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1.    This intra-Court appeal filed by the private

respondents is directed against the order dated 25.04.2024

passed in WPA 7961 of 2024.  The only ground which is

canvassed  is  whether  the  Certificate  Officer  could  have

exercised  jurisdiction  under  the  provisions  of  the  Bengal

Public Demands Recovery Act, 1913 without resorting to the

civil court and the in filing the execution petition.   

2.      This contention is largely pitched upon the

observations  made  in  a  writ  petition  being  W.P.

19177(W)/2018 dated 03.10.2018.   On going through the

order in its entirety, we find that the learned writ court did

not  restrict  the  execution  proceedings  should  only  be
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through the civil court and not by any other proceedings, in

fact  the  bank  was  directed  to  take  suitable  steps  in

consultation with the Registrar of Cooperative Societies

3.    Therefore,  it  appears  that  a  proper

consultation  and  proper  advice  was  rendered  and  the

matter  was  moved  before  the  Certificate  Officer  after

following due process.  The learned Single Judge noted the

factual position that there are serious allegations of fraud

and forgery committed by the appellant.  

4.     Thus,  we  find  no  grounds  made  out  to

interfere  with the  impugned order  passed by  the  learned

Single Judge and the appeal stands dismissed.   It will be

well  open  to  the  appellant  to  initiate  proceedings,  if

aggrieved,  by  the  order  passed  in  accordance  with  law.

Consequently,  the  connected  application  also  stands

dismissed.     

                                     (T. S. Sivagnanam)
                                      (Chief Justice)
                                  

                                      (Hiranmay Bhattacharyya, J.)
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