
HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL APPEAL 

 
IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE, TEZPUR, SONITPUR 

Present: N.J. Haque, LLM, AJS 
Civil Judge 

   Tezpur, Sonitpur 
6th February‟ 2020 

      TITLE APPEAL NO. 4/2019  

    (1)  Sri Chandan Nayak 
     (2)  Sri Lakhi Nayak 
     (3)  Smt. Hima Nayak 
 

 Sons and Daughter of Late Binundra Nayak 
    Resident of Koch Gaon 
     PO & PS – Biswanath Chariali 
     Mouza- Sakomatha 
    Dist - Sonitpur, now Biswanath, Assam 
 
        ----- Appellants/ defendants 
     
                                                 -Versus- 

 
      Smt. Nirupama Bhuyan 
     Wife of Jiban Bhuyan 
     Resident of Phalphali Kochgaon 
     Mouza- Sakomatha 
    Dist - Sonitpur, now Biswanath, Assam 
  
         --- Respondent/ Plaintiff 
     
       

This appeal has been preferred U/O-41 Rule 1 of CPC 
against the judgment and decree dated 26-11-2018 
passed by the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali in 
Title Suit No.10 of 2014, decreeing the suit of the 
respondent/plaintiff, and came up for final hearing 
on -20-01-2020. 

 
Learned Advocate appearing for the Appellant : - Mr. S. Borthakur, Advocate  
Learned Advocate appearing for the Respondents : - Mr. J. K. Baishya, Advocate 
 

J   U   D G M   E N T 

1. This first appeal has been preferred by the defendants/appellants on being 

dissatisfied with the judgment and decree passed by Ld. Munsiff, Biswanath 

Chariali dated 26-11-2018, vide T.S No- 10 of 2014, whereby the learned 

trial court decreed the suit on contest without cost.  
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2. Upon admission of the appeal for hearing, the notice was issued to the 

respondents and the original case record of Title Suit no-10/ 2014 was called 

for and subsequently received. 

3. In order to decide the appeal, let me describe, in brief, the facts leading to 

this appeal: -- 

PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT’S CASE 

4. Case of the plaintiff/respondent appears to be in a narrow campus is that 

plaintiff Nirupoma Bhuyan has been in a continuous and uninterrupted 

possession of the suit land measuring 1 bigha under dag no.442 and 451 

situated at village Kochgaon, Biswanath Chariali land since from the year of 

1994 which according to her has been purchased from one Bibha Mazumdar 

and her right over the suit land has been affirmed by an order passed by the 

Ld. Executive Magistrate in Misc. Case No.58 of 2011. But the defendants 

were making attempts to take over the land of the plaintiff by using force 

and therefore finding no way out, she filed this suit and prayed for passing a 

decree declaring her right to possess the suit land and confirming her 

possession over the suit land and also permanent injunction against the 

defendant, their men, agents etc. restraining and prohibiting them from 

entering into the suit land and cost of the suit.    

DEFENDANTS/APPELLANTS’ CASE 

5. The suit proceeded ex-parte against the defendant Nos. 1 and 2. However, 

defendant No.3 Smt. Hima Nayak through her written statement submitted 

that the schedule of the suit land mentioned in the plaint is not correct and 

actually suit land belongs to periodic patta no.163 dag no.452, instead of 

dag no-442 & 451 as claimed by the plaintiff. That suit land belongs to the 

defendant measuring 2 bighas 7 lessas and the plaintiff actually has 

forcefully occupied it. The defendant no.3 along with her written statement 

submitted counter claim claiming the suit land to be dag no.452.  

ISSUES 

6. Upon the pleadings of both the sides the learned trial Court has framed the 

following issues: -  



3 
Title Appeal No-4/19 (Arising out of T.S No-10 of 2014) 
Sri Chandan Nayak and ors Vs. Smt. Nirupama Bhuyan 

 
(1) Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

(2) Whether the suit is maintainable in law? 
(3) Whether the plaintiff has got exclusive right to possess the 

suit land and a declaration of confirmation of possession 
and permanent injunction? 

(4) Whether the plaintiff has encroached upon the suit land 

illegally and forcefully and is liable to be evicted therefrom? 
(5) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief or relieves as 

prayed for? 
(6) Whether the defendant side is entitled to the relief or 

relieves as prayed for? 

(7) (a) – Whether the counter claim is maintainable in the 
present suit?  

(8) To what other relief or relieves the parties are entitled to? 

 

7. And during trial, plaintiff /respondent adduced both ocular and documentary 

forms of evidences and per contra the defendant side examined 4 witnesses 

and exhibited 3 nos. of documents.  

8. After hearing both sides, the learned trial court by the impugned judgment 

dated 26/11/2018 decreed the suit without cost. On being aggrieved and 

dissatisfied with the impugned judgment, the defendants/appellants 

preferred the present appeal, upon the following grounds: -- 

GROUNDS OF APPEAL 

1. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali has committed error of law 
and fact at the time of passing the impugned judgment and decree 
appeal against.  

2. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali did not apply her mind 
judiciously at the time of passing judgment and decree appeal against, 
hence said judgment and decrees bad in the eyes of law.  

3. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali has committed great 
mistake and error in fact and law at the time of passing the judgment 
and decree against the appellants/defendants.  

4. That the respondent/plaintiff had failed to prove their case as per their 
pleadings, the learned court below ought to have dismissed the suit.  

5. That the impugned judgment and decree appeal against suffered from 
illegality causing miscarriage of justice and against canons of law, hence, 
liable to be set aside.  

6. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali wrongly decided Issue 
Nos.3 and 4 against the appellants/defendants as the 
respondent/plaintiff has never been in possession in the schedule land as 
mentioned in the plaint at any point of time.  

7. That the respondent/plaintiff has filed this suit on the basis of possession 
but no issues was framed regarding possession of the suit land.  

8. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali ought not to rely on land 
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revenue receipt filed by the respondent/plaintiff.  
9. That the respondent/plaintiff herself admitted in her cross-examination 

that the suit land belongs to Govt. of Assam and the respondent/plaintiff 
at the time of filing of plaint did not make Govt. of Assam a necessary 
party, so learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali ought to dismiss the suit 
due to non-joinder of Govt. of Assam and a specific issue has not been 
framed regarding the non-joinder of necessary party.  

10. That the learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali ought not to reply on the 
witnesses of the respondent/plaintiff.  

11. That the appellants/defendants above to prove their case as per their 
pleadings.  

12. That the judgment and decree passed by the learned Munsiff, Biswanath 
Chariali is not in accordance with the pleadings and evidence, hence, 
said judgment and decree is liable to be set aside.   
    

EVIDENCE OF PLAINTIFF/RESPONDNET’S SIDE 
 

9. To decide the contentions of the appellants/defendants let us reproduce 

some relevant portions of the evidences adduced by both the sides. PW-1 in 

her evidence-in-chief reproduced her contentions of the plaint and exhibited 

5 nos. of documents. In her cross-examination she further deposed that she 

purchased the suit land from Bibha Mazumdar (now dead) in the year 1994. 

At the time of purchase, she executed one deed. She has not filed the said 

deed in the suit. She has been paying the land revenue of the suit land since 

1994 till now. She has filed those land revenues paying receipts in the suit. 

The suit land was seized as per the order of Executive Magistrate. She has 

filed this suit claiming right of possession. The suit land mentioned in her 

suit is Govt. land. She has not impleaded the Govt. of Assam as party in this 

suit. On filing the application by her before the Revenue Circle Officer, 

Mandal and Kanango went and handed over possession to her after 

measurement and notice was issued to the persons on the boundary of the 

suit land.  

10. PW-2 supported the version of the plaintiff by reproducing the contentions of 

the plaintiff in his evidence-in-chief. He in his cross-examination deposed 

that this land is presently a „bari-mati‟. He knows that suit land was taken by 

Nirupama Bhuyan from Bibha Mazumdar in the year 1994. On the day of holi 

in the year 2014, Nirupama Bhuyan told him that her land was encroached 
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and on going there he found Chandan Nayak and Lakhi Nayak outside the 

suit land.   

11. PW-3 supported the version of the plaintiff by reproducing the contentions of 

the plaintiff in his evidence-in-chief. He in his cross-examination deposed 

that Nirupama Bhuyan purchased the suit land from Bibha Mazumdar as he 

heard. In 1999 he appeared in matriculation examination but he does not 

know in which class he was reading in 1994. Suit land is covered under dag 

no.442, but he does not know the patta number. Though he knows that 

Nirupama Bhuyan purchased the suit land in 1994 but he does not know the 

date. Suit land is Govt. land and it is cultivable land.  

12. PW-4 deposed before this court that now he is working as Mandal in the 

office of Biswanath Revenue Circle Officer. He is now working as a Mandal of 

Lat no.6 under Sakomatha mouza. Kochgaon area falls under his lat. Ext.5 is 

the certified copy of hand-chitha of Kochgaon. Ext.5(1) in Ext.5, is the seal 

and signature of Mr. Sanjib Doloi, Biswanath Circle Officer. He recognized 

the signature of Sanjib Doloi. Ext.5(2) is his signature as a Mandal. Ext.5(3) 

is his signature as a i/c supervisor Kanango. Dag no.442 and 451 belong to 

Govt. ceiling land. Dag no.441 and 451 is mention in Govt. patta no.27 and 

22 in the „bedakhali Jarimana copy”. This land stands in the name of 

Nirupama Bhuyan and it is a Govt. land.  

13. PW-4 in his cross-examination deposed that if any Govt. land is given to any 

person, the same is called „allotment‟. He did not measure the land under 

Dag No.442 and 451.     

EVIDENCE OF DEFENDANT’S/APPELLANTS SIDE 

14. DW-1 has submitted his examination in chief supporting the contentions of 

the written statement and he in his cross-examination deposed that 

Nirupama Bhuyan filed this suit for 1 bigha of land. The boundary of the suit 

land is: north –Bijay Kurmi & Bhabanda, south- Sunu Baswa, east – road and 

on west Bapouram Borah. Dag nos. of the said land are 442 and 451 of 

village Kochgaon. Execution Magistrate after consideration passed order that 

said 2 bigha 7 lessas land was under the possession of Nirupama Bhuyan, 
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against which a revision petition was filed before Hon‟ble Additional Sessions 

Judge, BNC. The said revision petition was numbered as S-32/2012. In the 

said revision Hon‟ble Addl. Sessions Judge passed order that party may file 

suit in civil court. That dag and patta no. mentioned in Ext. A which he has 

filed along with his affidavit in the suit does not match with the dag and 

patta no. of the land given by Nirupama Bhuyan. Ext. B (1), B (2) and B(C) 

are not same with the revenue receipt mentioned in schedule by Nirupama 

Bhuyan. He does not know if „said land‟ is written in his affidavit.   

15. DW-2 supported the version of the defendant by reproducing the 

contentions of the defendant in his evidence-in-chief. He in his cross-

examination deposed that he does not know what is written in his affidavit 

filed in the suit. He has signed the same as his brother asked him to do. He 

does not know by whom and where it was prepared. The 145 case that was 

filed during the life time his father against Nirupama Bhuyan was for the 

land measuring 2 bigha 7 lessas and pertains to Dag no.452 and patta 

no.163 (miyadi patta). The Dag and patta number of the suit presently field 

by Nirupama Bhuyan are different to the case filed by his father. The land 

pertaining to the suit filed by Nirupama Bhuyan is not myadi patta land.    

16. DW-3 supported the version of the defendant by reproducing the 

contentions of the defendant in his evidence-in-chief. He in his cross-

examination deposed that it is around 3 years since his father Bidhundra 

Nayak died. A case u/s 145 Cr.P.C was filed during his life time. His father 

filed the said case against Nirupama Bhuyan. The schedule of land pertaining 

to 145 CrPC case and the land mentioned in the present plaint is not the 

same and it is a Govt. land. As per the order passed in 145 CrPC case, 

Nirupama Bhuyan is in possession of land Bidhundra Nayak is prevented 

from entering the said land. The trace map submitted by them is not related 

to the schedule land of plant of plaintiff, it is for separate Myadi patta land. 

There is a brick wall house over the suit land constructed by Nirupama 

Bhuyan and surrounded by a half wall.  

17. PW-4 supported the version of the plaintiff by reproducing the contentions of 
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the defendant in his evidence-in-chief. He in his cross-examination deposed 

that Nirupama Bhuyan has filed this suit. She has filed the suit for 1 bighas 

of Govt. land out of land measuring 2 Bigha 1 Katha 13 lessas as per her 

plaint. The boundary of Dag no.442 and 451 is: north Bijay Kurmi, south – 

Sunu Baruah, east- road and west – Bapuram Bora.  Bindundra Nayak filed a 

case u/s 145 CrPC when he was alive. In the said case it was ordered that 

Nirupama Bhuyan has possession over the land and till passing of separate 

order in civil court Bidundra Nayak was prevented from entering the land. 

Nirupama Bhuyan has a house over the said land with a half-wall boundary. 

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS & REASONS FOR SUCH DECISION 

18. The appellants/defendants in their Memo. of Appeal fascinated that learned 

trial court below wrongly decided the Issue Nos.3 and 4 against them as the 

plaintiff never possessed the suit land. Furthermore, the 

appellants/defendants in their Memo. of Appeal pleaded that Govt. of Assam 

is a necessary party to the suit and the learned trial court below ought to 

have dismissed the suit for non-impleading the Govt. of Assam as party to 

the suit.     

19. On careful perusal of the judgment and order passed by the learned Munsiff 

Biswanath Chariali, and considering the Memo of appeal, this court in the 

forthcoming discussions, shall try to the decide the following pertinent 

questions: -  

1. Whether learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali rightly decided 

and answered the issues no-3 & 4 in favour of the 

plaintiff/respondent? 

2. Whether learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali rightly decreed 

the suit of plaintiff/respondent providing sufficient reasons? 

3. Whether learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali appreciated the 

evidences adduced by both the sides properly leaving no 

stone unturned?  
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4. Whether findings of learned Munsiff, Biswanath Chariali are 

based upon lawful consideration and settled provisions of 

law? 

20. Taking notes, upon the questions formulated by the court in the upcoming 

discussions this first appellate court shall try to answer the questions above 

including the grounds of appeal of appellant in the light of evidence adduced 

by the plaintiff/respondent as well as the appellants/defendants in original 

suit. 

21. ISSUE NO. 3 & 4 - Both the issues are inter-related and as such both the 

issues are taken together for discussion and decision. From the aforesaid 

discussions, this first appellate court finds that appellant side raised 

vehement objection against the impugned judgment of the learned trial 

court below relating to Issue Nos.3 and 4. Hence, in the approaching 

discussion, this first appellate court shall try to discuss the Issue No.3 and 4 

afresh to arrive at a proper conclusion of dispute. Issue Nos.3 relates to the 

fact that as to whether the plaintiff has got exclusive right to possess 

the suit land and a declaration of confirmation of possession and 

permanent injunction? and Issue No.4 relates to the fact as to 

whether the plaintiff has encroached upon the suit land illegally 

and forcefully and is liable to be evicted therefrom? Issue No. 3 and 

Issue No.4 were framed on the basis of the assertions and denials disclosed 

from the plaint as well as written statement cum counter claim of the 

appellants/defendants.  

22. Prior discussing both the aforesaid issues, let us discuss the real points of 

controversy between the parties in the light of pleadings on record. 

Undeniably, the plaintiff‟s contention appears to be that the plaintiff 

possessing the suit property since from the year 1994 that belongs to Dag 

No.442 and 451 of village Kochgaon, Biswanath Chariali. It is further pleaded 

by the plaintiff that she had purchased the suit land from one Bibha 

Mazumdar and her right of possession over the suit land affirmed by Ld. 

Executive Magistrate, Biswanath Chariali against the father of the present 
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defendants but the defendants are making attempt to take over the 

possession of land by using force and she filed the suit praying for following 

reliefs:  

(a) That the plaintiff has got exclusive right to possess the suit land 

described in the schedule below and confirmation of his 

possession thereon; 

(b) For permanent injunction against the defendants, their men, 

agents, workmen, servants prohibiting and restraining them from 

entering into the suit land described in the schedule below; 

(c) For awarding costs of the suit against the defendants;  

(d) For any other relief/s to which the plaintiff is entitled under law 

and equity.  

23. Per contra, defendant denied the averments of the plaint and claimed that 

suit land belongs to Dag no. 452 of PP No.163 and plaintiff forcefully 

occupied the same and prayed decree of eviction against the plaintiff in their 

counter-claim.   

24. Now, coming to the evidence on record, this court finds that plaintiff has 

examined 4 nos. of witnesses and exhibited following documents:  

Ext.1 (1 to 12): revenue receipts       
Ext.2  : certified copy of final judgment passed  
    by ld. Executive Magistrate in Misc. Case  
    No.58/2011   
Ext.3  : certified copy of final judgment passed  

     by Hon‟ble Sessions Judge, Biswanath  
     Chariali in Criminal Revision No.32 (S)/12 

Ext.4  : case record of Misc. Case No.58/2011   
Ext.5  : certified copy of Chitha 

 
(a) Ext.5(1) seal and signature of Circle Officer, 

Biswanath  
(b) Ext.5(2) signature of Mandal, Biswanath 

Chariali 
(c) Ext.5(3) signature of Bharat Ch. Das, i/c 

supervisor Kanungo 

25. Per contra, defendants also examined 4 nos. of witnesses and exhibited 

following documents:  

Ext. A   : Jamabandi of „said land‟ 
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Ext. B (1) to B (3) : revenue receipts   
Ext. C   : Trace map of „said land‟ 

26. I have carefully travelled through the oral as well as documentary forms of 

evidence on record and it finds that  the plaintiff/respondent cited the suit 

land as 1 Bigha belongs to dag no.442 and 451 situated at village Kochgaon 

out of 2 bigha 1 Katha 13 lessas of government land and on the other hand 

the defendant no.3 Hima Nayak claimed that suit land belongs to Dag No-

452. PW-1 retold analogous averments as stated in the plaint. She in her 

evidence deposed that she purchased the said 1 bigha land from one Late 

Bibha Mazumdar in the year 1994 and has been paying the land revenue 

since then and her name is recorded in the land records. PW-1 also testified 

that suit land is Government Khas Land and she had not made the 

Government as party to the suit. The plaintiff/respondent in his averments 

prayed for declaring her possession and confirming the same over the suit 

land and she had not prayed for any decree for declaration of title. As such 

there is no question to decide the title of plaintiff/respondent over the suit 

land. PW-2 Khemlal Chetry and PW-3 Bikiram Borah corroborated the 

versions of PW-1 that Nirupama Bhuyan had been in possession over the 

suit land since 1994, as she purchased the said land from one Late Bibha 

Mazumdar. They further testified that plaintiff/respondent had been residing 

there by constructing two pucca rooms and also a boundary wall and they 

have been informed by plaintiff Nirupama Bhuyan that the defendants were 

trying to disposes her from the said land. In order to prove the plaintiff‟s 

right of possession and confirming her possession over suit, Bharat Ch. Das, 

Mandal Biswanath Revenue Circle was also examined as PW-4 who had 

confirmed that the land under dag no.442 and 451 are government land is 

mutated in the name of Nirupama Bhuyan. The defendant side failed to 

rebut the facts stated by PWs by way of bring out any sort of material 

contradictions. 

27. The Defendants/Appellants on the other side could not establish the fact that 

the land described by the plaintiff as „suit land‟ belongs to the defendant. 

DW-1 Lakhi Nayak exhibited 3 nos. of documents. Ext. A Jamabandi of „said 
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land‟, Ext. B (1 to 3) revenue receipt, Ext. C trace map of the „said land‟. In 

his cross-examination he stated that both the schedules of land differ. DW-4 

Rajen Nayak including the other DWs acknowledged that the defendants are 

the owner and occupier and title holder of the land measuring 2 bighas 7 

lessas under dag no.452 and in all the evidence on affidavit the DWs 

mentioned the terms “said land” on several occasions but they failed to 

clarify the term “said land”.        

28. From the aforesaid discussion a very pertinent question disclosed before this 

court as to whether the suit land claimed by the plaintiff actually belong to 

Dag no. 442 and 451 or whether the suit land belongs to Dag no.452. PW-4 

one official witness who has clarified that the suit land actually belongs to 

Dag No.442 and 451 which has been recorded in Chitha in the name of 

plaintiff/respondent. All the witnesses of the defendant during the cross-

examination affirmed the fact that land claimed by the plaintiff indeed 

different from the land of the defendants. DW-1 during his cross-

examination empathetically admitted such fact and other witnesses also 

admitted that plaintiff constructed one brick wall house over the suit land. 

Furthermore, on careful perusal of Ext.2 document it disclosed that Ld. 

Executive Magistrate in its final order confirmed the possession of plaintiff 

over the suit land and against which a Misc. Criminal Revision Petition was 

preferred before the Hon‟ble Sessions Judge, Biswanath Chariali and said 

Hon‟ble Court by articulating Ext.3 Judgment asked the parties to approach 

the civil court.  

29. Certainly, Ext.2 order was passed against the predecessor of the 

defendants/appellants and the plaintiff‟s witnesses corroborated and 

supported that plaintiff is possessing the suit land since from the year 1994. 

Ext.5 is the certified copy of Chitha where the name of the plaintiff recorded 

over the disputed property. The witnesses of the plaintiff and defendants 

gently admitted that suit land is Govt. land and the name of the plaintiff is 

being recorded as possessor. That confirms plaintiff‟s possession over the 

suit land since from long past.  
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30. Therefore, this court in the light of the evidence on record finds that plaintiff 

has got clear right of possession over the suit property and the suit is not 

bad for non-joinder of Govt. of Assam as there is no relief claimed against 

the Govt. of Assam or Govt. of Assam not tried to evict the plaintiff from the 

disputed property rather Govt. of Assam confirms the possession of plaintiff 

by issuance of Chita in her name. More also, the appellants/defendants in 

their counter-claim claimed that suit land belongs to Dag no.452 which not 

at all established and proved before this court and furthermore appellants 

themselves admitted that the suit land and the land claimed by the 

defendants are different.  

31. Therefore, in the light of the aforesaid discussion, this court is constrained to 

opine that learned trial court below has not committed any error in declaring 

the right of possession over the suit land as well as decreeing the suit in 

favour of the plaintiff/respondent and consequently findings of the learned 

trial court below pertaining to Issue Nos.3 and 4 not interfered with and 

upheld.  

32. In the light of discussion and decision of Issue Nos.3 and 4, this court finds 

that plaintiff is entitled to get confirmation of her possession over the suit 

land along with permanent injunction preventing the defendants or their 

employees, agents from entering into the peaceful possession of the 

plaintiff. But learned trial court due to oversight passed the decree declaring 

plaintiff‟s right, title and interest, confirmation of possession although 

plaintiff had not pleaded declaration for her right, title and interest over the 

suit land. Accordingly, decree passed by the learned trial court below is 

modified by passing the following decrees:  

(i) Plaintiff has got exclusive right to possess the suit 

land; 

(ii) Decree of confirmation of plaintiff‟s possession over 

the suit land;  

(iii) Decree of allowing permanent injunction against the 

defendants restraining them from interfering with the 
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peaceful possession of the plaintiff; 

(iv) Cost of proceeding; 

33. Prepare a decree accordingly. The appeal is dismissed with cost and 

disposed of. Send down the Case Record, along with a copy of this judgment 

to the ld. Court. Given under my hand & seal of the Court on the 6th 

February, 2020. 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 
Civil Judge 

                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 
Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dictation taken and  

Transcribed be me: 

        

(J. K Muru), Steno.   

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 

Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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  ANNEXURE 

Plaintiff Witnesses:   
i PW-1    : Nirupama Bhuyan 
ii PW-2    : Khemlal Chetry 
iii PW-3    : Bikram Borah 
iv PW-4    : Bharat Chandra Das 

         
Plaintiff Exhibits:  

i Ext.1 (1 to 12) : revenue receipts       
ii Ext.2   : certified copy of final judgment passed by ld.  

     Executive Magistrate in Misc. Case No.58/2011   
iii Ext.3   : certified copy of final judgment passed by  

     Hon‟ble Sessions Judge, Biswanath Chariali in  
     Criminal Revision No.32 (S)/12 

iv Ext.4   : case record of Misc. Case No.58/2011   
v Ext.5   : certified copy of Chitha 

(d) Ext.5(1) seal and signature of Circle Officer, 
Biswanath  

(e) Ext.5(2) signature of Mandal, Biswanath 
Chariali 

(f) Ext.5(3) signature of Bharat Ch. Das, i/c 
supervisor Kanungo 

Defendant Witnesses:  
i DW-1    : Lakhi Nayak 
ii DW-2    : Chandan Nayak 
iii DW-3    : Hima Nayak 
iv DW-4    : Rajan Nayak 

 
Defendant Exhibits :  :   

 
i Ext. A   : Jamabandi of „said land‟ 
ii Ext. B (1) to B (3) : revenue receipts   
iii Ext. C   : Trace map of „said land‟ 

 
 

 
(N. J. Haque) 

                                                                                                 Civil Judge 
                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 


