
High Court Form No. (J) 2.
Heading of Judgment in Original Suit

District : SONITPUR.

IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR.

Present : SMTI. TRIZA PM BARUAH
           MUNSIFF NO.1, SONITPUR.

 The 24  th   day of February, 2021

TITLE SUIT NO. 82 OF 2015

1. Sri Ram Kumar Mistry & another
Plaintiff/s

                                                                             Petitioner/s
versus

2. Sri Ram Narayan Sarmah & Others

              Defendant/s
                                                                           Opposite party/s

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on  25/01/2021 in the presence
of –

S. Mishra, T. Paul, B. Sharma, J.P Mishra,   Advocate for the plaintiff;

and

Smt. R. Chakraborty,    Advocate  for the defendant,

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

1.  The brief  facts leading to the institution of  this  suit  by the Plaintiffs

are that-
That the plaintiffs and Proforma Defendants are owners of C.I Sheet and 

asbestos roofed, bamboo chatai walls, Katcha floors comprising Holding 

No. 318 of Ward No. 2 of Dhekiajuli Town, Ward. No. 2, Mouza: Dhekia

juli, P.O & P.S. Dhekiajuli, Dist.: Sonitpur, Assam. The Municipal Holding 

No. 318 stands in the name of Sudarsan Mistry (since deceased) and Sri 

Ram Kumar Mistry i.e. Plaintiff no. 1. Sudarsan Mistry was elder brother 

of the Plaintiff no. 1, he expired on 18.10.2013 leaving the Plaintiff no. 2 

and Proforma Defendants as his legal heirs and successors. After death of

Sudarsan Mistry the Plaintiff no. 2 and Proforma Defendants become joint

owners and title holders of house/structures being Holding No. 318 of  

Djekiajuli Town, Ward No. 2, Mouza : Dhekiajuli, P.O & P.S. Dhekiajuli,  

Distt.: Sonitpur, Assam along with the Plaintiff No. 1. The father of the 

Plaintiff no. 1 and grandfather of the Plaintiff no. 1 and grandfather of  

Plaintiff no. 2 and Proforma defendants constructed house and structures.

Previously the house/structures are covered by Holding No. 101 of Dheki

ajuli Town, Ward No. 2, Mouza : Dhekiajuli, P.O. & P.S. Dhekiajuli, Dist.: 

Sonitpur, Assam. The houses/structes comprising Holding No. 318 stand

ing on the land covered by P.P No. 88 under Dag No. 163 and P.P No. 

164 under Dag No. 160 of Dhekiajuli Town, 4th Part, Mouza : Dhekiajuli, 

P.O & P.S. Dhekiajuli, Dist.: Sonitpur, Assam. 

That Munsi Mistry i.e. father of the Plaintiff no. 1 and grand father of the

Plaintiff  no.  2  and  Proforma  Defendants  expired  on  18.08.1995  and

mother of the Plaintiff no.1 expired in the year 2006. Munsi Mistry and his

family members i.e. Plaintiffs and Proforma Defendants used to reside at

Djekiajuli Town, Ward No. 2, Mouza : Dhekiajuli, P.O. & P.S. Dhekajuli,

Dist.: Sonitpur, Assam and some time used to reside at Vi.:  Moila Ali,

Mouza : Dhekiajuli, P.O & P.S. Dhekiajuli, Dist.: Sonitpur, Assam.

That grandfather of Plaintiff no. 1 Lt. Bishnu Mistry were five brothers viz:

Sarju Mistry, (2) Jugal Mistry, (3) Rambachan Mistry and (4) Ram Julum 
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Mistry all are expired, during their lifetime they had amicably partitioned 

their land in Assam and Bihar. 

That the father of the defendant Rambachan Mistry, S/O. Lt Lalchand

Mistry on 02.08.1978 sold his total land measuring 1 Katha2/5 Lessa out

of total land measuring 1 Bigha 2 Lessa under Dag no. 103(old) 160(new)

covered  by  P.P  no.  64(old)  164  (new)  of  Dhekiajuli  Town,  4th Part,

Mouza : Dhekiajuli, Dist.: Sontpur Assam to Smt. Jasoda Devi, W/O. Ram

Chandra Gupta upon execution of Registered Sale Deed no. 2115 for the

year 1978 of Dhekiajuli  Sub Registry Office, Registered on 02.08.1978

and on the same day delivered possession to the purchaser bounded as

NORTH:- Munilal Teli, SOUTH:- Munsi Mistry, EAST:- land sold by Munsi

Mistry to Smt. Jasoda Devi, WEST:- PWD. Road and the above stated

land mutated in the name of purchaser Rambachan Mistry, had no any

portion of land. 

That  Munsif  Mistry,  So/O.  Lt.  Bushun Mistry  on 02.08.1978 sold  land

measuring 17 3/5 Lessa under Dag no. 117:160, 358:140 (old) 163 (new)

covered by P.P no. 47:64 (old) 88 (new) of Dhekiajuli  Town, 4th Part,

Mouza: Dhekiajuli, Dist. Sonitpur, Assam to Smt. Jasoda Devi, W/O. Ram

Chandra Prasad Gupta upon execution of Registered on 02.08.1978 and

delivered possession on the same day, the land sold bounded as NORTH :

Munilal  Teli,  SOUTH;- Munsi Mistry, EAST:-  Jalal  Abedin,  WEST;- Land

sold by Rambachan Mistry to Smt. Jasoda Devi and the above stated land

mutated in the name of the Smt. Jasoda Devi.

That  Rambachan  Mistry  (since  deceased)  sold  his  total  land  to  Smt.

Jasoda Devi and went to Bihar and expired there. The defendant had

been residing in different rented houses.

That  the  Defendant  on 02.01.1995 requested  Munsi  Mistry  to  let  out

house on monthly rental for accommodation and a room for starting a

workshop/motor repariting garage and accordingly Munsi Misty on verbal

terms and conditions let out the Schedule premises on monthly rent of

Rs. 100/- (Rupees One Hundred) only to the Defendant, as per terms and

conditions of the verbal tenancy agreement monthly rent became due
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within  seven  days  of  every  succeeding  English  calendar  month.  The

defendant had been paying monthly rent @ Rs. 100/- only per month to

Munsi Mistry and he used to isse rent receipt on piece of paper on receipt

of rent. Munsi Mistry expired on 18.08.1995 and after his death Sudarsan

Mistry and the Plaintiff no. 1 had been collecting monthly rent from the

defendant  and used to  issue rent  receipt  on payment  of  rent  by  the

Defendant. After death of Munsi Mistry the Plantiffs, Proforma Defendants

become joint owners in place of Munsi Mistry of land of P.P no. 164 Dag

No. 160 P.P No. 88 Dag No. 163 of Dhekiajuli Town, 4th Part, Mouza :

Dhekiajuli, P.S: Dhekiajuli, Distt. : Sonitpur, Assam and house/structures

of Munsi Mistry standing thereon.

That the Defendant stealthily and with malafide intention by misleading

the Dhekiajuli  Municipal  authority  mutated the Holding No.  101 in  his

name. The Plaintiff no. 1 and his elder brother i.e. Sudarsan Mistry came

to know the illegal act of the Defendant and filed objection in this regard

with Dhekiajuli Minicipal Board and after inquity into the matter the name

of the Defendant was cancelled from the Holding and name of Sudarsan

Mistry  and  the  Plaintiff  no.  1  was  mutated  in  the  said  Holding  on

18.11.2009, the then Charima Smt. Tulika Saikia issued Certificate to this

effect vide Memo no. DMBG-14/09/1606 dated 17.12.2009. The Plaintiffs

and Profrma Defendants are owners of house and structures comprising

Holding no. 318 of Ward no. 2 Dhekiajuli Town, Mouza: Dhekiajuli, P.O &

P.S. Djekiajuli, Dist. : Sonitpur, Assam. 

That the Defendant on 02.05.2008 paid Rs. 100/- only as rent for the  

month of April 2008 to the Plaintiff no. 1 and the Plaintiff no. 1 issued 

rent receipt on piece of  paper to the Defendant on the same day. There

after, the defendant stopped payment of monthly rent to the Plaintiffs in

spite of demands made by the Plaintiffs on several occasions. The rent for

the month of May 2008 became due within 07.06.2008, but the Defen

dant has failed to pay the same. The Defendant has failed to pay rent to 

the Plaintiffs  from the month of  May 2008 to May 2015@ 100/-  per  

month. But, the Plaintiffs have claim rent for three years i.e. from the  

month jof July 2012 to July 2015 Rs. 3600/-( Rupees Three Thousand Six 
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Hundred) only as arrear rent, as the arrear rent beyond three years be

come time barred. The Defendant becomes defaulter in law and has no 

protection under the provisions of the Assam Urban Areas Rent  Control  

Act,  1972 and liable to  be evicted from the Schedule  Premises.  The  

Defendant tenant is liable to pay arrear rent to the Plaintiffs and liable  

to evicted. 

That the Defendant has been running a workshop/motor garage in the 

tenanted premises in the front side and has been creating nuisance upto 

late night regularly and due to sound and noise3 of the workshop the  

Plaintiffs and the neighbouring people could no comfortably take rest in 

their houses. The Plaintiffs in several occasions warned the Defendant to 

stop nuisance, but the Defendant turned deaf ear. 

That the Schedule tenanted premises is bonfidely required for own use 

and occupation by the Plaintiffs. The Plaintiffs on 20.12.2014, 25.02.2015 

and on several occasions requested the Defendant to vacate the Schedule

tenanted premises as the same is bonfidely required by the Plaintiffs for 

own use and occupation, but on all occasions the defendant stated that 

he has been searching  other  premises  on rent  and shall  vacate  the  

same  as  and  when  he  would  manage  other  premises  on  rent.  Due  

to act of the Defendant, the Plaintiffs have suffering irreparable loss and 

injuries both in law and equity. 

That the  Defendant tenant has no right to continue in occupation of the 

Schedule tenanted premises, as the Defendant becomes defaulter in law 

and the Schedule premises is bonafidely required by the Plaintiffs for their

own use and occupation. The Plaintiffs proposed to start their grocery  

business in the front side room in which the Defendant has been run

ning  workshop/motor  repairing  garage  and  residential  house  is  bonafi

dely required by the Plaintiffs for their own accommodation. 

2. Written statement submitted by Defendant :-

That the Plaintiffs and Proforma Defendants are not the owners of the  

suit premises as described in the Schedule of the plaint being Holding no. 
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318 of Dhekiajuli Town, Ward No. 2. It is true that the suit premises  

comprising Holding No. 318 standing on the land of P.P No. 88 under Dag

no. 163 and P.P no. 164 under Dag No. 160 of Dhekiajuli Town, 4th Part, 

Mouza: Dhekiajuli, P.O & P.S: Dhekiajuli, Dist. Sonitpur, Assam. All the 

house/ structures standing over the said pattas and dags are constructed 

by the Defendant. 

It is admitted that grandfather of the Plaintiff no. 1 Lt. Bisun Mistry were 

five brothers including my father Lt.  Rambachan Mistry and all brothers 

during their  life  time amicably  partitioned  their  land  in  Assam and Bi

har. The father of the Defendant in the year 1978 sold his total land  

measuring 1 Katha 2/5 Lessa by executing registered sale deed in favour  

of Smt. Jasoda Devi, W/O. Ram Chandra Gupta and on the same day  

Munsi Misty, S/O. Kt. Bishun Mistry sold land measuring 17 3/5 Lessa  

to Smt. Jasoda Devi, W/O. Ram Chandra Gupta by executing registered 

sale deed. 

That Munsi Mistry himself mutated Holding No. 101 in the name of the 

Defendant as the Defendant himself constructed house/structures over  

the land of Munsi Mistry father of the Plaintiff no. 1. The Defendant has 

come to know about cancellation of his holding only on 15.07.2015 when 

the Defendant went to Dhekiajuli  Municipal Board to pay his  Trade Li

cence Tax. The holding had been illegally cancelled. I have been paying 

holding tax, trade licence tax, electric billet. The defendant also used to 

Plaintiff no. 1 and Lt. Sudarsan Mistry.

That the Defendant is a permissive possessor and paid sale consideration 

amount to Lt. Munsi Mistry and he had allowed the Defendant no occupy 

his immovable properties forever. Due to long possession of the Schedule

property the Defendant becomes owner of land and house by adverse  

possession. The Plaintiffs, Proforma Defendants right, title and interest in 

the land and house of Lt. Munsi Mistry extinguished long ago and due to 

adverse possession by operation of law the Defendant becomes owner of 

the immovable properties of Lt. Munsi Mistry.
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That the Plaintiffs never been in possession of land in the year 2008 the 

Plaintiff  no. 1 and his elder brother Sudarsan Mistry (since deceased)  

came to possession of some portion of land and house of their father late 

Munsi Mistry and they started quarrel with the Defendant and a case was 

registered and in the year 2013 the case was disposed. The Defendant is 

not  evicted in  any manner  as  the Defendant  becomes owner  of  the  

Schedule land and premises by right of adverse possession. The Defen

dant has right, title, interest over the Schedule land and premises. The 

Plaintiff have no right to institute suit against the Defendant.  

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

Learned Predecessor –in-office:

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

2. Whether there exist landlord tenant relationship between the plaintiff

and defendant in respect of the suit premises?

3. Whether the defendant failed to make payment of monthly rent in

respect of the suit premises? If so, whether the defendant is liable to

be evicted from the suit premises?

4. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to recover arrear of rent from the

defendant?

5. Whether the plaintiffs required the suit  premises bonafide for their

own use and occupation?

6. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the decree as prayed for?

4.   During trial,  Plaintiff  led evidence of 4 Witnesses. Defendant led ev

idence of 3 Witnesses. All 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 Counsels for both sides.

5. DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR THE DECISION:
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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.

A. ISSUE No.1: Whether there is any cause of action for the suit?

The Plaintiffs have claimed that they along with the pro forma defendants

are the owners of the schedule premises of description having inherited

from Munsi Mistry i.e. father of plaintiff no. 1 and grandfather of plaintiff

no. 2 and pro forma defendant. That the father of the defendant i.e. Ram

Bachan Mistry was  the brother of the grandfather of plaintiff no. 1 who

sold  his  total  land  to  Smt.  Joshoda  Devi.  That  the  defendant  on

02.01.1995 requested the father of plaintiff no. 1 i.e. Munsi Mistry  to

take on rent the schedule premises on monthly rent  of Rs.  100/-  per

month as per the terms and conditions of a verbal agreement between

the parties. After the death of Munsi Mistry the plaintiff and pro forma

defendants became joint owners of land of description PP no. 164 daag

160,  PP  no.  88   daag  no.  163  of  Dhekiajuli  Town,  4 th Part  Mouza-

Dhekiajuli,  P.S  Dhekiajuli,  District-  Sonitpur.  However,  as  per  the

allegation  of  the  plaintiff,  defendant  mutated  the  holding  no.  of  the

schedule  premises  in  his  name though  it  was  ultimately  cancelled  by

plaintiff no. 1 post filing objection and due inquiry by Dhekiajuli Municipal

Board.  As  per  the  plaintiffs  the  defendant  has  been  a  defaulter  in

payment of rent for the month of May 2008 to the month of May 2015

under Assam Urban Area Rent Control Act and hence liable to be evicted.

Further the plaintiff  has claimed arrear of rent from July  2012 to July

2015 amounting to Rs. 3,600/- only. Thus the plaintiff have claimed to be

the  owner  of  the  schedule  premises  and  the  existence  of  a  landlord

tenant relationship with the defendant On the other hand defendant has

claimed that he is not the tenant of the plaintiffs rather is the owner of

the schedule  premise  by virtue  of  adverse possession.  To support  its

claim plaintiffs have led evidence as PW 1 who corroborated the contents

of the pleadings and exhibited 8 (eight) number of documents including

the periodic Khiraj patta and Jamabandi and sale deed of the schedule
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premises. Thus, considering the bone of contention between the parties

regarding the existence of  a landlord tenant relationship they appears

sufficient cause of action for institution of this suit.  

DECISION:  This  issue  is  hereby  determined   in  the  affirmative  in

favour of the Plaintiff.

B. ISSUE No.2, ISSUE No. 3 and ISSUE No. 5: 

ISSUE  No.2:  Whether  there  exist  landlord  tenant  relationship

between the plaintiff and defendant in respect of the suit premises?

ISSUE  No.  3:  Whether  the  defendant  failed  to  make  payment  of

monthly  rent  in  respect  of  the  suit  premises?  If  so,  whether  the

defendant is liable to be evicted from the suit premises? 

ISSUE  No.  5:  Whether  the  plaintiffs  required  the  suit  premises

bonafide for their own use and occupation?

Plaintiff as PW1 stated that the defendant is their tenant from the lifetime

of his father Munsi Mistry and that Munsi Mistry never sold or promise to

sale any portion of the schedule premises in favour of defendant. PW 1

has exhibited 22 (twenty two) no. of documents including Jamabandi and

Periodic  Khiraj  Patta  regarding  the  schedule  premises.  Further,  in  his

cross examination PW 1 has refused that his father Munsi Mistry did not

transfer the schedule premises in the name of plaintiff. 

Plaintiff's in support of their claim led evidence of PW 2 Sri Ram Navami

Gupta who is the neighbour of the plaintiffs and the defendant. PW 2

stated  in  his  examination  in  chief  that  his  house  is  adjacent  to  the

schedule premises and that the defendant has been in occupation of the

schedule premises i.e. the part of holding no. 318 of Ward no. 2. PW 2

further stated that the father of the defendant sold his land to the mother

of PW 2. Consequently, defendant took on rent the suit premises from

Munsi Mistry in January, 1995 @ Rs. 100/- per month. PW 2 also stated

that from May 2008 the defendant has been a defaulter of payment of

rent. PW 2 also claimed to a witness of payment of rent by the defendant

of  the  plaintiff  and  corroborated  the  claims  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the
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plaintiffs needed the schedule premises for bonafide use to run a grocery

shop.  To  support  his  testimony  PW  2  has  exhibited  8  (eight)  no's.

documents including Periodic Khiraj Patta, Jamabandi and certified copy

of sale deed. PW 2 in his cross examination reiterated his evidence in

examination in chief. 

Plaintiffs further led the evidence of PW 3 Sri Nabajyoti Saikia, Lat Mandal

of  village Dhekiajuli  who  deposed  that  the name of  Plaintiff  i.e.  Ram

Kumar  Mistry  is  mutated  in  the  Jamabandi  regarding  the  schedule

premises as a legal heir of Munsi Mistry. 

Plaintiff further led the evidence of PW 4 Moidul Islam, extra writer Sub

Registry of Tezpur and PW 5 Sri Ram Narayan Sarmah Tax Collector of

Dhekiajuli Board who corroborated that the name of plaintiff Ram Kumar

Mistry  is  indeed  mutated  in  the  Jamabandi  regarding  the  schedule

premises. 

Thus, the claim of DW 1 i.e. Sri Ram Narayan Sarmah that Munsi Mistry

I.e. the father of Plaintiff no. 1 is his cousin who promised to sell the

schedule  premises  and in  exchange  of  which  Munsi  Mistry  received a

consideration  amount  does  not  hold  much  ground  as  no  document

regarding sale deed or evidence  pertaining to the alleged consideration

amount regarding the sale of schedule premises has been executed or

exhibited by the defendant. DW 2 Sri Jay Ram Sah and DW 3 Sri Surya

Nath Koiri  in  their  examination in chief  deposed and corroborated the

testimony of  DW 1 i.e.  the defendant.  Further,  on the basis  of  trade

licence issued by Dhekiajuli  Municipal Board defendant cannot claimed

right, title and interest of the schedule premises.   

Thus,  on  the  basis  of  exhibited  documents  and  deposition  of  official

witnesses, it is seen that plaintiffs and pro forma defendants have right

and interest in the schedule premises. 
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Further, the defendants have failed to prove that he had come to occupy

the schedule  premises pursuant  to a agreement for  sell.  Whereas the

plaintiff has proved with the help of evidence adduced that the plaintiff

was  landlord  of  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  suit  premises.  For

otherwise the defendant has not adduced any cogent evidence regarding

ownership with respect to the schedule premises thereby balancing the

preponderance  of  probabilities  towards  the  plaintiffs  being  owner  and

landlord of the schedule premises.

DECISION: These issues are  hereby determined in  the affirmative

in favour of the Plaintiff.

C. ISSUE No.6: Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the decree as

prayed for?

In view of the issue  no's . 1,2,3,4 and 5 are determined in the affirmative

in favour of the plaintiff it is hereby deemed fit that the plaintiff is entitled

to decree as prayed for. 

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

therein, the suit is decreed in favour of the Plaintiff on contest with cost.

7. Thus, the plaintiff is allowed a decree for

I)  For  recovery  of  arrear  rent  Rs.  3600/-  only  from July  2012  to

June 2015 @  Rs. 100/- only per month.

II) For recovery of future rent @ Rs. 100/- per month from the date

of filing of the Suit until Decree.

III) For eviction of the defendant with his men and materials from

the tenanted Schedule premises.

IV)  For  recovery  of  vacant  possession  of  the  Schedule  tenanted

premises.
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V) For recovery of mesne profits @ Rs. 50/- only per diem form the

date of Decree until recovery of vacant possession.

Vi) For cost of the suit. 

8.  Prepare decree accordingly.

Given under my hand and the seal of this court on this the 24 th day of  

February, 2021 at Sonitpur.

       Triza PM Baruah
Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur

Dictated and corrected by me

           Triza PM Baruah
Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur.

APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witnesses:

1. P.W.1- Sri Ram Kumar Mistry

 2. P.W.2- Sri Ramnawami Gupta

Defendant’s Witnesses:

1. D.W.1- Sri Narayan Sarmah

2. D.W.2- Sri Jayram Shah

3. D.W.3- Sri Surjya Nath Koiri

Plaintiff’s Exhibits:

1. Ext. 1 Periodic Kharij Patta no. 164

2. Ext. 2 Periodic Kharij Patta no. 88

3. Ext. 3 Jamabandi of P.P No. 47 (old) 68:64 (new) Dag no. 117, 358
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4. Ext. 4 Jamabandi of P.P No. 47 (old) 68:64 (new) Dag no. 103

5. Ext. 5 Certified copy of Sale Deed No. 2115 for the year 1978

6. Ext. 6 Certified copy of Sale Deed No. 2116 for the year 1978

7. Ext. 7 Jamabandi of P.P No. 88 Dag No. 163

8. Ext. 8 Jamabandi of P.P No. 88 Dag No. 160

9. Ext. 9 Land revenue paying receipt for the year 1397 B.S.

10. Ext. 10 Land revenue paying receipt for the year 1398 B.S.

11. Ext. 11 Land revenue paying receipt for the year 1418 B.S.

12. Ext. 12 Land revenue paying receipt for the year 1419 B.S.

13. Ext. 13 Land revenue paying receipt for the year 1420 B.S.

14. Ext. 15 Valuation List of Holiday No. 318 of Ward No. 2, Dhekiajuli Town.

15. Ext. 16, Ext. 17, Ext. 18, Ext. 19 and Ext. 20 Municipal tax paying receipt.

16. Ext. 21. Gaon Burah Certificate, Naharbari Mailaali Balipukhuri

17. Ext. Death Certificate of Sudarsan Mistry. 

Defendant’s Exhibits:

1. Ext. A Certificate issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated 01.02.1985.

2. Ext. B Trade license issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board no. 1480.

3. Ext. B(1) Trade license issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board no. 2168.

4. Ext. B(2) Trade license issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board no. 2392.

5. Ext. B(3) Trade license issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board no. 71.

6. Ext. C Miscellaneous Receipt of Dhekiajuli Municipal Board no. 3447.

7. Ext. C(1) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
15.05.2007.

8. Ext. C(2) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
01.03.1996.

9. Ext. C(3) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
15.02.2000.

10. Ext. C(4) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
19.12.2006.

11. Ext. C(5) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
14.05.2007.
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12. Ext. C(6) Miscellaneous Receipt issued by Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 
19.02.1996.

13. Ext. D Electricity Bill issued by ASEB dated 20.08.1985.

14. Ext. E Holding issued by the Dhekiajuli Municipal Board dated. 29.05.1985.

 Triza PM Baruah
Munsiff No.1,Sonitpur
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