
                     HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2.
            HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL SUIT.

                    DISTRICT – KAMRUP, GUWAHATI.

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE NO.1, KAMRUP, GUWAHATI.

Present: J. Ahmed, A.J.S.

             Civil Judge No.1, 

             Kamrup, Guwahati.

Wednesday, the 13th, March,2013.

Money Suit No.112 of 2006.

Jainex  India  Ltd.  A  Company,  registered  under  Companies  Act,1956, 

having  its  office  at  Ram Kumar  Arcade,2nd Floor,  Chatribari,  Guwahati, 

Kamrup,  Assam,  Represented  by  its  Manager-Cum authorized signatory 

Sri. Shree Chand Vyas, 

                                                         ………………………….............Plaintiff.

                                                 -VERSUS-

1 .Estra Fabricators Madras (Pvt.) Ltd.31A/11,SIDCO Industrial Estate,  

    Ambattur (N.P.) Chennai- 60098, represented by its Managing Director.

2. Managing Director, Estra Fabricators Madras (Pvt) Ltd. 31A/11, SIDCO, 

    Industrial Estate, Ambattur (N.P.) Chennai- 600098.

3.  The  Branch Manager/Authorised  Signatory  Estra  Fabricators  Madras 

(Pvt)  Ltd.  having  its  Branch  Office  at  3rd Floor  347  Arcot  Road, 

Kodambakkam, Chennai- 600024, 

                          …………………………………………………………Defendants.

This Suit having been heard on 13.02.2013 in presence of:

Mr. S. K. Choudhury, Learned Advocate,

Mr. H. Maurya,  Learned Advocate,        

Mr. N. Anand, learned Advocate,    and

Mr. R. K. Mour, Learned Advocate, ……………………………for the Plaintiff.

                                                          AND                                         

None appeared  …………………..………………………………..for the Defendant.



And having  stood  for  consideration  to  this  day  the  Court  delivered  the 

following Judgment. 

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 2;

JUDGMENT

1.       This is a suit for realization of Rs.8,64,944/-(Rupees eight lakh sixty 

four  thousand  nine  hundred  forty  four)  only  including  the  interest 

calculated at the rate of Rs.18% per annum on the outstanding dues and 

pendentelite interest at the similar rate from the institution of the suit till 

realization of entire amount with costs of the suit. 

2.       The backdrop of the plaintiff’s case is that the plaintiff is a company 

registered under the Companies Act,1956, having its office at Ram Kumar 

Arcade, Chatribari, Guwahati, Assam. The plaintiff is engaged in various 

business including carriage of vehicles from the Manufacturing Point/ Unit 

of  the  Manufactures  to  the  place  of  their  dealers/Sales  out  let.  On 

12.08.2003  the  plaintiff  company  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 

defendants  at  Guwahati  for  fabrication  of  Car  carrying  Trailer  and  the 

defendants  were  entrusted with  two numbers  of  Ashok Leyland Tractor 

Artic  Vehicles  by  Ashok  Leyland  Ltd;  from  their  Regional  Sales  office 

situated at Pondeycherry bearing (I)  Chassis No. YVE 513387, Engine No. 

YVE 383738 and (II) Chassis No. YVE 513516, Engine No. YVE 383844. 

The  Ashok  Leyland  Ltd.  had  entrusted  the  above  said  vehicles  to  the 

defendants on the instructions and on behalf of the plaintiff for fabrication 

of the same as Car Carrying Trailer and the said vehicles were duly received 

and collected by the defendants on 27.10.2003 and were kept by them at 

their Chennai -24 Branch. As per terms and conditions of the agreement 

dated 12.08.2003 and in terms of the Invoice dated 25.08.2003 issued by 

the  defendant  No.1  and  2  the  plaintiff  company  had  paid  a  sum  of 

Rs.5,00,000/-(Rupees five  lakh)  only  to the  defendants No.1  and 2 vide 

cheque No. 937259 dated 26.08.2003 drawn on ICICI Bank as an advance 

towards fabrication charges and as per the said agreement duly signed by 

the defendant No.2 on behalf of the defendant No.1. The defendants were 

required  to  fabricate  at  least  one  of  the  aforesaid  two  vehicles   and 

thereafter to deliver the same to the plaintiff within 55 days from the date of 

receipt  of  the advance amount.  The defendants had already undertaken 

fabrication job of other vehicle belonging to sister concerns of the plaintiff 

company and therefore the plaintiff believed the defendants and paid the 

aforesaid advance amount of Rs.5,00,000/-(Rupees five lakh) only in good 

faith  that  the  vehicles  will  be  fabricated  by  the  defendants  and  after 
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fabrication the vehicles shall be delivered by the defendants to the plaintiff. 

The particulars of the vehicles belonging to the plaintiff’s sister concern i.e.

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 3; 

Jainex Pariwahan Pvt. Ltd. given for fabrication to the defendants and duly 

fabricated are – Chassis  No. YVE 514425,  Engine No. YVE 384327 and 

Chassis No. YVE 514417, Engine No. YVE 384427. The defendants after 

fabrication had also issued requisite Sale Certificate in favour of  Jainex 

Pariwahan Pvt. Ltd. and requisite Certificate of Fabrication in respect of 

above  said  two  vehicles.  In  spite  of  receipt  of  the  aforesaid  advanced 

amount the defendants even did not commence the fabrication work of any 

of the vehicle for a long period and ultimately the plaintiff was compelled to 

withdraw its vehicles on 24.12.2003. At the time of withdrawal of vehicles 

the plaintiff’s Director also demanded for refund of the advance amount of 

Rs.5,00,000/- with penalty charges, but the defendants No.2 and 3 had 

expressed their inability to refund the amount and assured to refund the 

same with penalty amount for one vehicle at the rate of Rs.1500/- per day 

with effect from the date of receipt of vehicle by defendants till withdrawal 

amounting  Rs.87,000/-  as  per  agreement  dated  12.08.2003,  within  30 

days, failing which to pay interest at the rate of Rs.18% per annum on 

Rs.5,87,000/- with effect from 25.12.2003 till the date of payment. But in 

spite of that the defendants have neglected and failed to make the payment 

and the defendant even did not make any correspondence with the plaintiff 

in this regard. Hence the plaintiff has instituted this suit for recovery of Rs. 

8,64,944/- with interest and costs etc.

3.    The defendant No.1 and 2 contested the suit  by filing joint written 

statement  contending  inter  alia  that  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  is  not 

maintainable in its present form and manner, there is no cause of action 

for the suit, this court has no jurisdiction to try the suit, the suit is bad for 

non-joinder of proper and necessary parties, the suit is bad for mis-joinder 

of parties. The answering defendants rebutting the claim of the plaintiff of 

having any agreement between the plaintiff and the defendants in respect of 

fabrication works of  the two vehicles of  the plaintiff  contended that  the 

document No.2 stamp paper was signed in blank by Mr. P.  Gopi  in his 

individual capacity and was kept in his office for his own use which was 

stealthily taken away by the visiting Representative of the plaintiff without 

any knowledge of Mr. P. Gopi. The plaintiff mis-used it by putting a forged 

and fabricated Rubber stamp of Managing Director of Estra Fabricatiors 

(Pvt)  Ltd.  on  it  and  termed  it  as  Agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and 

defendant No.1. The defendants have further stated that on 23.08.2003 one 
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Representative  of  the  plaintiff  company  had  visited  the  office  of  the 

defendant No.1 at Chennai and requested the Managing Director of the

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 4; 

defendant  No.1  for  fabrication  of  two numbers  of  Trailers.  The  plaintiff 

through its representative agreed to pay Rs.5,00,000/- as advance for each 

Trailer fabrication of each vehicle on condition that the fabrication shall be 

completed within 5 to 6 months from the date of entire advance amount is 

paid  by plaintiff  or  the  Engine  and Pre-movers are  place  in the  factory 

location of the defendant No.1 which ever is later. Further the plaintiff’s 

representative agreed to make the entire payment of the Fabrication of the 

Trailer  within  one  month  from  the  date  of  the  Pro-forma  Invoice. 

Accordingly,  the  defendant  No.1  prepared  Pro-forma  Invoice  dated 

26.08.2006  for  one  vehicle  and  handed  it  over  to  plaintiff’s  visiting 

Representative who on the next day furnished a Cheque for Rs.60,000/-

only and told the defendant that he would send the cheque/Bank D. D. for 

balance of the advance amount at the time of placing of the vehicle. When 

the Managing Director of the defendant No.1 talked over phone with the 

Managing  Director  of  the  plaintiff  upon  request  of  that  plaintiff’s 

Representative,  the  Managing  Director  of  the  plaintiff  confirmed  all  the 

terms stated above and requested the defendants to bear with them till the 

vehicle  were placed for  sending balance of  advance but they never sent 

requisite  balance amount of  advance Rs.9,40,000/-.  The defendant duly 

completed the fabrication works of Trailer on both the vehicle and delivered 

the same to the plaintiff on 18.12.2004 and 04.05.2004 respectively. The 

defendant never agreed for payment of any penalty or interest for delay, if 

any as alleged by the plaintiff. The defendant specifically stated that they 

are  not  liable  for  any refund,  penalty,  interest  or  any other  amount  as 

claimed  by  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  advance  amount  remains  due  to 

refund. Rather plaintiffs are liable to pay to the defendant No.1 the balance 

of  the  amount  of  Fabrication  Charges  for  two  vehicles  after  deducting 

advance paid and also are liable to pay interest thereon. The answering 

defendants finally prayed for dismissal of  the suit of the plaintiff with costs 

and compensation. 

4.       Based on the rival pleadings of the respective parties following issues 

were framed for just determination of the dispute between the parties:-

ISSUES.
1. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form ?

2. Whether there is cause of action in the suit ?
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3. Whether this Court has no territorial jurisdiction to try and decide 

the suit ?

                                                                                 Contd. on page – 5;

4. Whether  the  suit  is  bad  for  non-joinder  of  proper  and  necessary 

parties and liable to be dismissed ?

5. Whether  any  agreement  was  executed  between  the  parties  on 

12.08.2003 as alleged by the plaintiff ?

6. Whether  plaintiff  paid  advance  for  fabrication  of  trailers  of  two 

vehicles @ Rs.5,00,000/- for each vehicle ? 

7. Whether plaintiff paid advance of Rs.5,00,000/- to the defendant as 

alleged ? 

8. Whether  defendant  fabricated  trailers  bearing  trailer  chassis  No. 

EFM/014/2003-2004  and  EFM/015/2004-2005  for  two  vehicles 

bearing prime mover Chassis No. YUE 383844 and YUE 513516 and 

the  trailers  chassis  Nos.  were  entered  in  R.C.  Book  of  respective 

vehicles upon taking delivery by the plaintiff ?

9. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get any decree as prayed for ?

10.What relief/reliefs the parties are entitled to ?

5.      From the case record it reveals that after filing the written statements 

the defendants remained absent without any steps. At the trial the plaintiff 

has  filed  evidence  on  affidavit  of  one  witness  and  produced  some 

documents in support of his claim but the defendant neither come forward 

to cross-examine the witness of the plaintiff nor adduce any evidence to 

prove their stand. 

6.    I  have heard the oral argument addressed by the learned Counsel 

representing the plaintiff and carefully considered the material evidence on 

record to arrive at judicial verdict. None appeared to argue the case of the 

defendants.

                         DECISION  AND REASONS THEREOF:

7.       Now let us discuss and decide the above said issues on the basis of 

materials available before us on records.

ISSUE NO.1. 

8.       The defendant has taken the plea in their written statements that the 

plaint is vague, ambiguous and though entire plaint is based on so-called 

alleged  agreement,  it  is  mentioned  who  were  the  parties  to  the  said 

agreement. And the plaintiff fails to show where and with whom the said 
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agreement  was  executed.  But  the  defendants  neither  come  forward  to 

cross-examine the plaintiff nor the defendants have adduced any material

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 6; 

evidence to that effect. On the other hand the plaintiff in his plaint as well 

as in his evidence on affidavit categorically stated that on 12.08.2003 the 

plaintiff and the defendants have entered into an agreement at Guwahati, 

for fabrication works of Car carrying Trailers. The Ext.2 is the Zerox copy of 

the said agreement. Thus it is seen that the defendant fails to show that the 

suit of the plaintiff is not maintainable in its present form and manner by 

adducing material  evidence to that effect.  Hence,  I  find that there is no 

cogent reason to believe that the plaintiff’s suit is not maintainable in its 

present  form  and  manner.  Accordingly  this  issue  No.1  is  answered  in 

affirmative and decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.2.

9.      The plaintiff in his plaint as well as in his evidence on affidavit has 

stated  that  there  was  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 

defendants for fabrication works of Car carrying Trailers of two vehicles and 

as per terms and conditions of the agreement the plaintiff has paid a sum 

of  Rs.5,00,000/-  (Rupees five  lakh)  only  to  the  defendants as advanced 

money but the defendants have failed to do the said works of fabrication as 

per terms of the agreement even after receiving the advanced money from 

the plaintiff. On the other hand the defendants have stated in their written 

statements that there was no such agreement between the plaintiff and the 

defendants and on being requested by the plaintiff  the defendants have 

agreed to  do  the  fabrication job of  the  plaintiff’s  two vehicle  with some 

terms and condition. But the plaintiff has not fulfilled the said terms and 

conditions. Thus it reveals that the defendants have totally denied the case 

of  the  plaintiff.  These  rival  contentions  made  by  the  plaintiff  and  the 

defendants have given rise to the cause of action for the suit. Hence, I hold 

the view that there are sufficient cause of action for the suit to go for trial. 

Accordingly,  this  issue No.2 is answered in affirmative and the same is 

decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.3.

10.     The defendants have alleged in their  written statements that the 

defendants  were  entrusted with  two numbers  of  Ashok Layland Tractor 

Artic Vehicle by Ashok Leyaland Limited, from their Regional Sales Office 

situated at Pondicherry or at Chennai where Fabrication work was done , 
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wherefrom the Vehicles were withdrawn or taken by plaintiff. So the cause 

of action arises at Pandicherry as such this Court has no jurisdiction to try

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 7; 

the suit.  Now the question arises if  the defendants were entrusted with 

fabrication works by Ashok Leyaland Ltd, then how and why the plaintiff 

has withdrawn the said Vehicles and who allowed the plaintiff to withdraw 

the said vehicles from the custody of the defendants. These are to be proved 

by  the  defendants  by  adducing  material  evidence  but  the  defendant 

remained silent and failed to established their plea by adducing material 

evidence. On the other hand the plaintiff  has stated that the agreement 

between the parties were executed at Guwahati, and the defendants failed 

to rebut the same by cross-examining the plaintiff.  Hence we can safely 

come to the conclusion that the cause of action arose at Guwahati which is 

within the territorial jurisdiction of this court and this court has territorial 

jurisdiction to try and to decide the suit of the plaintiff.  Thus this issue 

No.3 is answered in affirmative and decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.4. 

11.      The defendants have taken the plea that the Ashok Leyland Limited, 

Pandicherry, where from the plaintiff purchased the Tractor Arctic vehicle 

and who entrusted the vehicle to the defendants for fabrication; and so the 

Ashok Leyland Ltd. is proper party to the suit. Again the plaintiff has filed 

the suit against the defendants including the defendant No.2 and 3 who are 

officers  of  the  defendant  No.1.  And  the  plaintiff  has  impleaded  the 

defendant  No.3  as  Branch  Manager/  Authorised  Signatory  of  Estra 

Fabricators Madras (Pvt) Ltd. whereas there is no such person in existence. 

So  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  is  bad  for  non-joinder  and  mis-joinder  of 

necessary and proper parties. But the defendants have not come forward to 

establish their claim by adducing material evidence to that effect. On the 

other hand the learned Counsel for the plaintiff has submitted that mere 

taking  a  plea  in  the  written  statement  without  proving  the  same  by 

adducing material evidence to that effect is not sufficient to accept the plea. 

The plaintiff has categorically stated in the plaint as well as in his evidence 

of affidavit that on 12.08.2003 the plaintiff company and the defendants 

entered into an agreement for  fabrication of  Car Carrying Trailer of  two 

vehicles of the plaintiff and due to failure of the defendants to complete the 

said  works  within  stipulated  time  the  plaintiff  has  instituted  this  suit 

against  the  defendants.  It  is  also  seen  that  the  Ashok  Leyland  Ltd. 

Pandichery,  has  nothing  to  say  regarding  the  agreement  between  the 
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plaintiff and the defendants. It is settled law that a necessary party is one 

without whom no order can be made. A proper party is one whose presence

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 8; 

is necessary for a complete and final decision of question involved in the 

proceedings. In the present case in hand what we find is that the Ashok 

Leyland Ltd.  Pandicherry,  is  not related with the agreement executed in 

between the plaintiff and the defendants in any way. Apart from that the 

Section 103 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, speaks – “Burden of proof as 

to particular fact – The burden of proof as to any particular fact lies on that 

person  who  wishes  the  Court  to  believe  in  its  existence,  unless  it  is 

provided by any law that the proof of that fact shall lie on any particular 

person.” In view of the discussions made above, in my considered view I 

hold the opinion that the defendants are the proper and necessary parties 

to the suit and nobody other than the defendants are necessary or proper 

party to the suit of the plaintiff. As a result, I find that the plaintiff’s suit is 

not bad for mis-joinder of parties and non-joinder of necessary or proper 

parties. Accordingly this issue No.4 is answered in negative and decided in 

favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO. 5, 6 and 7.

12.      These three issues have taken together for having inconvenience of  

discussion as all  these three issues are connected to each other.  These 

three issues are related to the question as to whether on 12.08.2003 any 

agreement was executed between the parties, whether the plaintiff has paid 

an  advance  amount  of  Rs.5,00,000/-  (Rupees  five  lakh)  only  to  the 

defendants for fabrication of trailers of two vehicles or not. The plaintiff in 

his plaint as well as in his evidence on affidavit  has stated that as per 

agreement dated 12.08.2003 (Ext.2) entered into between the plaintiff and 

the  defendants  and in  terms of  the  proforma  Invioce  dated 25.08.2003 

issued  by  the  defendants  No.1  and  2  the  plaintiff  has  paid  a  sum  of 

Rs.5,00,000/-  (Rupees  five  lakh)  only  vide  Cheque  No.937259  dated 

26.08.2003  to  the  defendants  No.1  and  2  drawn  on  ICICI  Bank as  an 

advance sum towards fabrication charges. The defendants in paragraph 9 

of their written statements have stated that the defendant No.1 prepared 

proforma Invoice dated 26.08.2006 (Ext.3) for one vehicle and handed it 

over to plaintiff’s visiting Representative who on the next day furnished a 

Cheque for  Rs.60,000/-  not  for  Rs.5,00,000/-.  Thus it  is  seen that  the 

defendants have partially admitted the fact that the plaintiff has paid an 

advance  amount  to  the  defendants  for  the  said  works  of  fabrication  of 
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trailers of vehicle. So in this respect we may refer the provisions of Section 

58 of the Indian Evidence Act, 1872, which speaks as – “Facts admitted

                                                                                      Contd. on page – 9; 

need not be proved – No fact need to be proved in any proceeding which the 

parties  thereto or  their  agents agree to admit  at  the hearing,  or  which, 

before the hearing, they agree to admit by any writing under their hands, or 

which by any rule of pleading in force at the time they are deemed to have 

admitted by their pleadings.” 

13.      From the light of above discussions I am constrained to hold that 

the plaintiff has established the fact that on 12.08.2003 an agreement was 

executed between the plaintiff and the defendants for fabrications of trailers 

of two vehicles of the plaintiff by the defendants and the plaintiff has paid 

an  advance  amount  of  Rs.5,00,000/-  (Rupees  five  lakh)  only  to  the 

defendants as fabrication charges. On the other hand the defendants have 

failed to prove that no such agreement was executed between the plaintiff 

and the defendants. The plaintiff neither in the plaint nor in his evidence 

on affidavit has stated that the plaintiff has paid advance to the defendants 

for fabrication of trailers of two vehicles at the rate of Rs.5,00,000/- for 

each vehicle.  It  was the terms and conditions of  the agreement but the 

plaintiff  has  categorically  stated  that  the  plaintiff  has  paid  only  Rs. 

5,00,000/- to the defendants as advance for fabrication works. Although 

the issue No.6 has been framed from the pleadings of the parties but the 

plaintiff has not lead any evidence on this issue nor the plaintiff has made 

any claim that the plaintiff has paid any  advance amount for fabrication of 

trailers of two vehicles at the rate of Rs.5,00,000/- for each vehicle.  Hence, 

in  my considered  view issue  No.6  is  answered  in  negative  and decided 

against  the  plaintiff  and  the  issue  No.5  and  7  are  answered  in  the 

affirmative and decided in favour of the plaintiff. 

ISSUE NO.8.

14.      The plaintiff in the plaint as well as in the evidence on affidavit has 

stated that as per agreement executed between the parties the defendant 

was entrusted for  fabrication works of  two vehicles bearing Chassis  No. 

YVE 513387 and anther vehicle bearing Chassis No. YVE 513516. But the 

defendant has not done the said works of fabrication of those two vehicles 

as per terms and conditions of the agreement. On perusal the evidence of 

the P.W.1 it is seen that the defendants after doing the fabrication works 

have issued the requisite certificate relating the vehicle bearing Chassis No. 

YVE 384427 which is  Ext.8.  The  defendants  have  failed  to  adduce any 
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material evidence to show that they have done the fabrication works of two 

vehicles of the plaintiff. In the light of my foregoing discussion, I am 

                                                                                    Contd. on page – 10;

inclined  to  hold  that  the  defendants  did  not  fabricated  trailers  of  the 

vehicles  bearing  Chassis  No.  YVE  513387  and  another  vehicle  bearing 

chassis No. YVE 513516. Accordingly, issue No.8 is answered in negative 

and decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.9 and 10.  

15.      Both these issues are synonymous and hence these two issue are 

taken  up  together  for  consideration.  In  view  of  the  discussions  and 

decisions of issue No.1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8 it is seen that the plaintiff has 

been able to establish his case against the defendants as alleged. Hence, 

the plaintiff is entitled to get decree for recovery of Rs.5,00,000/- which the 

plaintiff has paid to the defendants as advance amounts for fabrication of 

vehicle together with penalty amount at the rate of Rs.1500/- per day with 

effect  from  27.10.2003  to  24.12.2003  along  with  interest.  Though  the 

plaintiff claimed interest at the rate of Rs.18% on the aforesaid amount till 

24.12.2003 showing inclusion of his claim, but I find no justifiable ground 

for allowing the plaintiff to charge interest for the period calculated by the 

plaintiff  at  the  rate  of  18%  per  annum.  Rather  under  the  facts  and 

circumstances of the case, the plaintiff is entitled to get interest @ 12% per 

annum of Rs.5,87,000/- as pendentelite and future interest from the day of 

filing the suit till the satisfaction of the decreetal amount. Accordingly, both 

issues are answered in affirmative and decided in favour of the plaintiff.

16.      In the result, the suit of the plaintiff is decreed on contest with costs 

against the defendants under the following order.

                                                 ORDER.

        The suit is decreed on contest with costs against the defendants for 

recovery of Rs.5,87,000/- with pendentelite future interest @ Rs.12% per 

annum from the day of filing the suit till realization of the entire decreetal 

amount. Prepare the decree accordingly.

       Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 13th Day of March, 

2013, at Guwahati, Kamrup.

Dictated & Corrected by me.
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      (J. Ahmed.)                                                                    (J. Ahmed.)

Civil Judge No.1,                                                             Civil Judge No.1,

Kamrup, Guwahati.                                                       Kamrup, Guwahati. 

APPENDIX to the M.S.112 of 2009.

1. Witnesses examined by the plaintiff-

     P.W.1—Sri. Shree Chand Vyas.

2. Witnesses examined by the defendants – NIL.

3. Documents examined by the plaintiff –

   Ext.1—Certified Copy of Board’s Resolution.

   Ext.2—Agreement Deed dated 12.08.2003.

   Ext.3—Proforma Invoice dated 25.08.2003.

   Ext.4—Ledger Account sheet.

   Ext.5—Certificate of vehicle bearing chassis No. YVE 384327.

   Ext.6—Certificate of vehicle bearing chassis No. YVE 514425.

   Ext.7— Sale Certificate of vehicle bearing chassis No. YVE 514417.

   Ext.8--  Certificate of fabrication of vehicle bearing chassis No. YVE 

                514417. 

  

Dictated & Corrected by me.

    (J. Ahmed.)                                                                  (J. Ahmed.)
Civil Judge No.1,                                                           Civil Judge No.1,

Kamrup, Guwahati.                                                    Kamrup, Guwahati. 

11


