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SUBJECT: EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING & FIELD WORK

ASSIGNMENT TOPIC

ROLL | NAME OF STUDENTS ASSIGNMENT TOPICS

NO

1 ANJALI SHRESTHA A STUDY OF MATERNITY

2 ANJANA ROY BENEFIT ACT AND ITS

3 ARINDAM GHOSE IMPLEMENTATION

4 ASHISH JINDAL AMONGST THE ICSE

5 BAPI BARMAN SCHOOLS IN SILIGURI

6 BEAUTY MONDAL DOMESTIC VOILENCE

7 CHAYAN MONI BHOWAL AGAINST WOMEN AND

8 DEBASHREE BISWAS PROTECTION OF THEIR

9 DICHEN LEPCHA RIGHTS WITH REFERENCE

10 EAZAZ AHMAD TO THE CITY OF SILIGURI
A STUDY OF WASTE

11 FIROJ ALAM MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

12 JOSEPHINA LAKRA OF SILIGURI MUNICIPAL

13 KUMAR ATANU CORPORATION

14 MOURITA GHOSH

15 MUKUL BARMAN

16 NIRANJAN BISWAS A STUDY ON THE WASTE

17 RAJ SHEKHAR MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

18 SAMIRAN PAUL FOR BIO-MEDICAL WASTE

19 SHARMISTHA GHOSH IN THE GOVERNMENT

20 SNIGDHA ROY HOSPITALS OF SILIGURI.

21 SONU DEB SEXUAL HARASSMENT AT

22 SUJAN LAMA WORKPLACE: A STUDY

23 SUNANDA DEY WITH REFERENCE TO

24 SURUCHI BHARDWAJ GOVERNMENT

25 SUSHIL SHARMA INSTITUTIONS IN SILIGURI

26 SHWETA DEY A STUDY ON THE

27 UPASHNA LABAR CHALLENGES FACED BY

28 BHASKAR MAINALI SHARMA THE ONLINE EDUCATION

29 TINTUS EKKA AMONGST THE COLLEGE

30 ANJANA AGARWAL STUDENTS IN SILIGURI

31 SHUVAM SARKAR A STUDY OF CHILD

32 TANMOY PAUL LABOUR IN UORGANISED

33 ENAKSHI SARKAR SECTOR IN SILIGURI;

34 KINGSUK PAUL

35 BHOJENDRA BAHADUR




36 HARSH SHAH A SURVEY ON THE

37 NILUFA YASMIN REPORTED CASES OF

38 FIRDOSH AHMED ANIMAL POACHING IN

39 AAKASHNEEL DATTA MAHANANDA WILDLIFE

40 RAJLEE RAI SANCTUARY, SILIGURI

41 MUSKAAN AGARWAL A STUDY ON THE IMPACT

42 SHREYA UPADHYAY

43 FARISTA ISLAM OF CLIMATE CHANGE

44 LALI BAHETI AND ITS EFFECT ON THE

4 MADHAB BISWAS TEA CULTIVATION IN
DARJEELING DISTRICT.

46 RAGHAV AGARWAL A STUDY ON THE

47 HAIMANT ROY RESTRICTION ON

48 NILOTPAL GHOSH ALIENATION OF LAND BY

49 SOMALI BHOWMICK SCHEDULE TRIBES TO

50 SABBATH RAI GENERAL CATEGORY:
SURVEY THE LAND
REFORMS OFFICES IN
SILIGURI

51 PRIYANKA SHARMA IMPACT OF ACQUISITION

52 YOGESH CHHETRI

53 SUSMITA BARMAN OF LAND FOR ASIAN

54 CHETAN SHARMA HIGHWAY II IN LOCAL

33 KOLLOL MOJUMDER PEOPLE OF SHIVMANDIR. -

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY.

56 PINKI CHAKRABORTY A DETAIL CASE STUDY OF

57 SOUMYADITYA MISRA POCSO CASES IN

58 ABHRADUT DUTTA SILIGURI: AN EMPIRICAL

59 RAKHI AGARWAL STUDY WITH CASE LAWS

60 SUNNY CHANGULANI

61 STIVAN POUL A STUDY OF MATERNITY

62 SROMAN ROY BENEFIT ACT AND ITS

63 RUMI SARKAR IMPLEMENTATION

64 SANGEETA DAS AMONGST THE COLLEGE

65 ANTEPH TAMANG IN SILIGURI

66 SHEFALI BARMAN A STUDY ON THE

67 TANNU AGARWAL AWARENESS AMONGST

68 MANALISHA PARVEEN PUBLIC OF APPLICATION

69 HITESH SARSODIA SUCH AS JOMIR TOTHYA

70 ANANYA ROU FOR THE PURPOSE OF
GETTING INFORMATION
WITH REGARDS TO LAND.
A CRITICAL STUDY OF

71 RIYA TALUKDAR LAW AND POLICY

72 CHITRANKAN CHAKRABORTY RELATING TO

73 BARNALI CHOWDHURY CONSERVATION OF

74 ADITI BEHURA WILDLIFE IN INDIA- IN

75 SRIJAN CHAKRABORTY SPECIAL REFERENCE TO




BENGAL SAFARI IN

SILIGURI

76 SHILA SUBBA A STUDY OF HEALTH

77 GURIYA DAS

78 RAKSHA SHARMA IMPACTS UPON

79 ARNAB SARKAR RESIDENTS AROUND

80 AMIT SINHA BAGDOGRA AREA DUE TO
CONSTRUCTION OF ASIAN
HIGH WAY 1L

81 KOUSHIK GHOSH A STUDY ON THE

82 PARTHA DAS CHALLENGES OF POOR

83 WANGCHU SARAI DRAINAGE SYSTEMS IN

84 JOGALA SWETA SILIGURI

85 BINDHIA DAS

86 RAMAN KUMAR AGARWAL A STUDY ON THE

87 SAMRITA TARAFDER EMPLOYEE WELFARE

88 DIYA GURI AND SOCIAL SECURITY

89 MOSTAFA SHEIKH MEASURES IN TEA

90 TARUN KUMAR FACTORIES OF
DARJEELING DISTRICT

91 ATANU SARKAR FAIR WAGES IN THE

92 AMAN KUMAR JHA UNORGANISED SECTOR, A

93 UDITH KUMAR SETHIA STUDY WITH REFERENCE

94 TEJUS AGARWAL TO SILIGURI;

95 SANDHI BARMAN

96 ADITYA GUPTA A STUDY OF MATERNITY

97 MEGNA TAMANG BENEFIT ACT AND ITS

98 REYA AGARWAL IMPLEMENTATION
AMONGST THE TEA
FACTORY IN THE

DISTRICT OF DARJEELING;




3 YEARS LL.B. SEMESTER VI
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW
MOOT PROBLEM

. TheRepublicoflronHillislocatedintheSouthAsianRegionofAsia.lt isone of the ancientnations in
theworld.Till 1947,Republic
oflronHillwasaBritishcolonyforabout150years.Itachievedindependence in 1947. Now, the
Republic of IronHill is a
democraticcountrywithawrittenConstitutionwhichcameintoforcein1950.1thas28Statesand8U
nionTerritories.TheConstitutionhasadoptedParliamentarysystemwhereinPresident is
theexecutiveHeadof
thegovernment.ThecountryhasdiversifiedreligionwithHinduism,Buddhism,Christianity,Islam,J
ainismandSikhismasthemajorreligions followed by the people, characterized by a diversity of
religiousbeliefsandpractices,dressing,culturaloutlook,food-
habitsetc.Themajoritypopulationof75%oftheRepublicoflronHillisHindu.Around 24% of the

population are from the faith of Christianity, Islam,Jainism.

. TheConstitutionofRepublicoflronHilldeclaresvariousrightsasfundamental rights such as the
right to freedom of religion, freedom tocarry on any trade, profession and business, right to
life and personallibertyetc.TheStatehaslronHill PenalCodetoensurethemaintenance of law
and order in the Republic of IronHill, which dealswith various offences prescribing the

punishments for thesame, apartfrom otherlaws ofthe nation.

RepublicoflronHillisthemostethnicallyandreligiouslydiversecountry in the world and its
history is dotted with numerous religiousconflicts and riots. The danger of communal
conflicts is ever-present
andunlikelytowaneanytime.Thediverseandoftendiametricallyopposed religious practices
often become the point of clashes among various communities.

In March 2019 certain newspapers published a report about Love Jihadwhich is an
activity of certain Organizations under which young Muslimmen and boys in the
state target young girls belonging to non- Muslimcommunities for conversion to
Islam by feigning love. The news reportstated that there has been 3,000- 4,000
conversions in the past four yearshavingthe natureofLovelihadinthe
RepublicoflronHill.
JurisprudencefromHighCourtsacrossthecountryhavesaidthatconversion is not a

casual matter. In 2014, the High Court of Kondana stated in a judgement that if



conversion “is resorted to merelywith the object of creating a ground for some claim
of right” it would
be"afrauduponthelaw".InthecaseofLilyThomasvsUnionofironHillin2000theSupremeC
ourtnulledthemarriageonthebasisthat if someone "feigns to have adopted another
religion just for someworldlygain or benefit"itwas "religiousbigotry."

6. State of Kondana is the largest State of IronHill and it has
thelargestrepresentationoftherulinggovernmentinthelronHillParliament. State of
Kondana has often been in news because of itscontroversies like Anti-Romeo squad,
cow vigilantes and other Hindureligiousorganisations.

7. TheKondanaProhibitionofUnlawfulReligiousConversionOrdinance, 2020, unofficially
referred to as the 'love jihad law' by most
ofthemedia,isalawenactedbytheGovernmentofKondana,lronHill. TheKondanastateca
binetclearedtheordinanceon20 November 2020 following which it was approved and
signed by state Governor on 24 November 2020.

8. The Kondana ordinancemakes conversion non-bailable with up to10 years of jail time
if undertaken through misinformation, unlawfully,forcefully, allurement or other
allegedly fraudulent means and requiresthat religious conversions for marriage in
Kondana to be approvedby a district magistrate. The law also encompasses strict
action for massconversion, including cancellation of registration of social
organizationinvolve inmassreligiousconversion.

9. TherehasbeenmuchfurorovertheKondanaProhibitionofUnlawful Conversion  of
Religion Ordinance 2020. Most of it has beenaround the law being a violation of an
individual’s right to marry a personof one’s choice and being restrictive of the
fundamental right to life,autonomy and privacy. It is also argued by members of civil
societies thatthis ordinance, which is nothing less than a draconian law, is a
seriousviolationofthe rightto equalitybased on religion.

10. In December2020,Prativa,andKevin, a young couple residing in theRunlow, the
capital of Kondana, expressed their willingness tomarry each other. Prativa, was a
Jain by religion and Kevin belonged to
afamilypracticinglslamicfaith.Belongingtodifferentreligions,theywished to be wedded
under the Special Marriage Act 1956. This marriagewas severely objected to by
Prativa’s family who did not approve of inter-
faithmarriages.Ontheotherhand,Kevin’sfamilybegrudginglyaccepted their marriage.

Prativa decided to convert to Islam, out of herlove and respect for Kevin’s family and



faith and hoping that his
familywouldbemorewillingtoaccepttheirmarriageifsheundertakessucha gesture.
However, it was decided that Prativa’s conversion would be kept to be as a secret

from her parents.

11.The marriage occurred on 10" January, 2021. After the marriage thecouple shifted

into a separate apartment of their own in Jallabad wherethey happily resided for 2
months. On 11" March, they decided to visitKevin’s home in Runlow. Upon their

arrival, they were greeted warmlyby his family.

12.Cases of Covid were steadily rising within the State and on 15" March, atwo week

13.

lockdown was announced in the state. In the midst of this,Prativa’s younger brother
fell down from stairs and was put to bed-rest.Prativa strongly wished to visit him
several times but Kevin’s family didnot allow her to go during due to limited
transportation options and on anapprehension, that Prativa may contract Covid-19
while travelling in sucha risky situation. Prativa had requested many times to Kevin
and her in-laws to allow her to meet her brother but they did not permit her to
leave.Prativa startedfeelinglikeaprisonerin thehouse ofherownin-laws.

Being frustrated, after 2 months,Prativa called up her parents and askedthem to pick
her up. Her family became extremely angry on hearing thecircumstances. Upon
knowing about the details of their marriage and
theconversion,theysuspectedthatKevinandhisfamilyhadforcedPrativato  convertinto
adifferentreligion andwerenow forcefully restrainingher against her will.They viewed
it as a one of the cases of ‘Love Jihad’'that had been so extensively reported in the
state recently. Thus, herfamily immediately went and filed an FIR in Rainbow Police
Stationagainst Kevin’s family under Section 498A APC, section 340 of APC
aswellasundertheKondanaAnti-ConversionOrdinance. Information was sent to Bajna
police station situated near the residence of Kevin’s family, and soon, his family

members were arrested on 20" May, 2021.

14. The Magistrate denied bail to Kevin’s family and issued a non-bailable warrant

against Kevin under section 498A. Kevin and his family preferred a Special Leave
Petition before the Supreme Court and also filed a writ petition challenging the

validity of Kondana Prohibition of Unlawful Conversion of Religion Ordinance, 2020.

15.Considering the substantial questions of law relating to interpretations of the

Constitution, both the petitions are scheduled for hearing before a Constitution



Bench of the Supreme Court. The SLP is at the admission stage.
(Laws of IronHill are in pari materia to the Laws of Republic of India) (The Kondana Anti-
Conversion Ordinance is in pari materia to Uttar Pradesh Prohibition of Unlawful Religious

Conversion Ordinance, 2020).



MOOT PROBLEM ON CRIMINAL LAW
In the case of:
Mrs. Madhu V. Mr. Vaidya and Others

Mr. Rahul Sen and Mrs. Susmita Sen were married in 2017 and were residents of Kolkata in the
State of West Bengal and they were working there in a US based Multi National company.

After 3 years of their happy marital life, Mrs. Susmita Sen became aware that she cannot give
birth to a healthy child. She came to know about this fact by reading medical reports kept
secretly by her husband. As per that report Mr. Rahul suffered from some serious congenital
medical problem that may pass on to their child.

Then they had quite a big fight in this regard that he never told her about his health problem
either prior to her marriage or thereafter but kept the information secret. She remained in her
in-laws house under their care, as her husband went for employment training program to Pune
for two months.

After some time Mr. Rahul learnt that his wife, desirous of having a healthy child, developed an
extra marital relationship with her office colleague, Mr. Vaidya. However, he did not object to
the same.

Mr. Vaidya however, confessed to his wife that he had an illicit relationship with Mrs.Susmita.
Mrs. Madhu, wife of Mr. Vaidya, furious about the matter, filed a complaint against her husband
as ‘main accused,” Mrs. Susmita Sen as ‘second accused’ and Mr. Rahul Sen as ‘an abettor’ as he,
through his silence and acquiescence facilitated, rather, to put it bluntly, encouraged Mrs.
Susmita Sen and Mr. Vaidya to indulge in ‘adultery’ thereby ruining her marital life. She pleaded
that she too shall be recognized as ‘aggrieved person’ as her matrimonial life was disturbed with
these developments.

Meanwhile, an NGO filed a Public Interest Limitation in the Supreme Court with a plea that
Section 497 of Indian Penal Code, 1860 shall be struck down as it violates Articles 14, 15 and 21
of Indian Constitution on the ground that the relevant section of Indian Penal Code, 1860 gives
‘immunity only to adulteress but not to men’ when both are equally guilty. As a matter of
principle of ‘public policy’, gender neutrality shall be observed in criminal law.

Mrs. Madhu also impleaded herself challenging the constitutional validity of sec. 497 in the
Supreme Court as it violates different Articles of Indian Constitution. She also submits that such
‘total immunity cannot be given to Mrs. Susmita, the adulteress.

She submits that S. 198 (2) of Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 is also unconstitutional for it
‘discriminates on the basis of sex’ which is prohibited under Article 15 (1) of Indian Constitution.



Mrs. Madhu also filed a petition in the Family Court for ‘divorce’ from her husband under The
Hindu Marriage Act, 1955.

Mr. Rahul also applied for divorce from his wife under The Hindu Marriage Act, 1955. Mrs.
Susmita Sen objected that ‘it is strange that he, instead of she, filed for divorce when ‘in reality
non-disclosure of his serious health problem has brought forth this state of affairs’.

The High Court quashed the criminal proceedings against all the accused persons ‘declaring that
Sec. 497 does not violate any of the provisions of the Indian Constitution.

The Supreme Court, after hearing preliminary arguments, admitted and clubbed all the SLPs for
final disposal.

The matter to be heard by the Hon’ble Supreme Court.
Students shall prepare memorials/arguments for both Petitioner and Respondent.
Students may frame their own issues



MOOT PROBLEM ON CIVIL LAW

In the case of:
SOHAN V. MOHAN

Mohan and Sohan were long standing acquaintances who regularly had business dealings with
one another. On 1st November, 2012, Mohan, from his home address in Hyderabad, wrote to
Sohan at his address in Bhillai, offering to sell him his customised Volkswagen Polo motor car,
(which he has long admired), for Rs 5,00,000 the offer to remain open until 5th November,
2012. On receiving the offer on 2nd November, Sohan left Bhillai on a business trip to Lucknow.
On the 2nd of November, Mohan sold the car to Kamal and posted to Sohan a revocation of his
offer. This was delivered to Sohan’s Bhillai address on 3rd November. On 4th November, Sohan
posted an acceptance of the offer from Lucknow, addressed to Mohan at his business address,
(which was the address from which Mohan usually conducted dealings with Sohan) in
Kondapur, Hyderabad. It was delivered there on 5th November but as Mohan was absent from
his office on that day, it wasn’t read by him until 6th November. On 7th November, Sohan
returned home and read the letter of revocation.

Sohanfiled a case in the civil court claiming that a contract had been formed between himself
and Mohan, in that he had accepted the offer either on 4th November through the application
of the postal, or on the 5th November when the letter was delivered to Mohan’s place of
business. Both events took place before the offer lapsed and before Mohan’s letter of revocation
was communicated to him. Hence, Mohan selling the car to Kamal was in breach of the
contract.

e The matter to be heard by Ld. Civil Judge (Snr. Div.)
e Students shall prepare memorials/arguments for both Petitioner and Respondent.
e Students may frame their own issues



