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4) gt g IT HET “AIR 2009 RAJASTHAN 137, Rajesh Kumar
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“10. As noticed above, the petitioner-defendant has taken

the specific stand that the original will is in possession of the
plaintiff, therefore, petitioner-defendant’s claim to produce the
secondary evidence is covered by clause (a) of Section 65 of the
Act. In this view of the matter, the document sought to be
produced by the defendant as secondary evidence deserves to be
taken on record. It will be open for the plaintiff to question the
genuineness of the document sought to be produced as secondary

evidence at the appropriate stage.”
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