprietorial firm known and style 

of M/S. Raj Kumar Sinha, Furniture & Timbers Suppliers, situated at Kamar 

Chuburi Tezpur Town, Mouza- Mahabhairab, P.O. & P.S. Tezpur, District:- 

Sonitpur, Assam and has been carrying  on its business for supply of furniture 

and timbers having its principal place of business at N.R Road, Kamar 

Chuburi, P.O. & P.S:- Tezpur, District:- Sonitpur, Assam, in the state of 

Assam, and Arunachal Pradesh in different departments and other places. 

2. That the defendant Kendriya Vidalaya Sangathan is an organization having 

its principal office at New Delhi and diverse schools in different parts of India 

including Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley, P.O. Tenga Valley, Dist. West 

Kameng, Arunachal Pradesh. 

3. That the Kendriya Vidalaya, West Kameng, Arunanchal Pradesh make an 

arrangement with the plaintiff at Tezpur to purchase furnitures etc. from 

plaintiff's aforesaid firm on credit. That accordingly the Principal, Kendriya 

Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley, the defendant no. 5 asked the plaintiff at Tezpur to 

submit quotation for supply of furniture item and the plaintiff had submitted 

quotation no. 1318/2009-2010-RKS-Tez dated 08-02-2010 in the name of his 

proprietorial firm to the said Principal of Kendriya Vidyalaya, the defendant 

No. 5 and his quotation was accepted by the authority. Thereafter the 

Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley the defendant no. 5 placed an 

order at the principal business centre of the plaintiff situated at N.T. Road 

Kamar Chuburi, Tezpur to supply 16 nos. of Dual Desk and Bench (iron 

frame) vide supply order No/Ref No. F. Quotation/KVTV/2009-10/984 dated 
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16-03-2010 whereby the plaintiff was asked to supply those items on or 

before 25-03-2010 and in that supply order it was mentioned that in terms of 

the contract the rate quoted by the plaintiff are valid up to 31-03-2010. 

4. That after receipt of the said supply order, the plaintiff , supplied and 

delivered 16 nos. Dual Desk and Bench (iron frame) two seaters, in good 

condition on 22-03-2010 through Purbanchal Transport Carriers to Principal, 

Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley, the defendant no. 5,  Arunachal Pradesh, 

with two copies of challans/bill No. 1342 dated 22-03-2010. The defendant 

no. 5, Kendriya Vidyalaya had received the said furnitures in good condition 

without any objection on 22-03-2010 and accordingly sent back 1 copy of 

challan/bill dated 22-03-2010 by acknowledging the receipt of furniture in 

writing by putting seal of the Kendriya Vidyalaya therein with signature of the 

recipient. 

5. That the plaintiff in his aforesaid challan/bill No. 1342 dated 22-03-2010 

had mentioned the price of 16 nos. of Dual Desk and Bench (iron frame) two 

seaters at Rs. 78,400/- (Seventy eight thousand four hundred) only at the 

rate of Rs. 4, 900/- only per pair and Rs. 10, 192/- only as 13% VAT, total 

amounting to Rs. 88,592/- only. But the said Kendriya Vidyalaya did not pay 

the said bill amount to the plaintiff. 

6. That the plaintiff vide his letter dated 29-06-2010 had requested the 

Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley, the defendant no. 5 to pay the 

said bill amount of Rs. 88, 592/- only within 7 days from the date of receipt 

of said notice. But the Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, the defendant No. 5 

neither paid the said bill amount nor sent any reply against the plaintiff's said 

notice. 

7. That thereafter the plaintiff has been compelled to serve registered notice 

of demand dated 31-07-2010 through his Advocate D.D. Bhakta, Tezpur to 

the defendant no. 5 the Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley Arunachal 

Pradesh demanding payment of Rs. 78,400/- only as price of the furniture 

supplied and a sum of Rs. 10, 192/- (Ten thousand one hundred ninety two) 

only as VAT at the rate of 13% thereon to the plaintiff within 15 days from 
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the date of receipt of the said notice. But that time also Principal Kendriya 

Vidyalaya the defendant no. 5 did not pay any amount as per demand of the 

aforesaid notice nor replied  against the notice too. That most surprisingly 

after lapse of five and half months the Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga 

Valley,the defendant no. 5 vide his letter with reference No. 

FQTN/KVTV/CBSE/2010-11/439-40 dated 02-08-2010 with an  ulterior motive 

for the fist time informed the plaintiff that the supplied 16 pieces of Dual 

Desk were not accepted by the Vidyalaya as those are not in conformity with 

the sample shown to them, the plaintiff's quotation or the specification of 

KVS. Those allegations are totally false and baseless. In their supply order 

dated 16-03-2010 it was mentioned only to supply Dual Desk and Bench (iron 

frame) two seaters of 16 nos. to the Vidyalaya. The plaintiff had sent those 

16 nos. Dual Desk and Bench (iron frame) two seaters 16 nos. as per 

quotation submitted by the plaintiff and also as per specification and sample 

shown to them. In the aforesaid letter the Principal Kendriya Vidayalaya, 

Tenga Valley the defendant no. 5 has falsely alleged that some of the prices 

were damaged during transportation. The plaintiff delivered the aforesaid 16 

nos. Dual Desk and Bench (iron frame) in good condition to the said 

Vidyalaya and no damage took place during transportation. It is also falsely 

mentioned in the said letter that the representative of the plaintiff agreed to 

take away the items immediately and took 3 (three) days time to take back 

the said furniture at the time of delivery of those furniture to the said 

Vidyalaya at Tenga Valley. None of the plaintiff's representatives/employees 

went to the said Vidyalaya with the furniture, same were delivered by the 

aforesaid carriers to the consignee Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga 

Valley and returned back one copy of challan/bill and handed over the same 

to the plaintiff. 

8. That the said Vidyalaya never sent any notice to the plaintiff in the matter 

of return back of those supplied furniture, yet the Principal, Kendriya 

Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley falsely had mentioned in their letter dated 02-08-

2010 that in spite of notice and even after elapse of 3 months the items are 

lying in the school premises causing lots of inconvenience and hardship. That 

the main intention of the Principal, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley the 



 

5 

 

defendant no. 5 was not to pay the price of the said furniture  and after using 

the said furniture he had written the aforesaid letter dated 02-08-2010 by 

making all false claims and allegations against the plaintiff. The plaintiff had 

and has no way connected with Sri A.K. Sharma who was and is neither a 

representative nor an employee of the plaintiff and said unknown A.K. 

Sharma has no right or authority whatsoever to give any writing or promise 

to return back the furniture supplied by the plaintiff from the Principal, 

Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley the defendant no. 5. The said letter dated 

02-08-2010 manufactured the same with an ulterior motive for not paying 

the claim amount of the plaintiff. That moreover, Kendriya Vidyalaya is 

estopped claim amount of the plaintiff. That moreover, Kendriya Vidyalaya is 

estopped to claim that those items were not in conformity and specification 

of K.V's supply order after laps of five and half months. 

9.  That the said items of i.e. 16 pairs of dual desks bench (iron frame) two 

sitters as per order of the defendants no. 5 vide No. F/KVT/2009-10/984 

dated 16-03-10 were sent to the defendant No. 5 through transport by road 

well loaded in truck vehicle with proper challan vide No. 1342 dated 22-03-10 

which were received by the defendant No. 5 in good condition on the same 

dated without any protest and objection and put in the custody and control of 

the defendant no. 5 finding all the items to be in conformity with the 

specification of KV under the signature of the recipient on duty with seal of 

the Vidyalaya and thereby acknowledging the receipt of the consignment 

containing the furniture items on giving safe home delivery thereof by truck 

vehicle on 22-03-2010 for which the plaintiff has to pay a sum of Rs. 14, 

500/- being freight charge, a sum of Rs. 4200/- Labour/hemali charge and a 

sum of Rs. 202/- being statistical charge, in total Rs. 18,902/- has paid to the 

transport carriers concerned and as such the said charges are also liable to 

be paid by the defendants to the plaintiff. 

10. That the Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan is an autonomous body set up by 

the Government of India, Ministry of Education in the year 1962 the Hon'ble 

Minister of state or the Deputy Minister in the Ministry of the Human 

Resources and Development is the Chairman of the Sangathan and also the 
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chairman or the Governor entrusted with the responsibility of management of 

all the affairs of the Sangathan and as such it is an authority within the 

meaning of Article 13 of the Constitution of India, Kendriya Vidyalaya Tenga 

Valley is under the administrative control of the defendant no. 5 and all the 

schools in different parts of India including Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley, 

District- West Kameng, (A.P.) being administered, managed and controlled by 

the defendant Central Government, hence the plaintiff become entitled to 

claim the said amount from the defendant Union of India represented by the 

defendant nos. 1 to 5. 

11. That as required u/s 80 of C.P.C., notices dated 19-01-2011 with A/D 

post for the suit were duly delivered on the defendants by the plaintiffs 

through it's advocate Sri A.K. Sharma to the Secretary to the Government of 

India, Ministry of Human Resources development, Kendriya Vidyalaya 

Sangathan, the Commissioner, Kendriya Vidyalaya, Assistant Commissioner 

Kendriya Vidyalaya, Principal Kendriya Vidyalaya, Tenga Valley demanding 

payment of Rs. 88, 592/- (Eight eight thousand five hundred ninety two) only 

as price of supplied furniture with 13% VAT with 12% interest p.a. thereon 

from 22-03-2010 and Rs. 1,000/- as cost of statutory notice within a period 

of two months from the date of receipt of said notice by them failing full and 

final settlement of above legitimate claim of the plaintiff a suit for recovery of 

the said amount with upto date interest will be instituted  against the Govt. of 

India, representing all the above named defendants after the expiry of the 

period of two months from the date of receipt of the said notices by them 

and accordingly the notices were duly received by the defendants on time but 

they failed to make payment of the said outstanding legitimate dues to the 

plaintiff as demanded in the said statutory notices and did not care to settle 

the plaintiff's claim. That the said notices were served on the above 

addresses on 24-01-2011, 27-01-2011 and 28-01-2011 as per A/D card and 

report of the i/c Superintendent of post office, Tezpur. 

12. That, despite several requests, demands and serving notices u/s 80 

C.P.C. the defendants have failed  to pay the legitimate dues to the plaintiff 

by whom supply of the aforesaid furniture items was made to the defendant 
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no. 5 in safe and good manners to the best satisfaction and interest of the 

Vidayalya. 

13. That, the plaintiff thus has been compelled to file the present suit against 

the defendants claiming and praying for recovery of a sum of Rs. 88, 592/- 

(Eighty eight thousand five hundred and ninety two) only being outstanding 

due amount towards the price of the furniture items supplied to the 

defendants no. 5 including VAT and a sum of Rs. 12, 698/- (Rupees Twelve 

thousand six hundred ninety eight) only being interest @ 12% per annum on 

the Bill amount w.e.f. 22-03-2010 to 01-06-2011, and a sum of Rs. 18,902/- 

being transportation charge as aforestated and a sum of Rs. 1000/-(one 

thousand) being cost of the legal notice, letter and expenses as shown in the 

plaint. 

Defendant No.5 contested the suit and filed written Statement. The 

facts put forward by defendant No.5 is- 

14. That , it is admitted and as regards the tender invitation from No. 

F/Quotation/KVTV/2009-10/806 dated 02-02-2010 sent by the Defendants to 

the Plaintiff, the proprietor of the firm known as M/S. Raj Kumar Sinha, 

situated at Kamarchuburi, Tezpur Town, Mouza- Mahabhairab he was 

requested to quote competitive rates for 2 (two) seater Iron Frame Student 

Dual Desk. The picture showing the model and specification, circulated by he 

Defendants Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan from time to time and available in 

Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan website were attached with the tender 

invitation from sent to and accepted by the firm, the rate should be F.O.R., 

and should include excise duty, sales tax, freight charges and other rates or 

imposition whether liable in respect of the supply and that the Defendant 

shall not be liable to pay any tax freight etc., and the quotation submitted by 

M/s. Raj Kumar Sinha, situated at Kamarchuburi, Tezpur, Mouza- 

Mahabhairab (No. 1318/2009-10/RKS-Tez dated 08-02-2010) clearly 

described the articles as Dual Desk and Benches (Iron frame two seater) top, 

seat back and selves 19 mm Block Board water proof top sun mica laminated. 
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15.That, the Plaintiff was asked to supply 16 (sixteen) pieces of articles 

described in quotation as per the tender but the articles brought to the 

Defendant Vidyalaya are: 

(i)  not according to the standard or specification of Defendant Vidyalaya or 

models shown; 

(ii) not in conformity with the description given in the quotation submitted by 

the firm; 

(iii) the articles were made of poor plywood without any sun mica top; 

(iv) instead of square or round pipes as per the specification of Defendant 

Vidyalaya and sample shown L- shaped iron angles were used for making the 

frames; 

(v) the iron frames were made of pieces of iron angles with number of joints 

and were not properly painted; and 

(vi) some of the pieces  were damaged/bend during transportation itself. 

16. That, denied and disputed by the Defendant that the Defendant No. 5, 

Kendriya Vidyalaya had received the said furniture  in good condition without 

any objection  on 22-03-2010. As matter of fact on 22-03-2010 one Mr. 

A.K. Sharma claiming to be the  representative of the Plaintiff's firm 

came to the school with 16 (sixteen) pieces  of desks loaded  in a 

truck on its way to Dirang with half load of cement (not through 

Purbanchal Transport Carriers) as claimed by the Plaintiff. There 

was no bill  or truck receipts of approved transport carrier. As 

regards copies of challan/bills No. 1342 dated 22-03-2010 was 

handed over the Defendant Vidyalaya and that the 16 copies of 

furniture are received in good condition by the Vidyalaya is totally 

false and fabricated. Neither the Principal nor the Furniture-in-

charge accepted any such challan or furniture, even the Principal 

had not authorized any officer of the Vidyalaya to accept the 

furniture or any challans on his behalf. It is submitted that while the 
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representative of the Plaintiff firm unloaded the articles at the 

Defendant Vidyalaya Committee consisting member of the purchase 

committee, Furniture-In-Charge and staff members were asked to 

check the items and on inspection by them the Committee members 

came to know that Dual Desks brought were not according to the 

standard of specification of the Defendant Vidyalaya or description 

given in the quotation submitted by the Plaintiff firm and that they 

are of very poor quality. 

17. That,it is further submitted that challan/bill No. 1342 dated 22-03-210 for 

Rs. 88, 592/- (Rupees Eighty Eight Thousands Five Hundred and Ninety Two) 

only was received by the school authority is not correct but two copies of bill 

bearing No. 1400 for Rs. 78,400/- (Rupees Seventy Eight Thousands and 

Four Hundred only) without any date, sign, seal and stamp of the Plaintiff 

was sent to the Defendant by post. The said bill was incomplete, the rate and 

VAT payable are not shown in the bill. The Plaintiffs with ulterior motive to 

evade the tax such sent type of bill. It is further submitted that the tender 

form as sent to the Plaintiff and accepted by him the rate should be as per 

tender (F.O.R) and should include excise duty, sales tax, freight charges and 

any other rates and the Vidyalaya shall be liable to pay any such tax, freight, 

etc. The Plaintiff has not done anything bona-fide in did not act sincerely and 

honestly to comply with the demands and requisition of the Defendant No. 5.  

18. That as regards paragraphs 7 to 19 all the averments as stated by the 

Plaintiff are false and fabricated. That the articles which were supplied 

to the Defendant School are all defective, not according to the 

standard and/or of very poor quality even the person who 

accompanied the articles claiming to be the representative and 

employee of the Plaintiff was communicated of the defects of the 

articles and has left the articles in the school premises along with 

an undertaking that the articles will be taken away within 3 (three) 

days as any of the employees of the Vidyalaya are not ready to 

accept the articles as such the question of making payment for 

defective/inferior articles does not arise. Two letters were sent to 
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the plaintiff informing him of the above  facts and asking him to 

remove the furniture from the school premises, as is admitted by 

him in the said notice. The Plaintiff has not demanded any payment for 

more than 3 (three ) months as he was aware of the fact that the articles 

supplied are not in conformity  with the quotation submitted by him. After 

the lapse of 4 (four) months he sent registered notice claiming the 

payment of defective items supplied by him which is not at all 

justified/acceptable. The claim that none of the 

representative/employee of the Plaintiff came to the school is false. 

Twenty Eight teachers of Vidyalaya and a number of parents who 

came to the school  for admission will testify what happened on the 

day and why the articles were not accepted. 

19. That, the Principal or the Furniture-In-Charge has not accepted any such 

challan/bill as the inspection committee has recommended not to accept the 

articles due to inferior quality. The Principal has not authorized any of the 

staff members to accept the articles or the bills or act on this behalf in this 

connection. 

20. That, the  16 pieces of dual desks are still lying in the same place of the 

school where it was unloaded by the representative of the Plaintiff. That,  the 

Plaintiff is not entitled to get any decree for the amount of Rs. 88,592/- 

(Rupees Eight Eight Thousands Five Hundred and Ninety Two) only. It is not 

understood on what ground the Plaintiff is demanding a payment of Rs. 

88,592/- (Rupees Eighty Eight Thousands Five Hundred and Ninety Two) 

only.  

21. Upon the pleadings the following Issues were framed by my 

Learned Predecessor in Office- 

(1) Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

(2) Whether the suit is maintainable? 

(3)Whether the plaintiff has supplied all the materials as per tender form no. 

F/Quotation /kvtv/2009-2010/806 dated 02.02.2012 or if supplied the articles 

are not according to the standard or specification and not in conformity as 

per quotation? 
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(4) Whether the bills submitted by the Plaintiff is without date, sign, seal and 

stamp of the Plaintiff and the Plaintiff is not entitled to get the amount of said 

bill for supplied of defective articles?  

(5)Whether the Plaintiff is entitled to get the  decree as prayed for? 

(8) To what other relief/reliefs the parties are entitled to? 

 

     22 .During trial, Plaintiff side led evidence of 3 Witnesses. Defen

 dant  side did not led evidence. All the P.Ws were duly cross-

 exam ined. I have also perused the materials and documents 

 available  in the case record. I have heard Arguments ad

 vanced by Learned  Counsel for Plaintiff side. 

    23. DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR THE DECISION: 

   An issue wise discussion is made based on the evidence  and        

   materials on record in the following lines. 

   24.   ISSUE No.3: 

The Defendant claimed that the articles which were supplied as per 

tender form no. F/Quotation /kvtv/2009-2010/806 dated 02.02.2012  to 

the Defendant School were all defective, not according to the standard 

and/or of very poor quality even the person who accompanied the articles 

claiming to be the representative and employee of the Plaintiff was 

communicated of the defects of the articles and has left the articles in the 

school premises along with an undertaking that the articles will be taken 

away within 3 (three) days as any of the employees of the Vidyalaya are 

not ready to accept the articles as such the question of making payment 

for defective/inferior articles does not arise. Two letters were sent to the 

plaintiff informing him of the above  facts and asking him to remove the 

furniture from the school premises, as is admitted by him in the said 

notice. 

    25. To prove the same , the defendant did not led any evidence. As 

 per   Sec 102 of Indian Evidence Act the burden of proof in a 

 suit lies  on that person who would fail if no evidence at all 

 were given on either side. Now, in the instant suit ,  admitted  
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 position is  defendant received the materials as per the 

 quotation . However, the quality of the articles is disputed and 

 that undertaking was given by representative of Plaintiff. It 

 reveals that though defendant 5 has stated that undertaking was 

 given by representative of Plaintiff that within 7 days they will 

 6ake back the articles in question, but same is denied by Plaintiff 

 and Defendant failed 6o prove the same by adducing evidence. 

 Further, Plaintiff has admitted receipt of notice from Defendant 

 which was issued on 02.08.2010 , Ext. 8, but, Plaintiff has stated 

 it to be  by making all false claims and allegations against the 

 plaintiff. Further, perusal of evidence on this point reveals that 

 Plaintiff sent notice to Defendant on 29.06.2010 for payment of 

 supply  of the furnitures in question. 

   26. Therefore, taking the above observations into consideration, it is 

 held that defendant failed to prove that the plaintiff has supplied 

 all the materials as per tender form no. F/Quotation /kvtv/2009-

 2010/806 dated 02.02.2012 and the articles are not according to 

 the standard or specification and not in conformity as per 

 quotation 

DECSISION: This issue is settled in negative against the 

Defendant. 

   27.    ISSUE No.4:  

The Defendant claimed that the bills submitted by the Plaintiff is without 

date, sign, seal and stamp of the Plaintiff and the Plaintiff is not entitled 

to get the amount of said bill for supplied of defective articles. Now, on 

this point the Plaintiff has adduced the bill copy along with the receipt of 

the carrier Transport company as Ext. 3 and Ext.2 respectively. Perusal of 

the same reveals that both the receipts are duly signed and stamped 

along with date. Further perusal of testimonies on record revealsP.W.2 

was the despatcher / delivery person of the articles in the school and he 

has stated that items were duly delivered and same was acknowledged 

by a representative of the school by putting his signature, School Stamp 

with date. 
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    28. Therefore, in absence of any evidence from defendant side , in 

 adverse to the same, as onus of proof was upon the defendant to 

 prove that bill was submitted by the Plaintiff without date, sign 

 and stamp, it is held that the bill in question was duly signed, 

 stamped and was acknowledged by the defendant school. 

DECISION: This issue is settled in negative against the 

Defendant. 

    29.  ISSUE No. 1& 2:  

Both the issues are taken up together for discussion as they are 

inter-connected. 

In the light of the issues settled above, it is now settled that Plaintiff has 

supplied the furnitures to the defendant school on 22.03.2010, which 

were not proved to be of inferior quality as per the quotation tender form 

no. F/Quotation /kvtv/2009-2010/806 dated 02.02.2012, which was duly 

received and hence, is entitled to get the payment from the defendant 

no.5. However, since defendant no.5 refused to make the payment, 

hence,  there is a cause of action for the suit as defendant has denied the 

same. Further, the suit is filed within period of limitation as laid down 

under the Limitation Act of 1963 .Accordingly, the suit is maintainable . 

 

DECISION: Both the issues are settled in affirmative in favour of 

the Plaintiff. 

 

     30.  ISSUE No.5 & 6: 

In view, of the above discussions it is held that Plaintiff is entitled to a 

decree as prayed for along with the the cost of the suit. 

 

 

ORDER 

    31. In view of the discussions made above and the decisions reached 

 therein, the suit of the Plaintiff is decreed on contest with cost. 

 It is hereby decreed and directed that the Defendant do pay to 

 the Plaintiff Rs.1,21,192/- (Rupees One lakh twenty one 
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 thousand one hundred ninety two only) along with interest at 

 the rate of 6% per annum on and from the date of the institution 

 of this suit till full and final realization. It is further directed, that 

 the Defendant pay to the Plaintiff the cost of the suit . 

  

    32. Prepare decree accordingly. 

 

 Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this the 18th 

day of  November, 2017 at Sonitpur. 

 

 

 
 
 

            Pooja Sinha           
Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

Dictated and corrected by me                     

  

                Pooja Sinha 

   Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur. 
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APPENDIX 

A Plaintiff’s Witnesses: 

1 P.W.1- Sri Dilip Kumar Sinha. 

2 P.W.2- Sri Murari Rai 

 

B Defendant’s Witnesses: 

Nil 

 

C Plaintiff’s Exhibits: 

1. Ext-1-Copy of the supply order No. F Quotation/KVTV/2009-10/984. 

2. Ext-2- Copy of consignment note of Purbanchal Transport Carriers. 

3. Ext-3- Copy of Challan/Bill No. 1342. 

4. Ext-4- Copy of letter addressed to defendant no. 5 

5. Ext-5- Copy of postal registration receipt. 

6. Ext-6- Copy of Pleader notice addresses to the defendant no.5. 

7. Ext-7-  Copy of postal registration receipt. 

8. Ext-8- Copy of letter being No. F.QTN./KVTV/CBSE/2010-11/439-40. 

9. Ext-9- Copy of Advocate notice addressed to the defendant. 

10.Ext-10 to Ext-14- Copy of postal registration receipt. 

11. Ext-15 to Ext-17 - Copy of A/D Card. 

12. Ext-18 – Copy of letter addressed to the Superintendent, Indian Post. 

13. Ext-19 & 20 – Certificate issued by the postal department, Tezpur. 

 

Defendant’s Exhibits: 

Nil 

 

 

                 Pooja Sinha 
Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur 

 


