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(The learned Advocate for the plaintiff intends to confront the
witness with a document which is not produced on record submitting that as
per the provisions of Order 7 Rule 14 of CPC, witness can be confronted with
the document produced for cross-examination or for refreshing the memory. He
submits that witness is standing in the shoes of her late husband and she is
aware of his signature and therefore such document can be shown to the
witness as per above provisions for refreshing her memory and therefore, any
witness including above witness can be confronted with above document which

is a xerox copy without its production.

The learned Advocate for the defendant objects to such confronting
submitting that above document first needs to be produced on record and
thereafter witness can be confronted with such document. He submits that
above provision is regarding plaintiff’s witnesses and here the defendant is
under cross-examination and therefore, above provision is not applicable. He
further submits that as per above provision, here, there is no question of
refreshing of memory of above witness as she has not deposed about it earlier
and therefore, such document cannot be shown to the witness without

production.

The learned Advocates for the parties have not made any other

submissions and have not filed any material in support of their contentions.
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Considering the submissions made and provisions and issues involved, matter

be posted for necessary order and further evidence.)
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