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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,
TEZPUR

Present : SMTI. TRIZA P.M BARUAH, AJS,
MUNSIFF NO. 1, SONITPUR.

Thursday, the 28  th   day of April, 2022

TITLE SUIT CASE NO. 53 OF 2014

Md. Abdul Kurdus...........................................Plaintiff
                                                                         

versus

1. Sri Binda Ghatowal

2. Sri Hemlal Ghatowal............................Defendants

                                                                       

This  suit/  case  coming  on  for  final  hearing  on
26.04.2022 in the presence of –

Sri K. Sharma.....................Advocate for the plaintiff;

and

Sri S. K. Singh.............Advocate for the defendant/s,

and having stood for consideration to this day, the
court delivered the following judgment-
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JUDGMENT

1. The plaintiff has instituted this suit for declaration of

right, title and interest of the plaintiff  over the suit  land

with consequential relief of recovery of possession thereof

evicting the defendants therefrom with their men and ma-

terial.

That  the plaintiff purchased 4 Bighas of land covered

out of total 6 Bighas 4 Kathas 16 Lessas of land covered

under Dag no. old 24 new 88 of PP No. old 8 new 13,

situated  at  Village-  Amtol  Bongaligaon  under  Mouza-

Dhekiajuli,  District-  Sonitpur,  Assam  from  its  original

owner/pattadar Sri Mahabir Ghatowal (since deceased) son

of  Late Bhikhu Ghatowal  vide Registered Sale  Deed No.

898/76  dated  08/04/76  registered  at  Dhekiajuli  Sub

Registry Office, and took possession of purchased 4 Bighas

of  land on the date of  purchase and since then was in

continuous  and  peaceful  possession  of  the  Suit  land

without any interruption from any quarter. Be it mentioned

here  that  the  old  Patta  number  8/13  was  later  on

renumbered  as  PP  no.  20  and  old  Dag  no.  24/88  is

renumbered as Dag No. 44 by the revenue authority and

the purchased  4 Bighas  of  land  covered under  Dag no.

24/88 new 44 of PP No. old 8/13 new 20 stands mutated in

the  name  of  plaintiff  vide  order  of  Circle  Officer  dated

21/05/96. The plaintiff is paying land revenue of the suit

land  to  the  government  regularly  as  absolute  owner
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thereof.

That at the time of purchase of suit land, the seller

gave  a  wrong  description  of  four  boundaries  of  sold  4

Bighas  of  land  in  the  registered  Sale  Deed  no.  898/76

describing the boundaries as North- Tejnath Mahato, East

Swarupa, West- Sher Ali  and South- Dudhnath Ghatowal

but in fact the four boundaries of 4 Bighas of land actually

sold and possession is given to the plaintiff is bounded by

North- Road, South- Radhe Ghatowal and ors, East- Lois

Hemram and Mahabir Ghatowal (now the defendants), as

fully described in the scheduled of the plaint which is the

suit land. The plaintiff being an illiterate person on good

faith  that  the  seller  Mahabir  Ghatowal  gave  the  actual

boundaries  of  the  suit  land  possession  of  which  was

delivered to the plaintiff and over which the plaintiff got his

name  mutated  in  the  record  of  right  and  regularly

possessing the suit land situated within the four boundaries

with good and bonafide belief that the seller gave actual

boundaries in the Registered Sale Deed.

That  the  defendants  who  are  the  sons  of  Late

Mahabir  Ghatowal,  without  any  rhyme  on  10/08/2011

forcibly entered into the suit land in association with some

unknown persons and took illegal  possession of  the suit

land  evicting  the  plaintiff  therefrom.  On  protest  by  the

plaintiff and nearby well wishers, the defendant hold that
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their father has not sold the suit land to the plaintiff and

the four boundaries given in the registered sale deed no.

898/76 is not the four boundaries of the suit land and so,

they will not allow the plaintiff to remain in possession of

the suit  land any longer. The plaintiff  after verifying the

four boundaries of the suit land given in the registered sale

deed by another person on 10.08.2011 for the first time

comes to know that  wrong boundaries  are given in  the

registered sale deed, through the seller Mahabir Ghatowal

rightly and legally handed over possession of 4 Bighas of

sold land situated within the four boundaries as described

in  the  scheduled  of  the  plaint.  Since,  10/08/2011  the

defendants  are  illegally  possessing the suit  land without

having any right and title over the same.

2. Written Statement.

That the father of the defendants had sold 4 Bighas

of land covered under Dag no. 24 (old) and 88 (New) and

Patta No. 8 (old), 13 (new) situated at Amtol Bangaligaon,

under Mouza- Dhekiajuli, District- Sonitpur, Assam, to the

plaintiff are denied and it is stated that the father of the

defendants  had actually  sold  a  plot  of  government  land

which was under his possession vide the said registered

sale deed no. 898/76 and even the plaintiff had purchased

the same. The land was bounded with the four boundaries

as given in the sale deed. Defendant stated that  his father
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was an illiterate person. Even the plaintiff is not a literate

person.  The  parties  to  the  deed  relied  on  the  four

boundaries but while handing over the details of the land

to the deed writer wrongly gave the land details  of  the

periodic patta land. The suit land was never intended to be

sold. The plaintiff after purchase came to possess the land

as per the four boundaries and that is why there was no

objection in that regard from any quarter. The major chunk

of the land (the four boundaries as given the sale deed)

has gone under Panchnoi river now due to change  of river

course.  The  plaintiff  never  came into  possession  of  the

land covered by Dag no. 44 and P.P. No. 20 (Suit land) at

any point of time. The defendants have been and earlier

their predecessor in interest had been possessing the suit

land  since  prior  to  1976.  These  defendants  have  been

paying the land revenues in respect of the suit land ever

since then. It is only in the year 2012, when the plaintiff

most illegally managed to pay the land revenue for the suit

land. 

That defendant reiterated that the boundaries of the

land which was sold to the plaintiff were rightly described

in  the  said  sale  deed  and  the  plaintiff  was  given  the

possession  of  the  land  as  per  the  said  boundaries.  The

plaintiff was never given the possession of the suit land.

The defendants have been possessing the suit land since

prior to 1976 till date. It is only in the year 2014, when the
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plaintiff asked for the possession of the suit land on the

strength of the false entry of the survey numbers made in

the  said  sale  deed.  These  defendants  were  and  are  in

peaceful  possession  of  the  same.  The  plaintiff  started

raising dispute which ultimately led to a public meeting in

presence of the villagers and representatives of different

organizations. A public meeting was held on 25.03.14 to

sort out the matter in presence of the plaintiff, defendants,

Gaon Bhurahs of three villagers, members of AAMSU and

members of ATTSA. It was found in the meeting that the

land sold to the plaintiff was different from the suit land

and accordingly the plaintiff possessed the land all these

years which he had actually purchased and the possession

of the suit land cannot be handed over to the plaintiff. The

plaintiff also admitted this fact and he agreed to settle the

matter on condition that the defendants will have to pay

the expenses incurred by the plaintiff  during registration

and mutation of the suit land. Accordingly the conditions

were reduced to writing and the parties and villagers and

others present witnessed the same. The plaintiff after the

meeting  went  back  of  his  words  and  approached  this

Honourable Court on false grounds.

It is the plaintiff who approached the defendants in

the month of March 2014 and asked them to give him the

possession of the suit land on the strength of the said false

entry in the sale deed. The plaintiff gave the defendants
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another option to purchase the suit  land which was not

agreed upon since the suit land was never sold and there

was  no  question  of  buying  the  same  back.  When  the

defendants  denied  to  comply  with  either  of  the  options

then the matter reached before the public and the meeting

was held in that regard as aforesaid.

Defendants deny that the plaintiff acquired any titled

by virtue of the deed 898 of 1976 since the suit land was

never intended to be sold through the same and the plain-

tiff  did  not  get  possession  of  the  suit  land through the

deed. 

3. On the  above  pleadings  the following issues

were framed by my Learned Predecessor–in-office :

I) Whether the suit is maintainable ?

II) Whether  the  plaintiff  has  purchased  the  Schedule

land from Mahabir Ghatowal vide registered Sale Deed no

898/76 dated 08.04.76 and has taken possession of  the

suit land ? If so, whether the plaintiff has any right, title,

interest and possession over the schedule land ?

III) Whether  the  defendant,  without  having right,  title,

interest over the suit land, had illegally taken possession of

the suit land on 10.08.2011 by evicting the plaintiff ? If so

whether the defendants are liable to be evicted from the

suit land ?
IV) To what other relief the plaintiff is entitled to ?

T.S Case No. 53 of 2014
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4. DISCUSSION,  DECISION  AND  REASONS  FOR

THE DECISION:

In the following lines issue wise discussion and ap-

preciation of the materials on record is made in order to

arrive at a definite finding with regard to the issues in this

suit.

A) Issue No. I, issue no. II, issue no. III and issue

no. IV : Whether the suit is maintainable ?   Whether

the plaintiff has purchased the Schedule land from

Mahabir  Ghatowal  vide  registered  Sale  Deed  no

898/76 dated 08.04.76 and has taken possession of

the suit land ? If so, whether the plaintiff has any

right, title, interest and possession over the sched-

ule land ? Whether the defendant, without having

right, title, interest over the suit land, had illegally

taken possession of the suit land on 10.08.2011 by

evicting the plaintiff ? If so whether the defendants

are liable to be evicted from the suit land ? To what

other relief the plaintiff is entitled to ?

Plaintiff has submitted evidence on affidavit as P.W-1

that the suit land was sold by the father of the plaintiff vide

a registered sale deed dated 08.04.1976 and accordingly

the  plaintiff  was  handed  over  possession.  However,  on

10.08.2011  as  submitted  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant
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dispossessed the plaintiff and gain possession of the suit

land and has been in illegal possession since then. Plaintiff

has further submitted that the four boundary specified in

the registered sale deed vide which suit land was sold to

the plaintiff did not exist in Patta no. 20 and Dag no. 44

and that is the reason that the plaintiff's possession of the

suit  land  was  not  disturbed  by  the  defendant  till  2011.

Analysis of this very statement in the evidence on affidavit

of P.W-1 imply that the plaintiff was aware that the four

boundary mentioned in the sale deed is not correct thereby

putting the veracity of  the contents of  the sale deed at

stake. Thus, the plaintiff himself admits that the land sold

to him by the said sale deed is not properly described in

the  sale  deed.  Therefore,  though the  sale  deed can  be

relied upon to establish a transaction between the plaintiff

and the seller i.e. the father of the defendant, it cannot be

relied upon regarding the sale of the suit land as the land

description is disputed by the plaintiff himself. As we know

there might be several plots of land specified by different

four  boundaries  in  a  particular  Dag  and  Patta  number.

Therefore,  for  a  valid  sale  it  is  essential  that  correct

description of the land including four boundary and Dag

and Patta number are specified. 

P.W-1 in cross examination stated that the suit land

in Exhibit-1 is government land and the said land which

was in possession of defendant Mahabir Ghatowal was sold

T.S Case No. 53 of 2014



Page 10 of 22

as  per  Exhibit-1.  Thereby,  cross  examination  of  P.W-1

manages  to  elicit  that  even  P.W-1  the  buyer  was  also

aware that the land sold to him via Exhibit-1 though in

possession  of  defendant  Mahabir  Ghatowal  was  govern-

ment land. P.W-1 in his cross examination also stated that

during purchase of suit land he did not verify the Dag no.

and Patta no. and bought the said land solely on the basis

of four boundary. He also specified that no Lat Mandal was

engaged while taking possession of the suit  land. P.W-1

also stated that before filing the instant suit, there was a

village meeting wherein it was decided that the mutation in

my name of the suit land should be cancelled and that his

thumb expression on Exhibit-A(1) which incorporates the

settlement  terms  of  the  village  meeting  was  taken  by

force. P.W-1 also stated that the suit land specified in the

four boundary of Exhibit-1 is at a distance of 1 km from

the land of Mahabir Ghatowal. P.W-1 further stated that he

is not aware of the four boundary of the land belonging to

defendant 40 years ago.

Evidence in chief of P.W-2 Md. Anaruddin reiterated

the contents of the affidavit in chief of P.W-1. In cross ex-

amination P.W-2 stated that the suit land at the time of al-

leged purchased by the plaintiff P.W-2 was not a witness

and that he is not aware of the four boundary of the suit

land at  the time of  purchase. P.W-2 affirmed that there

was a village meeting wherein defendant Binda Ghatowal
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stated that Myadi Patta land was not sold to the plaintiff

but it was government land. 

Plaintiff has submitted evidence on affidavit of P.W-3

Sibestan Horo wherein he has stated that he has seen the

plaintiff in possession of the suit land since the year 1976.

However, cross examination of P.W-3 has not been con-

ducted.

The defendants in their support adduced evidence in

affidavit of D.W-1 Sri Binda Ghatowal and D.W-2 Luis Hem-

rom.

D.W-1 stated in evidence in chief that the his father

never sold 4 Bighas of land covered under Dag no. 24 (old)

and 88 (New) and Patta No. 8 (old), 13 (new) situated at

Amtol  Bangaligaon,  under  Mouza-  Dhekiajuli,  District-

Sonitpur, Assam, to the plaintiff. Rather his father actually

sold a plot of Govt. land to the plaintiff which was under

his  possession  vide  the  said  registered  Sale  Deed  no.

898/76 and even the plaintiff had purchased the same. The

land was bounded with the four boundaries as given in the

sale deed.

D.W-1 further stated that his father was an illiterate

person. Even the plaintiff is not a literate person. The par-

ties to the deed relied on the four boundaries but while

handing over the details  of  the land to the deed writer

wrongly gave the land details of the periodic patta land.

The deed writer had no personal knowledge of the land ac-
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tually intended to sold/purchased. He looked into the docu-

ments the parties were carrying and put the four bound-

aries as the parties asked him to do in the sale deed. De-

fendant submitted that the four boundaries pertain to gov-

ernment land and it was the said land that the plaintiff has

purchased. The present suit land was never intended to be

sold by defendant's father or even  purchased by the plain-

tiff. The plaintiff after purchase came to possess the land

as per the four boundaries and that is why there was no

objection in that regard from any quarter till the land got

washed away in the river due to change of its course. The

land actually sold through the deed of sale had been so

sold relying on the four boundaries than placing reliance on

the Dag and Patta no. the land the plaintiff actually pur-

chased in 1976 from my father has gone under Panchnoi

river now due to change of river course. The plaintiff never

came into possession of the land covered under Dag No.

44 and P.P No. 20 (suit land) at any point of time.

D.W-1 further stated that the plaintiff was given pos-

session as per the said boundary in the said sale deed and

was never given possession of the suit land. D.W-1 claimed

to have been in possession of the suit land prior to 1976 till

date.  Defendant  as  D.W-1  vehemently  stated  that  the

plaintiff never came to possession of the suit land covered

under Dag No. 44 and P.P No. 20 and that the land actu-

ally sold to the plaintiff in the year 1976 was washed away
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by the river Panchnoi. Defendant as D.W-1 contended that

the plaintiff after losing his land wants to take advantage

of the defect in the said sale deed. However, in the village

meeting held  to  mediate  upon the  dispute  between the

plaintiff and the defendant it was agreed upon the muta-

tion of the plaintiff with respect to the suit land is to be

cancelled at the extent of the defendant and the settle-

ment terms was reduced in writing which is exhibited as

Exhibit-A  (minutes  of  the  meeting,  dated  25.03.2014).

D.W-1 exhibited Exhibit- A(1) which is the thumb impres-

sion of the plaintiff on Exhibit-A, Exhibit-A(2) is his signa-

ture, Exhibit-A(3) is the signature of D.W-2, Sri Luis Hem-

rom. 

Further, D.W-1 exhibited Khiraj Patta No. 24 pertain-

ing to the suit land as Exhibit-B and Khajana receipts as

Exhibit-C(1) to C(11). 

In cross examination, D.W-1 specified that there is

total 6 bigha, 1 katha 16 lessa land in P.P no. 20 and Dag

No. 44 in Amtol Bangali village. He further stated that in

the said patta there is no other land. He denied that  4

bigha out of the aforesaid total land is in possession of the

plaintiff. In cross examination D.W-1 further stated that in

a village meeting dated 26.03.2014, the plaintiff had con-

sented to cancel the mutation of the suit land in the name

of the plaintiff.
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Evidence in affidavit of D.W-2 specified that during

the period of sale alleged by the plaintiff, sale deed was

executed  and  registered  even  for  document  or  eksonia

land and that the plaintiff took possession of the govern-

ment land till it was washed away by Panchnoi river. D.W-2

stated that the plaintiff was never in possession of the suit

land and that the dispute regarding the sale deed which

was executed 41 years ago by the defendants father was

disputed 3 years back i.e. in the year 2014 after the origi-

nal land in possession by the plaintiff was washed away by

river. 

D.W-2 stated that in the village public meeting held

on 25.03.2014, the plaintiff had admitted about his aware-

ness of incorrect mention of the Dag and Patta no. in the

said Sale Deed upon visit to the Circle Office. In cross ex-

amination, D.W-2 stated that Mahabir Ghatowal had sold

the plaintiff 4 bigha land vide registered Sale Deed. How-

ever, since he has not seen the Sale Deed he cannot spec-

ify as to what land was sold by the defendants father to

the plaintiff. He further specified that the dispute in the in-

stant  suit  stemmed from the  plaintiffs  intention  to  take

possession of the defendants land in Amtol Bangaligaon. 

Official witness Bhuban Chandra Daimary, Lat Mandal

of Dhekiajuli Circle Office was summoned for examination.

He deposed that in the year 2017 he was employed as the

Lat Mandal of Amtol Bangaligaon and on the date of depo-
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sition  he  was  carrying  the  Jamabandi  register  of  Myadi

Patta no.  20 of  Amtol  Bangaligaon. Exhibit-5 is  the said

register. He deposed that on P.P No. 20 and Dag No. 44

there is total land of 6 bigha 4 katha and 16 lessa out of

which 4 bigha has been mutated in the name of the plain-

tiff and the remaining portion is in the name of Mahabir

Ghatowal. Exhibit-5(1) is the said Jamabandi and Exhibit-

5(2) is the note by the Circle Officer for mutation of the

name of the plaintiff for 4 bigha land in Dag No. 44 and P.P

No.  20.  On  cross  examination  official  witness  Bhuban

Chandra Daimary deposed that he has been employed as

Lat Madal since the year 2008. He further deposed that

upon enquiry he came to know that the entire land of 6

bigha 4 katha and 16 lessa is in the possession of defen-

dant  Mahabir  Ghatowal  his  sons Binda Ghatowal,  Bharat

Ghatowal and Hemlal Ghatowal and that the aforesaid per-

sons as per the official witness they are in possession of

the said land before the settlement act. He further stated

that in Exhibit-5 since there is no signature of the Lat Man-

dal who might have inspected the suit land during the time

of mutation in the name of Abdul Kurdus; he is not aware

of the same.

Deposition of the official  witness clearly states that

the defendants are in possession of the suit land. Discuss

to how jamabandi not proof of ownership.
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In Exhibit-1  it  is  mentioned that  land measuring 4

bigha in Amtol Bangaligaon Dag No. 88, Patta No. 24 was

sold to the plaintiff by the father of the defendant with the

following boundary: North Tejnath Mahato, East-Swarupa,

West- Sher Ali, South- Dudhnath Ghatowal.

It is to be noted that Exhibit-3 which is the Jama-

bandi for the suit land reveals mutation in the name of the

plaintiff was conducted in the year 2013.

Further, Exhibit-1 has been witnessed by Jainal Abdin

and there is a signature of Mahabir Ghatowal. Evidence of

Jainal Abdin has not been adduced in Court as attesting

witness. 

Interesting  point is that P.W-1 himself i.e. the plain-

tiff has specified in the cross examination the land men-

tioned in the four boundary of Exhibit-1 was government

land which was sold to him by Mahabir Ghatowal. Perusal

of the periodic Khiraj Patta of the suit land i.e. Exhibit-B it

is clearly stated that from the year 1976 to 2006 Mahabir

Ghatowal has been nominated to pay tax with respect to

the suit land.

Thus, it  can be seen that the cross examination of

P.W-1 elicits certain facts that the plaintiff took possession

of the land sold to him on basis of 4 boundary and not Dag

no. and Patta no. Plaintiff himself has stated that the land

given in possession and sold to him by the defendants fa-
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ther was government land thereby casting cloud on the ex-

act description of the land sold to the plaintiff and claimed

by him in the suit.  In cross examination P.W-1 failed to

specify the four boundary of the land he claimed to have

purchased as per the said sale deed. 

The very deposition of P.W-1 has cast doubt as to

the  accuracy  of  the  said  sale  deed as  P.W-1 being  the

plaintiff himself stated that the land bought by him from

the father of the defendant must have been government

land and that he bought the said land on the basis of four

boundary and is not sure about the Dag No. and Patta No.

In  civil  cases,  it  is  preponderance  of  probabilities

which are essential factors in the adjudication. The burden

of proof lies on the plaintiff to prove his case not beyond

reasonable  doubt  but  on the  basis  of  preponderance  of

probabilities.

As observed in Rangammal Vs. Kuppuswami and an-

other (2011) 12 SCC 220, burden of proof lies on the plain-

tiff to establish his right, title and interest to suit property.

Until that burden is discharged by plaintiff, the other party

cannot be required to prove its case.

Thus, in the instant case burden of proof is on the

plaintiffs  who are  asserting their  right,  title  and interest

with respect to the suit land. However, plaintiffs have mis-

erably  failed to   proof  its  case  on  basis  of  material  on
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record. Plaintiffs cannot rely and take advantage of weak-

ness of defendant to discharge the onus.

It is pertinent to mention section 101 of the Evidence Act,

1872: 

Whoever desires any court to give judgment as to any le-

gal  right or liability dependent on the existence of facts

which he asserts, must prove that those facts exist .

When a person is bound to prove the existence of any fact,

it is said that the burden of proof lies on that person.

In Rangammal Vs. Kuppuswami and another (2011)

12  SCC  220  ,  The  Hon'ble  Supreme Court  of  India  ob-

served as follows: 

“Thus, the Evidence Act clearly laid down that the burden

of proving a fact always lies upon the person who asserts

it. Until such burden is discharged, the other party is not

required to be called upon to prove his case. The court has

to examine as to whether the person upon whom the bur-

den lies has been able to discharge his burden. Until he ar-

rives at such conclusion, he cannot proceed on the basis of

weakness of the other party.” 

Therefore, in view of the above discussion and legal

position stipulated in the Evidence Act,  it is clear in the in-
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stant matter that when the plaintiffs pleaded for declara-

tion of right, title and interest with respect to the suit prop-

erty, it is upon them to discharge the burden that the con-

tents of a said sale deed are accurate. Plaintiff himself ad-

mitted in cross examination that he took possession of the

land sold to him on basis of four boundary and that the

said land could have been government land thereby raising

doubt  regarding  the  specific  description  with  respect  to

four boundary of the plot of land specified in the said Sale

Deed. Plaintiff has failed to adduce evidence and has fal-

tered in asserting his claim to the suit land as he has not

specified the exact four boundary of the suit land when the

plaintiff allegedly took possession. Also, the four boundary

in Exhibit-1 does not tally with the four boundary of the

suit land specified by the plaintiff as P.W-1 in cross exami-

nation or that in the plaint. 

Thus, in view of the above discussion it is held that

the  plaintiff has not been able to establish his right, title

and interest over the suit land. Hence, plaintiff is not enti-

tled for permanent injunction  for the instant suit and

the case is dismissed with cost. As such the plaintiff

is not entitled to any relief or decree as prayed for. 

ORDER

5. In view of the discussions made above and the

decisions reached therein, the suit of the Plaintiff is
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hereby dismissed with cost.

6. Prepare decree accordingly.

7. Given under my hand and the seal of this court

on this the 28th day of April, 2022 at Sonitpur.

        Smt. Triza P.M Baruah
Munsiff No. 1

              Sonitpur, Tezpur
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APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witnesses:

1. P.W-1 : Abdul Kurdus.
2. P.W-2 : Md. Anaruddin.
3. P.W-3 : Sri Sibestan Horo.

Defendant’s Witnesses:

1. D.W-1 : Sri Binda Ghatowal.

2. D.W-2 : Sri Luis Hemrom.

Official Witnesses : Bhuban Chandra Daimary.

Plaintiff’s Exhibits:

1.  Exhibit-1  :  is  the  government  land  which  was  in

possession of defendant Mahabir Ghatowal was sold.

2. Exhibit-3 : jamabandi for the suit land reveals mutation

in  the  name of  the  plaintiff  was  conducted  in  the  year

2013.

4. Exhibit-5 : Jamabandi register of Myadi Patta no. 20 of

Amtol Bangaligaon.

5. Exhibit-5(1) : jamabandi

6. Exhibit-5(2) : note by the Circle Officer for mutation of

the name of the plaintiff for 4 bigha land in Dag No. 44

and P.P No. 20. 

Defendant’s Exhibits:

1. Exhibit-A : Minutes of the meeting dated 25.03.2014.

T.S Case No. 53 of 2014



Page 22 of 22

2.  Exhibit  A(1):  thumb  impression  of  the  plaintiff  on

Exhibit-A

3. Exhibit- A(2) :  signature of D.W-1, Sri Binda Ghatowal

4. Exhibit- A(3): signature of D.W-2, Sri Luis Hemrom.

5. Exhibit- B :  Khiraj Patta No. 24 pertaining to the suit

land.

6. Exhibit- C (1) to C(11) : Khajana receipts. 

Smt. Triza P.M Baruah
Munsiff No. 1

    Sonitpur, Tezpur
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