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"Recently, in H. Siddiqui (Dead) by Lrs. V. A. Ramalingam, (2011) 4
SCC 240, while dealing with Section 65 of the Evidence Act, this
Court opined though the said provision permits the parties to adduce
secondary evidence, yet such a course is subject to a large number of
limitations. In a case where the original documents are not produced
at any time, nor has any factual foundation been laid for giving
secondary evidence, it is not permissible for the court to allow a party
to adduce secondary evidence. Thus, secondary evidence relating to
the contents of a document is inadmissible, until the non-production
of the original is accounted for, so as to bring it within one or other of
the cases provided for in the section. The secondary evidence must
be authenticated by foundational evidence that the alleged copy is in
fact a true copy of the original. It has been further held that mere
admission of a document in evidence does not amount to its proof.
Therefore, it is the obligation of the Court to decide the question of
admissibility of a document in secondary evidence before making
endorsement thereon.”
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