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                Assam Schedule VII, Form No. 132                                      

                                   HIGH COURT FORM No. (J) 2   

                      HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT.

               IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO 4. AT GUWAHATI.

                                          DISTRICT- KAMRUP

                             Title Suit Case No. 94/1989

 Present:                                                                     Nabajit Bhatta. AJS.  
                                                                                                      MA. LL.B.
                                                                                                Munsiff  No 4, Kamrup,

                                                                                              Guwahati.

11th day of November, 2013   

Punam Singh.                                                         .................... plaintiff. 

-Vs-

Union Of India.                                                     ................... Defendant.

The suit is coming for final hearing  on  11-10-2013  in the presence of:

Mr. D. K. Bhatra.                                                    :Advocate for plaintiff. 

Mr. K. A. Mazumder.                                           : Advocate for Defendant.

               and having stood for, consideration to this day, the court delivered 
the   following Judgment.
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    JUDGMENT

                                        (A suit for declaration.)

 1. The Plaintiff’s case:  The case of the  plaintiff in brief is that the plaintiff 
served  the  nation  as  an  Army  man  under  serial  no.7022986  and  after 
discharge from army in 1956, the plaintiff  was enrolled in C.R.P.F in the 
Month of, 1960 at Ajmer as constable in the 10th Bn, C.R.P.F.  The plaintiff 
was promoted as head constable  on account of his sincere record of  his 
service until 1972. While the plaintiff was attached to 49 th Bn, of the force at 
Ajmer  group centre,  he was shifted  to Neemuch group centre  which was 
subsequently  shifted  to  Guwahati  group  centre.  While  the  plaintiff  was 
attached  to  Guwahati  group  centre,  he  was  under  the  command  of 
commandant 49th Bn C.R.P.F Narsingarh Agartala (Tripura) where he was 
tried by the Commandant  and Magistrate of   49th Bn C.R.P.F Narsingarh 
Agartala  (Tripura)  on  allegation  of  absence  from  duty  with  effect  from 
13.12.1972 to 10.1.1973 and for deserting the force and was convicted and 
sentenced to R.I till the rising of the court on the date of Judgement dated 
19.1.1973 and penalty of dismissal from service was imposed in exercise of 
power under section 12(1) of C.R.P.F Act.  

2.  The  plaintiff  then  preferred  an  appeal  against  the  judgement  before 
Additional Sessions Judge, Agartala. The court while disposing off criminal 
appeal no 16 of 1973 held that there was no case of desertion and that the 
plaintiff  was  liable  only  for  absence  without  permission  or  authority  as 
defined under section 10(m) of the C.R.P.F act and consequenty the sentence 
was reduced to mere fine in lieu of R.I. The sentence of imprisonment having 
been set aside the order imposing penalty under section 12of the Act became 
non est and as such the commandant 49 Bn made fresh orders holding  that 
order of dismissal made under section 12 of the act stood modified to have 
been made so U/S. 27(cc) of the C.R.P.F rules 1955 with retrospective effect.  
The plaintiff  then preferred an appeal before the D.I.G of C.R.P.F Guwahati 
who by his order dated 18.12.1978 rejected the appeal. The plaintiff again 
preferred a revision of the impugned orders before I.G.P C.R.P.F Shillong 
who by his revisional order dated 27.3.1979 also rejected the application for 
revision dated 5.1.1979.  

         3. The plaintiff then through his counsel served upon the defendant a notice 
of suit  u/s 80 C.P.C being dated 3.4.1979 which was duly acknowledged. 
However  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  get  any  redress,  moved  the  D.G.P 
C.R.P.F,  R.K  Puram  Road  New  Delhi  by  a  petition  dated  1.2.1980  and 
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subsequently  by  another  petition  dated  21.2.1980  requesting  the  said 
authority to consider the case in view of the changed circumstance arising out 
of the judgement of the Additional Sessions Judge, Agartala dated 23.3.1978 
and to hold the plaintiff  to be continuing in service. The plaintiff  then on 
failure to get any relief was then compelled to seek interview with the D.G on 
1.12.1987 and submitted before him an application of the entire matter being 
dated  26.11.1987 which the  directorate  by  its  letters  dated  26.5.1988 and 
17.8.1988 acknowledged showing his inability to take any actions therein. 
Thereby the plaintiff having thus exhausted of all statutory remedies, again 
through his counsel served upon the defendant statutory notice of suit u/s 80 
C.P.C dated 6.2.1989 by registered A/D post  but  without any response or 
redress. Hence the plaintiff filed the instant suit praying to decree the suit 
against  the  defendant  with  cost  declaring  that  the  plaintiff   has  not  been 
lawfully dismissed from service and he is still employed as head constable of 
49 Bn, C.R.P.F. And to hold the order of his dismissal from service made by 
the commandant  purportedly in exercise of powers rule 27(cc) of  C.R.P.F 
rules as upheld by appellate ,revisional and reviewing authorities of the force 
as  null  and  void  and  inoperative  as  against  the  plaintiff  being  without 
jurisdiction, incompetent and illegally procured. 

4.  The Defendant’s Case:  The defendant contested the suit and stated that 
the plaintiff reached Ajmer railway station in the morning of 13.12.1972, he 
left the party without information to any one on the party which was reported 
to  by  the  next  junior  to  him  after  reaching  at  battalion  headquarter 
Narasinghgarh  on  9.1.1973.  The  plaintiff  reported  on  11.1.1973  after 
absenting  30  days  without  any  permission  or  authority.  Thereafter  the 
plaintiff was judicially tried on an offence under S. 9 (f) read with  Sec. 10 (p) 
of the C.R.P.F. Act, 1949 by Magistrate 1st Class and Commandant 49th Bn. 
C.R.P.F. and found the plaintiff guilty of offence and he was sentenced for 
R.I.  till  rising  of  the  court  from  the  date  the  judgment  is  delivered  and 
subsequently the Commandant  dismissed him from service.  The defendant 
contended that after the plaintiff appealed in the Ld. Addl. Session Judge’s 
Court, the Ld. Addl. Session Judge changed the sentence of R.I. to that of 
fine.  The  Ld.  Addl.  Session  Judge  had  not  acquitted  the  plaintiff  but 
maintained  the  conviction  including  the  sentence  of  the  plaintiff  with 
modification from imprisonment to fine. This would not make any difference 
in imposing the penalty or dismissal having regard to S. 12 (1) r/w S.10 of the 
Act and the imprisonment thereunder had to be read alongwith fine to give 
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effect to the conviction and the punishment or sentence. Dismissal, removal 
and reduction  in  rank follows  every  such conviction  under  proviso  (a)  to 
Article 311 (2) of the Constitution. 

5.  The Ld.  Addl.  Session Judge,  Agartala  while  deciding the appeal  only 
changed  the  nature  of  punishment.  In  the  judgment  itself,  the  Ld.  Addl. 
Session  Judge  left  the  service  matter  to  be  decided  by  the  authority 
concerned. The authority considered all the aspects and the incident leading 
to the plaintiff’s dismissal. The authority came to the conclusion that the act 
on the part of a member of disciplined force does not merit any leniency and 
as such was dismissed. The penalty of dismissal was imposed based on this 
conviction and sentence since it was not set aside by the appellate court and 
had become final. The penalty imposed was in accordance with the gravity of 
misconduct and is therefore just, proper, valid and is in accordance with law. 

6. The commandant 49 Bn being an administrative authority issued an order 
modifying the original  order  by virtue of  power  under  Rule.27(cc)  of  the 
C.R.P.F Rules,1955. It is a fact that the plaintiff made representation against 
the said order. The DIG of police rejected the appeal preferred by the plaintiff 
after examining the judgment passed by the judicial courts. The IGP, C.R.P.F 
Shillong also rejected the revision petition filed by the plaintiff. It is fact that 
the plaintiff moved the DGP, C.R.P.F, New Delhi. The penalty of dismissal 
was imposed based on this conviction  and sentence since it was not set aside 
by  any  appellate  court  and  had  become  final.  The  penalty  imposed  was 
commensurate with the gravity of misconduct,  and is therefore just proper 
valid and in accordance with law.

7. Thus it is denied that the order of dismissal is null, void, inoperative and 
without jurisdiction. The plaintiff is bound to face the consequences of the 
order which he deserves  for  his own misconduct.  That  the plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  any  relief  as  prayed  for.  The  civil  court  is  not  the  competent 
authority to give the relief prayed for by the plaintiff. Thus the suit is liable to 
be dismissed for want of cause of action as well as competency of the civil 
court to try the suit and the relief claimed by the plaintiff.

8.  ISSUES:
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      Upon determination of the rival pleadings the following issues were 
farmed by my predecessor:

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

2. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form?

3. Whether the suit is barred by law of limitation ?

4. Whether the court has the territorial jurisdiction to try the suit?

5. Whether the order made by the defendant dismissing the plaintiff 
from service are illegal, inoperative and without jurisdiction ?

6. To what relief, the plaintiff is entitled to ?

9.  In the instant suit  the plaintiff has examined himself as PW-1 and the 
defendant  has  examined  one  witnesses.  Plaintiff  has  also  exhibited  some 
documents.

10.  I  have heard argument  advanced by the learned counsels  for  the both 
parties.  The  plaintiff  has  filed  the  written  argument.  Also  perused  the 
pleadings of the parties and the evidence on record and very findings are as 
follows.

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS, AND REASONS THEREOF: 

Now let me discuss the materials  on record and try to arrive at  a definite 
finding as regards the issues in this suit.

ISSUE NO.4: Whether the court has the territorial jurisdiction to try the suit?

11. The plaintiff has filed the instant suit praying to decree the suit against the 
defendant  with  cost  declaring  that  the  plaintiff   has  not  been  lawfully 
dismissed from service and he is still employed as head constable of C.R.P.F 
49 Bn.  And to hold the order  of  his  dismissal  from service  made  by the 
commandant purportedly in exercise of powers rule 27(cc) of C.R.P.F rules as 
upheld by appellate revisional and reviewing authorities of the force as null 
and void and inoperative as against the plaintiff.
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12. Regarding this issue of the instant suit the defendant have not advanced 
any  argument  to  support  their  stand.  Moreover,  there  is  pleading  in  the 
written statement but nothing stated in the pleadings of the defendants as to 
why the court has no territorial jurisdiction to try this suit. On perusal of the 
pleading it reveals that the plaintiff’s dismissal happens to be employed under 
the Guwahati Group Centre, CRPF which is within the territorial jurisdiction 
of this court. The plaintiff has filed the suit against the  the dismissal order by 
the Commandant 49 Bn,C.R.P.F and also against the appeal and revisional 
order  of  DIG,  CRPF,  Guwahati  and  IGP,  CRPF,  Shillong..  The  plaintiff 
preferred  appeal  against  the  both  orders  of  dismissal  passed  by  the 
Commandant  49 Bn. C.R.P.F before the DIG, CRPF, Guwahati which was 
rejected by order dated 18.12.1978.  So,  the defendant  actually  resides or 
carries business at Guwahati and cause of action was also arose at Guwahati. 
So, as per Sec.20 C.P.C. this court has the territorial jurisdiction to try this 
suit.

                Hence I do not deem it fit to hold this court has no territorial 
jurisdiction to try this suit.

DECISION: This issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE NO.2: Whether the suit is maintainable ?  

 13.  plaintiff  filed  the  instant  suit  praying  to  decree  the  suit  against  the 
defendant  with  cost  declaring  that  the  plaintiff   has  not  been  lawfully 
dismissed from service and he is still employed as head constable of C.R.P.F 
49 Bn.  And to hold the order  of  his  dismissal  from service  made  by the 
commandant purportedly in exercise of powers rule 27(cc) of C.R.P.F rules as 
upheld by appellate revisional and reviewing authorities of the force as null 
and void and inoperative as against the plaintiff.

14. Regarding the maintainability of the instant suit the defendant have not 
advanced any argument to support their stand. Moreover, in written statement 
the  defendant  stated  only  that  the  suit  is  not  maintainable,  but   there  is 
nothing stated in the pleadings of  the defendant  as to why the suit  is  not 
maintainable.  Hence I do not deem it fit to hold the suit as non maintainable. 
Hence, this issue is decided in positive.

DECISION : The instant suit is maintainable.

ISSUE NO.1:   Whether there is any cause of action for the suit?  
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15.  The plaintiff has pleaded that while the he  was attached to 49 th Bn of the 
force at Ajmer group centre ,he was shifted to Neemuch group centre which 
was subsequently shifted to Guwahati group centre .While the plaintiff was 
attached  to  Guwahati  group  centre,  he  was  under  the  command  of 
commandant 49th Bn C.R.P.F Narsingarh Agartala (Tripura) where he was 
tried  by  commandant  and  magistrate  of   49th Bn  C.R.P.F  Narsingarh 
Agartala(Tripura)  on  allegation  of  absence  from  duty  with  effect  from 
13.12.1972 to 10.1.1973 and for deserting the force and was convicted and 
sentenced to R.I till the rising of the court on the date of judgement dated 
19.1.1973 and penalty of dismissal from service was imposed in exercise of 
power under section 12(1) of C.R.P.F Act.  

16.  The  plaintiff  then  preferred  an  appeal  against  the  judgement  before 
Additional Sessions Judge Agartala. The court while disposing off criminal 
appeal no 16 of 1973 held that there was no case of desertion and that the 
plaintiff  was  liable  only  for  absence  without  permission  or  authority  as 
defined under section 10(m) of the C.R.P.F act and consequenty the sentence 
was reduced to mere fine in lieu of R.I. The sentence of imprisonment having 
been set aside the order imposing penalty under section 12 became non est 
and as such the commandant 49 Bn made fresh orders holding  that order of 
dismissal made under section 12 of the act stood modified to have been made 
so u/s 27(cc) of the C.R.P.F rules 1955 with retrospective effect. The plaintiff 
then preferred an appeal before the D.I.G of C.R.P.F Guwahati who by his 
order dated 18.12.1978 rejected the appeal.  The plaintiff  again preferred a 
revision of the impugned orders before I.G.P C.R.P.F Shillong who by his 
revisional  order  dated  27.3.1979 also  rejected  the  application  for  revision 
dated 5.1.1979.  

         17. The plaintiff then through his counsel served upon the defendant a notice 
of suit  u/s 80 C.P.C being dated 3.4.1979 which was duly acknowledged. 
However  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  get  any  redress  moved  the  D.G.P 
C.R.P.F,  R.K  Puram  Road  New  Delhi  by  a  petition  dated  1.2.1980  and 
subsequently  by  another  petition  dated  21.2.1980  requesting  the  said 
authority to consider the case in view of the changed circumstance arising out 
of the judgement of the Additional Sessions  Judge, Agartala dated 23.3.1978 
and to hold the plaintiff  to be continuing in service. The plaintiff  then on 
failure to get any relief was then compelled to seek interview with the D.G on 
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1.12.1987 and submitted before him an application of the entire matter being 
dated  26.11.1987 which the  directorate  by  its  letters  dated  26.5.1988 and 
17.8.1988 acknowledged showing his inability to take any actions therein. 
Thereby the plaintiff having thus exhausted of all statutory remedies, again 
through his counsel served upon the defendant statutory notice of suit u/s 80 
C.P.C dated 6.2.1989 by registered A/D post  but  without any response or 
redress. 

Hence there is cause of action for the suit.

DECISION : This issue is decided in favour of the plaintiff. 

ISSUE NO. 3: Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

18.  Regarding  the  issue  of  the  instant  suit  the  defendant  has  advanced 
argument to support their stand. Moreover, there is stated in the pleadings of 
the defendant as to why the suit is barred by limitation. On other hand the 
plaintiff has pleaded that the suit is filed within the period of limitation.

19. The  plaintiff filed the instant suit praying to decree the suit against the 
defendant declaring that the plaintiff  has not been lawfully dismissed from 
service and he is still employed as head constable of C.R.P.F 49 Bn. and to 
hold  the  order  of  his  dismissal  from  service  made  by  the  commandant 
purportedly in exercise of powers rule 27(cc) of C.R.P.F rules as upheld by 
appellate, revisional and reviewing authorities of the force as null and void 
and inoperative as against the plaintiff.

20. The suit for declaration that the order of dismissal from service was null, 
void and unconstitutional and that the employee continues to be in service 
must go within three years of the limitation of which starts running from the 
date of passing the dismissal order or within the three years from the date of 
disposal of appeal or revision.  Art-58 of the Limitation Act provides that to 
obtain any other declaration the limitation period is three years.

21. The Commandant of the 49 Bn. CRPF had passed the dismissal order on 
19-01-1973 against the plaintiff  U/S. 12(1) of C.R.P.F Act,1949. Later on, 
the Commandant 49 Bn made fresh orders on 16-08-1978 holding  that order 
of dismissal made under U/S. 12 of the act stood modified to have been made 
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so U/S. 27(cc) of the C.R.P.F rules 1955 with retrospective effect  and the 
plaintiff was removed from the service.

22.  The plaintiff preferred appeal against the orders of dismissal passed by 
the Commandant  49 Bn. CRPF before the DIG, CRPF, Guwahati Which was 
rejected  by  order  dated  18.12.1978.  Then  the  plaintiff  again  preferred  a 
revision against  this  order before the IGP, C.R.P.F,  Shillong,  but  the said 
revision  application  was  also  dismissed  vide  order  dated  27-03-1979. 
Thereafter, no revision or appeal was preferred by the plaintiff except some 
representation made before the IGP and DGP of C.R.P.F. which were also 
dismissed.

23.  Representation is not the statutory right under the C.R.P.F, Act 1949 and 
Rule,1955, so the period of limitation can not be calculated from the date of 
such rejection of  representation.  Since the revision petition was disposed off 
against the plaintiff  in the month of March,1979, the plaintiff should have 
approached  the  Civil  court  within  the  month  of   March,1982.   But,  the 
plaintiff filed the instant suit on 26.06.1989 before the Civil Court.

So, this suit was not filed within the period of limitation. So, the suit 
is barred by the law of limitation.

DECISION: Accordingly issue no 3 is decided in favour of the defendant.

ISSUE  No.5:  Whether  the  order  made  by  the  defendant  dismissing  the 
plaintiff from service are illegal, inoperative and without jurisdiction ?

          I have seen the materials on record, the evidences and documents 
exhibited by the parties.

24.  The plaintiff  Sri Punam Singh as PW-1 has stated the same story of the 
plaint.  In  cross-  examination  the  Ld.  Counsel  of  the  defendant  has  only 
submitted the suggestions rather verifying the testimony of his evidence. The 
defendant  has  adduced  evidence  through  Sri  S.K.  Choudhary,  Deputy 
Commandant ( Law) CRPF as DW-1. The DW-1 has stated that the plaintiff 
was  dismissed  from  service  through  departmental  proceeding  by  the 
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Commandant CRPF. In cross-examination the DW-1 has admitted that they 
have not considered of the case of the plaintiff in view of the change of the 
conviction and punishment. The DW-1 has also stated that after change of the 
conviction, the competent authority has conducted the departmental enquiry, 
but he has not submitted any document.

25. I have minutely perused the pleading and the evidence led by the both 
sides.  I have carefully gone through the exhibits filed by the plaintiff.  On 
perusal I have found the followings.

26.  The plaintiff was convicted under S. 9 (f) read with  Sec.10 (p) of the 
C.R.P.F Act, 1949 by Magistrate 1st Class and Commandant 49th Bn. C.R.P.F 
and found the plaintiff guilty of offence of desertion and he was sentenced for 
R.I.  till  rising  of  the  court  from  the  date  the  judgment  is  delivered  and 
subsequently the Commandant dismissed him from service under Sec.12 of 
the Act. 

27. In appeal the Ld. Addl. Session, Agartala held that there was no case of 
desertion and that the plaintiff was liable only for absence without permission 
or  authority  as  defined  under  section  10(m)  of  the  C.R.P.F  act  and 
consequenty the sentence was reduced to mere fine in lieu of R.I.  The Ld. 
Addl.  Session  Judge  had  not  acquitted  the  plaintiff  but  maintained  the 
conviction  including  the  sentence  of  the  plaintiff  with  modification  from 
imprisonment to fine.

 28.  Then  the  commandant  49  Bn,  CRPF issued  an  order  modifying  the 
original  order  by  virtue  of  power  under   Rule.27(cc)  of  the  C.R.P.F 
Rules,1955.  And  the  plaintiff  was  dismissed.  Then  the  plaintiff  made 
representation against the said order. The DIG. C.R.P.F, Guwahati  rejected 
the appeal preferred by the plaintiff after examining the judgment passed by 
the  judicial  courts.  The  IGP,  C.R.P.F  Shillong  also  rejected  the  revision 
petition filed by the plaintiff. Then the plaintiff moved the DGP, CRPF, New 
Delhi. But, he also dismissed the application.  The penalty of dismissal was 
imposed based on this conviction  and sentence since it was not set aside by 
any appellate court and had become final.
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29.  Sec.  12(1)  provides  that  every  person  sentenced  under  this  Act  to 
imprisonment  may  be  dismissed  from  force.  First  time  the  plaintiff  was 
dismissed  under  this  sec  12(1)  of  the  C.R.P.F  Act,1949.   Later  the 
commandant 49 Bn, CRPF issued an order modifying the original order by 
virtue of power under Rule.27(cc) of the C.R.P.F Rules,1955.  Rule.27 of the 
CRPF Rules,1955 provides that a constable of the force may dismissed or 
removed from service after conducting a formal departmental enquiry by the 
Commandant, C.R.P.F.  

30.Rule.27(cc) of the C.RPF Rules,1955 provides  exemption of departmental 
enquiry, ( i) where any penalty is imposed on a member of the force on the 
ground of conduct which has led of his conviction on a criminal charge or (ii) 
where the competent authority to impose the penalty is satisfied for reasons to 
be recorded by it in writing that it is not reasonably practicable to hold on 
enquiry in the manner provided in this rules.

31. This court would not interfere with the finding of the proceeding held 
under Rule. 27(cc) of the CRPF Rule, 1955 because the plaintiff could not 
prove that he was dismissed, contrary to the law and the principle of natural 
justice. This court can not interfere of such findings or order of removal from 
service.

32.  The  penalty  of  dismissal  was  imposed  based  on  this  conviction  and 
sentence since it was not set aside by any appellate court and had become 
final.  The  penalty  imposed  was  commensurate  with  the  gravity  of 
misconduct, and is therefore just proper valid and in accordance with law.

33. Thus this court has not declared that the order of dismissal is null, void, 
inoperative  and  without  jurisdiction.  The  plaintiff  is  bound  to  face  the 
consequences of the order which he deserves for his own misconduct. That 
the plaintiff is not entitled to any relief as prayed for. 

DECISION: This issue is decided in the negative and against the plaintiff..
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ISSUE NO. 8:   To what relief the plaintiff is entitled to?  

34.  In view of aforesaid discussion more particularly in issue no.3 & 5, it is 
held that the plaintiff  is not entitled to any relief as prayed for in the plaintiff.

DECISION: This issue is decided in the negative and against the plaintiff.

      ORDER

           The suit is of the plaintiff is dismissed on contest without cost.   

           Prepare the decree accordingly.              

           Given under my hand and seal of this court on the 11 th day of 
November, 2013.

 
                                                                                                      Nabajit  Bhatta.

                                                                                                             Munsiff NO 4, Kamrup.

                                                                                                                                 Guwahati.
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  APPENDIX

Exhibits of the Plaintiff:

Ext-1 is the certified copy of judgment and order dated 19-01-1973 passed 
by the Commandant and Magistrate 1st class, 49 Bn CRPF.

Ext-2:  is  the  copy  of  dismissal  order  dated  19-01-1973  passed  by  the 
Commandant and Magistrate 1st class, 49 Bn CRPF. 

Ext-3: is the copy of judgment and order dated 20-03-1978 passed by the 
Ld. Addl Session Judge, Tripura, Agartala.

Ext-4: is the copy of memorandum of Appeal filed against the dismissal 
order dated 19-01-1973.

Ext-5:  is  the  copy  of  memo  and  petition  filed  before  the  Deputy  IGP, 
CRPF, on 23-05-1978.

Ext-6 & 7:  is the copies of representation before the Commandant, 49 Bn, 
CRPF.

Ext-8: is the copy of representation before the IGP,CRPF, Shillong.

Ext-9: is the copy of memorandum of Appeal against the order of dismissal 
dated 16-08-1978 passed by Commandant, 49 Bn. CRPF.

Ext-10: is the copy of order dated 18-12-1978 passed by the Deputy IGP, 
CRPF, Guwahati.

Ext-11: is the is the copy of order dated 03-1979 passed by the IGP, CRPF, 
Shillong.

Ext-12: is the copy of legal notice dated 03-04-1979 to the home Ministry, 
Govt. of India.

Ext-13: T he letter of acknowledgement by the home Ministry, Govt. of 
India.

Ext-14 & 15:  are the copies of letter  dated 1-02-1980 and 21-02-1980 
adress to the DGP.

Ext-16: is the certificate of posting of the letter dated 21-02-1980.
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Ext-17 & 18: are the copy of letter dated 26-11-1987 and 23-12-1987.

Ext-19: is the copy of the letter dated 30-12-87 of Deputy Director (Adm), 
CRPF.

Ext-20 & 21:  are  the letter  dated 26-05-1988 and 17-08-1988 from the 
Deputy Director.

Ext-22: is the copy of legal notice U/S 80 CPC dated 06-02-1989.

Ext-23 to 28: are the relevant postal receipts.

Ext-29 to 31: are the postal Acknowledgement card.

Ext-22- A: is the English translation of notice dated 06-02-1989.

Exhibits of the defendant.

Nill

WITNESSES

Plaintiff’s witnesses

PW 1:  Sri Punam Singh.

Defendant’s witnesses

DW 1:  S.K. Choudhury.

The list of Cited Judgment by the plaintiff:

1. Kusheswar Saikia -Vs – U.O.I and another. (2003) 3 GLR 1

2. Rajasthan  State  Road  Transport  Corp.  –vs-  Bal  Mukund  Bairwa. 
(2009) 4 SCC 299.

3. State of M.P AND ors. –Vs- Hazarilal. (2008) 3SCC 273.

4. . Madras Port Trust – Vs- Hymanshu International. ( 1979) 4 SCC 
176.      

                                                              



15

The list of Cited Judgment by the defendant: 

1. Transport Corp. –Vs- M.G. Vittal Rao. ( 2012) 1 SCC 442.

2. Kanhaiyalal Agrawal- Vs- Gowalior Suger Co. Ltd. (2001) 9 SCC 
609.

3. Margret Almeida Vs. Bombay Catholic Coop. (2012) SCC 642.
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