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High Court Form No. (J) 2. 

Heading of Judgment in Original Suit 

 

District : SONITPUR. 
 

IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR. 

 
Present : POOJA SINHA, AJS, 

  MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR. 

Monday, the 8thday of January, 2018 

TITLE SUIT NO.  42 OF 2012        

 

1. Sri PrafullaRanjan Das represented by his son as appointed attorney  

Sri Prasanta Kumar Das 

Plaintiff v/s 

                                                                                        Petitioner/s 

versus 

1. Sri DilipBhowal, 

2. Sri Samir Kundu, 

3. Sri Prabir Roy, 

4. Sri Swarup Paul, 

5. Sri Nareshwar Ghosh, 

6. Sri Tapeshwar Ghosh. 

 

Defendant/s 

                Opposite party/s 

 

Sri Pradip Das       Proforma defendant 

 

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on 14/12/2017 in the 

presence of – 

 

Sri J.K.Baishya     Advocate for the plaintiff 

 

and 

Sri S.K. Singh      Advocate for the defendant 

 

and having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered the 

following judgment- 
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JUDGMENT 

This suit is for declaration of right, title and interest on the southern 

private drain of the Plaintiff and Proforma defendant with consequential 

relief of permanent injunction. 

The case of the Plaintiff which led to the institution of the instant suit  

is- 

1. That, the land measuring 1 Katha 17 Lessas covered under Old Dag No. 66 of 

old Periodic Patta No. 27 of Barikachuburi, Mouza- Mahabairab, P.O. & P.S. 

Tezpur, District Sonitpur, was originally owned and possessed by Sri Jitendra Ch. 

Basu, Sri Ajay Basu, both sons of Late Jyotish Ch. Basu and SmtiUrmilaBasu, W/O 

Late Jyotish Ch. Basu of Tezpur town and the plaintiff Sri PrafullaRanjan Das had 

been possessing and occupying the said land as tenant of the said owner 

pattadars by erecting his dwelling house thereon by paying ground rent to the said 

owners and has had been living there with his family. 

2. That, there exists a common drain running from West to East, which 

thereafter bends towards North to South beyond the said land as stated above 

and the inhabitants of the said locality were using the said drain which bends to 

the South carrying water and garbage to the eastern holla (Low land), by flowing 

in front of the house of the defendant No. 2. 

3. That, by registered Sale Deed No. 2073 for 1972 dated 07-04-1972 the said 

owners Sri Jitendra Ch. Basu, Sri Ajay Basu and SmtiUrmilaBasu represented by Sri 

Ajay Basu for self and constituted attorney for the said pattadars sold 1 Katha 16 

Lessas ofland under old Dag No. 66 of old Periodic Patta No. 27 of village 

Barikchuburi, MouzaMahabhairab, which was later on renumbered as dag no. 

642/195 under new Periodic Patta No. 45 and present Periodic Patta No. 27/32 

and the name of the plaintiff was duly mutated in respect of his said 1 Katha 16 

Lessas of land under Dag No. 195/642 of Periodic Patta No. 27/32 of Tezpur 

Town, 4th part, Mouza: Mahabhairab as per record of right. 

4. That, the plaintiff fenced the said land with brick boundary walls 

running from West to East by connecting his pucca drain and the said 
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drain has been excavated by plaintiff and proforma defendant within 

their land along their southern boundary wall, which is the subject 

matter of the suit. 

5. That, the defendants particularly the defendants No. 1 & 2 most 

illegally broke open the south-western corner of the suit drain and 

boundary wall and flowed the dirty water and garbage through the 

plaintiff's personal drain by illegally blocking the natural flow of water of 

the plaintiff through his said drain. 

6. That, the plaintiff and his wife becoming old and ailing, they have been taken to 

New Delhi by his only son Sri Prasanta Kumar Das for treatment. He visits Tezpur 

and resides in the Tezpur house time to time for looking after the Tezpur property. 

7. That, the plaintiff's sons and attorney Sri Prasanta Kumar Das came to Tezpur 

in the month of May 2011 and observed the said illegal and wrongful acts of the 

defendants and on 09-05-2011 filed an application against the defendants No. 1 & 

2 under Section 107 Cr.P.C. before the Executive Magistrate, Tezpur, for 

maintenance of peace and tranquility in the locality, concerning the above illegal 

acts of the defendants which was sent to the Police of Mahabhairab Out Post, who 

investigated the case and submitted a report for drawing up of a proceeding under 

Sec. 107 of Cr.P.C. against the defendants No. 1 & 2  which was registered as 

Tezpur Police Station Non FIR Case No. 359 dated 18-5-2011 and Learned 

Executive Magistrate, Sonitpur at Tezpur registered the said case as Miscellaneous 

case no. 07/107/2011 and vide his order dated 02-06-2011 had drawn up a 

proceeding U/S 107 of Cr.P.C. directing the defendants No. 1 & 2 to show cause 

as to why they should not execute a bond of Rs. 1000/- each for a period of six 

months fixing 04-07-2011 for hearing and on 05-08-2011. 

8. That, in spite of above the said wrongful act of dumping house hold water and 

human waste by the defendants having continued, the plaintiff intimated the 

writing above said continuing wrong for granting proper redress to the Deputy 

Commissioner, Sonitpur dated 01-02-2011, to the Superintendent of Police, 

Sonitpur vide letter dated 02-05-2011, to the Chairman Tezpur Municipal Board 

vide letter dated 02-05-2011, to the Secretary NagarikSurkshaSamity, Tezpur 

dated 03-06-2011, to the Officer-In-Charge Mahabhairab Police Out Post vide 
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letter dated 03-06-2011,to the Chairman Tezpur Municipal Board vide letter dated 

09-06-2011, to the Superintendent of Police vide letter dated 08-05-2012 with 

prayer for protection of the plaintiff's residential property and stop the above 

illegal and wrongful acts of the defendants. 

9. That, again on last 07-06-2012 the defendants started dumping 

garbage and waste including human waste by boring a hole and 

thereafter breaking open a portion in the south west corner of the 

plaintiff's boundary wall thereby causing great discomfort and 

irreparable harm, loss and injury to the plaintiff and his family 

members.In this respect, it is mentioned that the defendants stated that 

the said walls have been demolished on the orders of the Tezpur Town 

Committee, though no order of such nature was shown to the plaintiffs 

and neither any notice previous to the said illegal acts of the defendants 

were served upon the plaintiff and his family members.  

10. Therefore, the Plaintiff has filed the suit seeking declaration of plaintiff's right, 

title and interest over the suit drain and boundary wall and mandatory injunction 

mandating the defendants to repair and block the suit boundary wall and drain at 

the south western part of the wall and the drain for the above wrongful acts and 

invasion of the defendants over the plaintiff's valuable residential property. 

11. That, the heirs of Late Madhab Das has been made proforma 

defendant in the suit for the purpose of the suit being tried in their 

presence, as he is the adjacent neighbour and use plaintiff's drain with 

his permission, but no relief has been claimed against them. 

     SCHEDULE  

The pucca drain from west to east inside the plaintiff's pucca boundary wall being 

part of Tezpur Municipal Holding No. 4516 standing on plaintiff's land under Dag 

No. 66 (old) 642/195 (new) of Periodic Patta No. 27 (old)45/27/32(new) of Tezpur 

Town( 4th Part), Mouza- Mahabhairab, 

Bounded by: 

North: Heirs of Late Jitendra Ch. Basu and Late Ajay Basu 
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South: Sri Pradip Das, S/O Late Madhab Das 

East: SmtiNajma Rahman 

West: Municipal Road ad Municipal Drain.  

12.ThePrincipal Defendants appeared and submitted Written Statement. 

The facts as put forward by them:- 

That, the suit is not maintainable in its present form. The plaintiff has not 

challenged the orders passed by learned Additional Deputy Commissioner on 06-

06-12. The order passed by the Addl. Deputy Commissioner having been not 

challenged, the relief sought for cannot be allowed. 

13. That, the drain in question has always been in use by the public since waters 

flow from it. The drain in a necessity and any kind of its blockage is going to 

hamper the defendants and their family in particular and the public of the locality 

in general. The total affected people will be around 300 in numbers. Moreover, the 

water of Dakhina Kali Mandir has also flowing through the suit drain. The public 

interest in such a situation is to prevail. 

14. That,there is public drain and also the drain in question (suit drain) which runs 

along with the boundary of the plaintiff and proforma defendant's residence. The 

drain in question (suit drain) is necessary for free flow of other connected drain 

waters. Any kind of blockage to the drain (running along the plaintiff's boundary) 

is going to create public nuisance. If that drain is blocked, as was done by the 

plaintiff prior to the institution of the suit, it would create rain water to flow on the 

road and by lane No.1 of Madhaypara would get submerged under water. This 

happened in 2012 necessitating the district administration and other 

public authorities to move and clear the blockage twice- first on 07-06-

12 and against on 10-06-12. 

15. That, the defendant No.s 1 and 2 never broke upon the suit drain as alleged 

but they raised objection for its blockage by the plaintiff. That, as many as 36 

residents of their Ward No.15 including the defendants submitted an application 

on 21-04-2012 to the Deputy Commissioner,Sonitpur, Tezpur, complaining him 

about blockage of public drain by Sri Prashanta Kumar Das claiming himself to be 



 

 

6 

 

the attorney holder of the plaintiff. Because of such blockage, it was submitted 

that there was pollution of the atmosphere of the locality and that the nuisance 

caused intolerable inconvenience to the public due to foul smell. It caused flow of 

drain and rain water on the street. Similar petition was submitted on the same day 

to the local MLA through the Municipal Commissioner of Ward No. 15, 

SmtiShovaBhattacharjee. Upon receiving the application, the Additional Deputy 

Commissioner (Revenue), Sonitpur, Tezpur, forwarded it to the Circle Officer, 

Tezpur Revenue Circle, Tezpur for enquiry and necessary action under his office 

memo No. SRS 69/2003-04/PT/751 dated 23-04-12. The Circle Officer, made local 

inspection. After his enquiry, he submitted his report to the Deputy Commissioner, 

Sonitpur, Tezpur, under his office memo No. TRC 28/12/1663 dated 15-05-12. His 

report disclosed that on measuring the land belonging to the plaintiff it was found 

that the present suit drain was not situated on his land as falsely claimed by him 

who had raised boundary wall abounding the suit drain in it with an ulterior motive 

of exercising right over such drain as his private property. The Addl. Deputy 

Commissioner after considering all aspects passed an order and issued a 

copy through his office No. SRS/9/2003/04/Part/2031 dated 24-05-

2012 to the plaintiff asking him to clear the drain by removing the illegal 

blockage forthwith. 

16. The Plaintiff and his attorney having not complied with the order 

dated 24-05-12, the local residents including the defendants again 

submitted their representation in this respect on 06-6-12 and upon 

receiving such representation, the Additional Deputy Commissioner 

(Revenue), Sonitpur, Tezpur by his letter No. SRS 69/2003/04/Pt/2143 

dated 06-06-2012 under copy of the Chairman, Tezpur Development 

Authority, Tezpur Municipal Board and the In-charge, Mahabhairab 

Police Outpost requiring the Deputy Director, Town and Country 

Plainning, to remove the portion of the RCC was illegally raised which 

was blocking  free flow of nullah resulting in public nuisance and if 

necessary to take the help of local police. Accordingly, a Junior Engineer 

of Tezpur Development Authority accompanied with the labour went to 

the spot on 07-06-12 cleared the suit drain. However, the suitdrain  was 

again blocked. The matter was again reported to the ADC (Revenue) 



 

 

7 

 

who personally visited the spot and cleared the drain on 10-06-12.That, 

the defendants never broke any wall of the plaintiff as alleged in the plaint. Hence, 

prayed to dismiss the suit of the Plaintiff. 

17.On the above pleadings the following issues were framed by my 

Learned Predecessor –in-office- 

1. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form? 

2. Whether there is any cause of action for the suit? 

3. Whether the defendants No. 1 and 2 illegally broke open the 

South Western corner of the suit drain and boundary wall? 

4. Whether the plaintiff has the authority to conduct the suit on 

behalf of his father? 

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get the relief/reliefs as prayed 

for? 

18.During trial, Court has examined 2 official witnesses as Court 

witnesses. Out of which C.W.1’s cross-examination was declined, C.W.2 

was cross examined by both the sides. Plaintiff side led evidence of 1 

Witness. Defendant side led evidence of 1 Witness. Both the witnesses 

were duly cross-examined. I have also perused the materials and 

documents available in the case record. I have heard Arguments 

advanced by Learned Counsel for Plaintiff side. 

19.DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR THE DECISION: 

In the following lines issue wise discussion and appreciation of the materials on 

record is made in order to arrive at a definite finding with regard to the issues in 

this suit. 

20. ISSUE No.4: 

The Plaintiff being represented by his son as attorney was challenged by the 

defendant that he does not have any authority to do so. In order to prove his 

lawful authority to run the case, P.W.1 Prashanta Kumar Das , the son of Plaintiff 

exhibited the Power of Attorney through which he was appointed/ nominated  by 

his father to take part in any Civil proceeding in respect of the suit land. It is 

marked as Ext.10. Same is perused . The defendant has not challenged that 
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Prashanta Kumar Das is not the son of PrafullaRanjan Das. Further, the contents 

are very clear that P.W.1 was given authority to represent Plaintiff and the 

signature of executant is duly proved. 

Further, during the pendency of the suit the Plaintiff died. Therefore, the effect of 

the general power of attorney extinguishes at the death of the Plaintiff and as a 

son (legal heir) the Prashanta Kumar Das continues the suit. 

DECISION: This issue is settled in affirmative in favour of the Plaintiff. 

21.ISSUE No.3: 

The Plaintiff claimed that  by registered Sale Deed No. 2073 for 1972 dated 07-04-

1972 the owners Sri Jitendra Ch. Basu, Sri Ajay Basu and SmtiUrmilaBasu 

represented by Sri Ajay Basu for self and constituted attorney for the said 

pattadars sold 1 Katha 16 Lessas of land under old Dag No. 66 of old Periodic 

Patta No. 27 of village Barikchuburi, MouzaMahabhairab, which was later on 

renumbered as dag no. 642/195 under new Periodic Patta No. 45 and present 

Periodic Patta No. 27/32 and the name of the plaintiff was duly mutated in respect 

of his said 1 Katha 16 Lessas of land under Dag No. 195/642 of Periodic Patta No. 

27/32 of Tezpur Town, 4th part, Mouza: Mahabhairab as per record of right. 

22.That, the plaintiff fenced the said land with brick boundary walls 

running from West to East by connecting his pucca drain and the said 

drain has been excavated by plaintiff and proforma defendant within 

their land along their southern boundary wall, which is the subject 

matter of the suit. 

23. That, on last 07-06-2012 the defendants started dumping garbage 

and waste including human waste by boring a hole and thereafter 

breaking open a portion in the south west corner of the plaintiff's 

boundary wall thereby causing great discomfort and irreparable harm, 

loss and injury to the plaintiff and his family members.In this respect, it 

is mentioned that the defendants stated that the said walls have been 

demolished on the orders of the Tezpur Town Committee, though no 

order of such nature was shown to the plaintiffs and neither any notice 
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previous to the said illegal acts of the defendants were served upon the 

plaintiff and his family members.  

24. The defendants denied the above claim of the Plaintiff and stated that That, 

as many as 36 residents of their Ward No.15 including the defendants submitted 

an application on 21-04-2012 to the Deputy Commissioner, Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

complaining him about blockage of public drain by Sri Prashanta Kumar Das 

claiming himself to be the attorney holder of the plaintiff. Because of such 

blockage, it was submitted that there was pollution of the atmosphere of the 

locality and that the nuisance caused intolerable inconvenience to the public due 

to foul smell. It caused flow of drain and rain water on the street. Upon receiving 

the application, the Additional Deputy Commissioner (Revenue), Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

forwarded it to the Circle Officer, Tezpur Revenue Circle, Tezpur for enquiry and 

necessary action under his office memo No. SRS 69/2003-04/PT/751 dated 23-04-

The Circle Officer, made local inspection. After his enquiry, he submitted his report 

to the Deputy Commissioner, Sonitpur, Tezpur, under his office memo No. TRC 

28/12/1663 dated 15-05-12. His report disclosed that on measuring the land 

belonging to the plaintiff it was found that the present suit drain was not situated 

on his land as falsely claimed by him who had raised boundary wall abounding the 

suit drain in it with an ulterior motive of exercising right over such drain as his 

private property. The Addl. Deputy Commissioner after considering all 

aspects passed an order and issued a copy through his office No. 

SRS/9/2003/04/Part/2031 dated 24-05-2012 to the plaintiff asking him 

to clear the drain by removing the illegal blockage forthwith. 

25.The Plaintiff and his attorney having not complied with the order 

dated 24-05-12, the local residents including the defendants again 

submitted their representation in this respect on 06-6-12 and upon 

receiving such representation, the Additional Deputy Commissioner 

(Revenue), Sonitpur, Tezpur by his letter No. SRS 69/2003/04/Pt/2143 

dated 06-06-2012 under copy of the Chairman, Tezpur Development 

Authority, Tezpur Municipal Board and the In-charge, Mahabhairab 

Police Outpost requiring the Deputy Director, Town and Country 

Plainning, to remove the portion of the RCC was illegally raised which 

was blocking  free flow of nullah resulting in public nuisance and if 
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necessary to take the help of local police. Accordingly, a Junior Engineer 

of Tezpur Development Authority accompanied with the labour went to 

the spot on 07-06-12 cleared the suit drain. However, the suit drain  was 

again blocked. The matter was again reported to the ADC (Revenue) 

who personally visited the spot and cleared the drain on 10-06-12. 

26. Now, the Plaintiff to prove his claim over the suit drain , has 

submitted the Sale deed through which he has acquired right over the 

land along with Jamabandi copy where the names of the persons from 

whom purchased the land are mentioned. Perused the same , Ext. 11 is 

the Sale deed which was executed in the year 1972 and was exhibited in 

2016. Therefore with regard to genuineness of the document the 

presumption of Sec 90 of the Indian Evidence Act is forwarded. The 

sellers name are found in the Jamabndi copy as the original pattadars in 

Ext.12. The change in the dag and pattano.s are clearly stated. 

27. Therefore, it is held that Plaintiff has got valid right, title and 

interest over 1 Katha 16 Lessas of land under old Dag No. 66 of old 

Periodic Patta No. 27 of village Barikchuburi, MouzaMahabhairab, which 

was later on renumbered as dag no. 642/195 under new Periodic Patta 

No. 45 and present Periodic Patta No. 27/32 and the name of the 

plaintiff was duly mutated in respect of his said 1 Katha 16 Lessas of 

land under Dag No. 195/642 of Periodic Patta No. 27/32 of Tezpur 

Town, 4th part, Mouza: Mahabhairab as per record of right. 

28. The very important point which now needs to be determined is 

whether the schedule mentioned suit drain falls within the land of the 

Plaintiff which has been proved as per discussion made in the preceding 

paragraph. In this respect the evidence of C.W.1 and C.W.2 is looked 

into. The C.W.1 is the Survey Commissioner who conducted the survey 

and C.W.2 is the Lat Mandal who was the main surveyor of the suit drain 

as made , as per direction of the Court. The survey report is exhibited as 

Ext.1. Perused the same. Survey was conducted on 16.01.2015. Ext. 7 is 

the trace map prepared by the Surveyor. Perusal of the same reveals 

that the suit drain falls in between the land of Plaintiff and 
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ProformaDefendant. Further, from the survey report it cannot be 

determined what is the measurement of area of the drain  which falls 

exclusively in the part of land possessed by the Plaintiff, nor did the 

Plaintiff mention the specification in the Schedule . Further, perusal of 

cross-examination of C.W2 reveals that from site survey the Lat Mandal 

stated that if the suit drain is blocked it will cause nuisance to the public 

of the area as water passes the government hola land.  

29. Now, observing the above position, one thing which is very clear is 

that Plaintiff alone cannot claim to block the drain as, Pradip Das is also 

owner of the adjacent land through which the common drain flows. 

Therefore, Pradip Das ought to have been made a necessary party in the 

suit and not a proforma defendant, with respect to the allegations raised 

against the defendants. 

30. Further, the cause of action which the Plaintiff has shown that 

defendant 1 and 2  hasbroke open the southern Western corner of the 

suit drain and boundary wall, it is found that Plaintiff has not brought to 

record any other witness apart from P.W.1 himself to prove the same. 

Further, on perusal of the Exhibits from Ext. 9 ,which is a notice issued  

by The Circle Officer, made local inspection. After his enquiry, he 

submitted his report to the Deputy Commissioner, Sonitpur, Tezpur, 

under his office memo No. TRC 28/12/1663 dated 15-05-12. Ext. B to F 

clarifies that notice was sent to Plaintiff with respect to the suit land and 

the communication made by the Addl. Deputy Commissioner after 

considering all aspects passed an order and issued a copy through his 

office No. SRS/9/2003/04/Part/2031 dated 24-05-2012 to the plaintiff 

asking him to clear the drain by removing the illegal blockage forthwith. 

31. Another important document whose Judicial notice is taken is the 

certified copy of the letter issued by ADC, Sonitpur, Tezpur dated 

06.06.2012 vide letter dated SRS 69/2003-04/PT/2143 to The Deputy 

Director, Town & Country Planning , under copy of the Chairman, Tezpur 

Development Authority, Tezpur Municipal Board and the In-charge, 

Mahabhairab Police Outpost requiring the Deputy Director, Town and 
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Country Plainning, to remove the portion of the RCC was illegally raised 

which was blocking  free flow of nullah resulting in public nuisance and 

if necessary to take the help of local police. 

The above letter in itself is ample proof that there was official direction 

for breaking the boundary wall of the suit drain for the greater good of 

the public. 

 

32. The above is considered under Sec 56 of the Indian Evidence Act of 

1872, by taking Judicial notice. 

The rule of Judicial Notice  is the law of evidence that allows a fact to be 

introduced into evidence , if the truth of that fact is well known, or so 

authoritatively attested, that it cannot be reasonably be doubted. 

33. Therefore from the above discussion it is held that Plaintiff failed to prove that 

Defendant No. 1 & 2 illegally broke open the South Western corner of the suit 

drain and boundary wall. However, found that there was instruction from ADC , for 

the removal of the same. 

 

DECISION: This issue is settled in negative against the Plaintiff. 

 

34.ISSUENo.s 1 &2:  

From the discussion and decision reached therein, it is found that 

Plaintiff failed to prove that due to the Defendant No.1 & 2 for whose 

action of breaking of boundary wall led to the cause of action for the 

instant suit. As such, Plaintiff failed to prove a valid cause of action and 

all the legal heirs of the Plaintiff are not duly substituted in the instant 

suit. Hence, the suit is not maintainable. 

DECISION:This issue is settled in negative against the Plaintiff. 

 

35.ISSUE No.5: 

In view, of the above discussions it is held that therefore, there is no cause of 

action for the instant suit and as such the Plaintiff is not entitled to any relief or 

decree as prayed for. 
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ORDER 

  

36.In view of the discussions made above and the decisions reached 

therein, the suit of the Plaintiff is dismissed on contest with cost. 

37.Prepare decree accordingly. 

 

 

Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this the 8th   

day of  January, 2018 at Sonitpur. 

 

 

Pooja Sinha 

Munsiff No.1,Sonitpur 

 

 

Dictated and corrected by me 

 

 

Pooja Sinha 

Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur. 
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APPENDIX 

 Plaintiff’s Witnesses: 

 P.W.1- Sri Prashanta Kumar Das 

 

 Defendant’s Witnesses: 

D.W. 1- Sri Prabir Kumar Roy 

 

C   Court's Witnesses: 

1.  C.W. 1- Sri Golap Ch. Nath 

2.  C.W. 2 Sri Jiten Ch. Kalita 

 

 Plaintiff’s Exhibits: 

Ext. 1-  copy of notice issued by Tezpur Revenue Circle, Tezpur. 

Ext. 2- Copy of notice issued by Tezpur Revenue Circle, Tezpur. 

Ext. 3-  Copy of Writ of Commission for Local investigation U/Order 26 Rule 9 of 

 C.P.C letter issued by Munsiff No. 2, Tezpur, to Tezpur Revenue Circle, 

 Tezpur. 

Ext. 4-  Letter of Lat Mandal to Circle Officer . 

Ext. 5-   Copy of Notice of Survey. 

Ext. 6-   Copy of office copy of Survey. 

Ext. 7-  Certified Copy of route map of the land. 

Ext. 8  – Certified copy of the Chitha of Vill. Tezpur Town. 

Ext.9 –  Copy of letter issue to Deputy Commissioner by Tezpur Revenue Circle. 

Ext.10- Copy of General Power of Attorney of PrafullaRanjan Das. 

Ext.11- Copy of Registered Sale Deed. 

Ext.12- copy of the contents of Jamabandi, Mouza-Mahabhairab. 

Ext.13- Certified copy of order passed by Executive Magistrate, Tezpur.   

Ext.14- Certified Copy of bond of good behaviour on Misc Case No. 

07/107/2011. 

Ext.15- Certified Copy of bond of good behaviour on Misc Case No. 

07/107/2011.  
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Defendant’s Exhibit : 

Ext. A – Certified copy of Judgment passed by the Sessions Judge, Sonitpur,  

 Tezpur. 

Ext. B – Certified copy of notice issued by Addl. Deputy Commissioner to Prafulla 

 Ranjan Das. 

Ext.C – Copy of letter to the Chairman Tezpur Municipal Board sent by Prafulla 

 Ranjan Das.  

Ext. D –  Copy of list of document filed by plaintiff. 

Ext. E – Copy of letter to the Chairman Tezpur Municipal Board sent by Prafulla 

 Ranjan Das and Pradip Das 

Ext. F – Copy of Letter issued by Tezpur Municipal Board to Prafulla Das. 

 

 

 

Pooja Sinha 

Munsiff No.1,Sonitpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


