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CASE NO: T.S. 96 of 2012 
 

HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2. 

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT / CASE 

 

DISTRICT: SONITPUR 

IN THE COURT THE OF MUNSIFF NO.2, SONITPUR, 

TEZPUR 

         

Present:  Smti Priyanka Saikia, AJS,  

     Munsiff No.2 

 

This the 3rd  day of February/2022 

 

Title Suit No.96/2012 

1. Smti. Geeta Singh 

W/o- Late Dilip Singh 

2. Smti. Nitoo Singh Banerjee 

W/o- Sri Arnab Banerjee 

3. Smti. Suman Singh 

W/o- Sri Vikash Singh 

All are residents of Kanaklata Civil 

Hospital Road, Tezpur Town, 

P.O.- Tezpur 

Mouza- Mahabhairab 

Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 

    ----- Plaintiffs 

-Versus- 

1. Sri Sunil Kumar Jalan 

S/o- Late Nandalal Agarwalla 
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R/o- Ward No. 13, Nepalipatty 

Tezpur Town, 

Mouza- Mahabhairab 

Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 

------- Defendant 

1. Smti. Nilima Singh 

W/o- Sri Anay Singh 

2. Sri Dhiraj Singh 

S/o- Late Dilip Singh 

R/o- Kanaklata Civil Hospital Road, Tezpur 

Town, 

P.O.- Tezpur 

Mouza- Mahabhairab 

Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 

3. Smti. Jyoti Singh 

4. Smti. Kirti Singh 

No. 1, 3 and 4 are daughters of Late Dilip 

Singh, residents of village- Parowa,  

P.O.- Nikamul 

Mouza- Haleswar 

Dist- Sonitpur, Assam 

5. Smti. Nirmala Singh 

W/o- Sri Amarendra Singh 

C/o- Shiv Cycle Store, Mungeli Naka, 

Bilaspur 

P.O- Bilaspur 

Pin- 495001, Chattisgarh 
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This is a suit came up for final hearing on 07-01-

2022, in presence of following Advocates: 

Counsel for Plaintiffs  : Sri P. Saikia 

Counsel for Defendants : Sri P.C. Sharmah, Sri D. 

 Bose 

And having stood for consideration to this day, the 

Court delivered the following Judgment:- 

 

JUDGMENT 

  Plaintiffs case in brief: 

1. This is a suit for declaration of right, title, and 

interest, recovery of possession, for cancellation of Sale 

Deed and for permanent injunction. 

2. That the plaintiffs no. 1 is the legally married wife 

and plaintiffs no. 2 and 3 and the proforma defendant no. 

1, 3 and 4 are the daughters and proforma defendants no. 

2 is the son of Late Dilip Singh and the defendant no. 2 is 

the second wife of the said Dilip Singh, since deceased. 

Proforma defendants no. 1, 3 & 4 are daughters, and 

proforma defendant no. 2 is son of Dilip Singh from his 

second wife. Proforma defendant no. 5 is the own sister of 

said Dilip Singh. 

3. That Surjya Prasad Singh, since deceased, was the 

sole and absolute owner, recorded pattadar and possessor 

of land measuring 6 Bighas 0 Katha 13 Lessas under Dag 

No. 102 and  3 Kathas 19 Lessas under Dag No. 103, 

covered by Periodic Patta No. 72, situated at village- 

Parowa, Mouza- Holeswar, District- Sonitpur, Assam. That 
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after the death of Surjya Prasad Singh his son Dilip Singh 

and daughter proforma defendant no. 5 became the joint 

owners and possessors of aforesaid land by right of 

inheritance under law. 

4. That after death of said Dilip Singh, the plaintiffs 

became the owner and possessor of land by their father 

and thus they became the joint owners and possessors of 

aforesaid land alongwith proforma defendant no. 5. That 

said Dilip Singh expired on 04-09-2007. The aforesaid 

lands are undivided property of the plaintiffs and the 

proforma defendant no. 5 under law. 

5. That the defendant no. 2 being the second wife of 

said Dilip Singh and the proforma defendant no. 1 to 4 are 

daughters and son from defendant no. 2 had not acquired 

any right, title and interest in any property left by said 

Surjya Prasad Singh and said Dilip Singh under law. But 

she had mutated her name most illegally and surreptiously 

without knowledge of the plaintiffs and without any title 

and possession in the land of suit dag. That on the basis of 

said void and illegal mutation the defendant no. 2 never 

became the owner of any property including the suit 

property at any time under law. 

6. That the defendant no. 2 had and has no right, title, 

interest and possession in suit land yet only on the basis of 

said illegal and void mutation, claiming the absolute owner 

and possessor of the suit land described in the Schedule A 

below, most illegally without any right and authority sold 

the suit land to the defendant no. 1 without knowledge of 
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the plaintiffs on 24-01-2010 at Rs. 80,000/- only vide 

Registered Sale Deed No. 200/2010. 

7. That the defendant no. 2 not being the owner of the 

suit land had no right or authority whatsoever to sell the 

suit land by executing and registering the Sale Deed No. 

200/2010 in favour of the defendant no. 1. That said 

Registered Sale Deed No 200/2010 has been fully 

described in the Schedule B below which is null and void, 

illegal and without jurisdiction. That on the basis of said 

void deed the defendant no. 1 had and has not acquired 

any right, title and interest in the suit land or any part 

thereof under law. 

8. That the defendant no. 1 without any right, title and 

interest most illegally entered into the suit land and has 

occupied the same in the first week of March, 2012. That 

when the said illegal act of the defendant no. 1 came to 

the notice of the plaintiffs then upon enquiry the defendant 

no. 1 told the plaintiffs that the purchased the said land 

from Smt. Krishna Singh through registered Sale Deed and 

as such as owner he took the possession of the said land. 

9. That thereafter the plaintiffs made enquiry about the 

aforesaid sale in the Office of the Sub-Registrar, Tezpur 

and at last they obtained the certified copy of Registered 

Sale Deed No. 200/2010 from the office of the Sub-

Registrar, Tezpur on 16-03-2012. That upon perusal of the 

said certified copy of Sale Deed No. 200/2010 the plaintiffs 

for the first time came to know that on 24-01-2010 that 

the defendant no. 2 without any right, title and interest 
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most illegally claiming as absolute owner sold the suit land 

to the defendant no. 1. The defendant no. 1 also without 

proper enquiry by making conspiracy with the defendant 

no. 2 had illegally purchase the suit land.  

10. That the Registered Sale Deed No. 200/2010 is null 

and void, illegal and without jurisdiction and liable to be 

cancelled. That the plaintiffs have reasonable apprehension 

that if the said sale deed, if left, outstanding, may cause 

them serious injury, hence it is necessary to adjust the 

same as void and cancelled. 

11. That the defendant no. 1 is nothing but a trespasser 

in the suit land and he has no right to retain the 

possession of the suit land any longer. 

12. That the defendant no. 1 and 2 by their aforesaid 

illegal acts already have not only disturbed the right, title 

and interest of the plaintiffs and proforma defendant no. 5 

in the suit land but also have disturbed the possession of 

the plaintiffs and proforma defendant no. 5 therein. Hence 

the plaintiffs have been compelled to institute this suit 

against the defendants for declaration of the right, title and 

interest of the plaintiffs and the proforma defendant no. 5 

in the suit land, described in the Schedule A below and for 

recovery of possession of the suit land by evicting the 

defendant no. 1 there from by demolishing and removing 

all the houses/structures/boundary wall/fencing, etc. if 

bound therein and for further declaration that the 

Registered Sale Deed No. 200/2010, described in the 
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Schedule B below as null and void and cancellation thereof 

and for permanent injunction. Hence, the instant suit  

The Gist of Defendants case: 

13. On receipt of the plaint summons were served upon 

the defendants and submitted contested the suit by filing 

written statement. The Proforma defendant also filed 

written statement admitting whole the contention of the 

plaint of the plaintiffs. The defendants stated there is no 

cause of action for this suit and this suit is not properly 

valued and not maintainable in the eye of law. The suit is 

bad for waiver, estoppels and acquiescence. The 

defendants denied all the allegations levelled against them. 

Hence, the defendants do pray for dismissal of suit by 

imposing compensatory cost on the Plaintiffs. 

14. Upon perusal of pleadings of both the sides the 

following were issues framed by my learned predecessors-

in-office: Issues framed on 24.09.2014:  

i. Whether  the suit is maintainable? 

ii. Whether there is any cause of action for the 

suit?  

iii. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?   

iv. Whether the suit is hit by principles of waiver, 

acquiescence and estoppel?  

v. Whether plaintiffs or proforma defendant No.5 

have any right, title and possession in respect of the 

suit land? 

vi. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the 

decree as prayed for?  
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vii. To what other relief/reliefs the plaintiffs are 

entitled?  

15. I have heard the arguments of the learned Counsel 

for the Plaintiffs and defendants. I have considered the 

argument learned counsels for both the sides and also 

have perused the case record in detail. The plaintiffs have 

adduced the evidence of two witnesses in support of their 

case whereas the defendants have adduced the evidence 

of one witness. The materials on record and submissions 

made on behalf of both sides have received due 

consideration of this court. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION & REASONS THEREOF: 

Decision on issue no. i: 

Whether the suit is maintainable? 

16. The defendants had pleaded that the suit is not 

maintainable, however they failed to specify how and in 

what manner the suit is not maintainable. The suit is of 

civil nature and the present court is competent to try the 

same. Hence, the suit is maintainable. This issue is decided 

in affirmative. 

Decision on issue no. ii: 

Whether there is a cause of action for the suit?  

17. The defendants pleaded that the plaintiffs do not 

have the cause of action for institution of this suit. The 

cause of action is nothing but a bundle of material fact 

which the plaintiffs must allege and prove in order to 

succeed in his case. In the instant suit the plaintiffs prays 

for declaration of right, title, interest and recovery of 
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possession and cancellation of sale deed and the denial of 

the same by defendants, arise a cause of action for the 

suit. Thus from the perusal of the above pleaded facts it is 

seen that there is cause of action for institution of this suit. 

Hence, this issue is decided in affirmative. 

Decision on issue no. iii: 

Whether the suit is barred by limitation?   

18. The suit is instituted on 06.12.2012 for declaration 

that the sale deed registered on 24-01-2010 as null and 

void along with declaration of right, title and interest of the 

plaintiffs on the suit land. 

Article 59 of the Limitation Act, 1963, provides that 

to cancel or set aside as instrument or decree or for the 

rescission of a contract is three(3) years from when the 

facts entitling the plaintiffs to have the instrument or 

decree cancelled or set aside or the contract rescinded first 

becomes known to him.  

19. The suit has been filed for right, title and interest and 

cancellation of Sale Deed and recovery of possession of the 

suit land. Hence, the suit is filed within the period of 

limitation. This issue is decided in favour of the plaintiffs.   

Decision on issue no. iv:                                                                 

Whether the suit is hit by principles of waiver, 

acquiescence and estoppel?  

20. The defendants of this case in their written 

statements pleaded that suit is bad on the ground of 

waiver, estoppels and acquiescence. From his written 

statement there appears no specific averments to show as 
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to how the suit is bad for waiver, estoppels and 

acquiescence and in absence of any specific averment to 

show that the suit is hit by the principles of waiver, 

estoppels and acquiescence, the court cannot come to a 

definite conclusion.  

 Hence, in absence of any specific and categorical 

averments supporting the contentions raised by the 

defendants, the issue is decided in negative against the 

defendant. 

Decision on issue no. v:                                                                

Whether plaintiffs or Proforma Defendant No.5 have 

any right, title and possession in respect of the suit 

land? 

21. PW-1 (Geeta Singh) in her evidence stated that she 

was legally married wife of Late Dilip Singh. The Plaintiffs 

No. 2 & 3 were daughters of them. The defendant no. 2 

was the second wife of her husband. The proforma 

defendant No’s 1, 2, 3 & 4 were the children of the second 

wife and PW-1’s husband. The father in law of PW-1 

namely Late Surya Prasad Singh was the original owner 

and possessor of the land measuring 6 Bigha 13  Lecchas 

covered by dag No. 102 and 3 Katha 19 lechas of dag No, 

103 and Patta No.72, which was admitted by defendant 

No.1. PW-1 in her evidence has exhibited the Jamabandi 

copy of suit land which fortified that Surjya Prasad Singh 

was the original pattadar of above mentioned land. After 

death of Surjya Prasad Singh, his son Lt Dilip Singh and 

Daughter Nirmala Singh were the legal heirs and inherited 
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the same land. Smti Nirmala Singh was also implead as 

Proforma Defendant No.5. They two had equal share of 

land but they had not demarcated their land. They both 

owned and possessed the land together. The Defendant 

No.2 and Proforma Defendant no 1 to 4 has stated in their 

written statement that only Dilip Singh was the owner of 

the suit land and plaintiffs and Proforma Defendant No.5 

have no right over the suit land. But The Defendant No.2 

and Proforma Defendant No.1 to 4 did not deny that 

Proforma Defendant No.5 was the daughter of Surjya 

Singh which will amount to implied admission of the fact 

that Surjya Singh has died leaving behind Dilip Singh and 

Proforma Defendant No.5 as his legal heir. Being the legal 

heirs of Surjya Singh and the Proforma Defendant No.5 will 

also have right over the property left by Surjya Singh along 

with Dilip Singh and after death of Dilip Singh along with 

his legal heirs unless contrary is proved.  The husband of 

PW-1, Dilip Singh was expired on 04.09.2009 and after the 

death of Dilip Singh, PW-1 was as legally married wife and 

her children acquired suit land and properties of Lt Dilip 

Singh. It is settled law that children legitimate or 

illegitimate are entitled to the share in property of their 

father. As such Plaintiffs No.2, 3 and Proforma Defendant 

No. 1 to 4 along with Proforma Defendant No.5 are all 

have right title and interest over their share in the suit land 

and properties of Lt Dilip Singh and Surjya Singh 

respectively. In the plaint, the Plaintiff No.1 has claimed 

her to be the first wife of Dilip Singh and stated that 
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Defendant No.2 is not the wife of Lt Dilip Singh. On the 

other hand, the Defendant No.2 has claimed that she is the 

legally married wife of Dilip Singh and Plaintiff No.1 is not 

the wife of Dilip Singh. Hence, to substantiate the claim, 

right, title and interest over the suit property, the Plaintiff 

No.1 has the burden to prove that she is the wife of Dilip 

Singh and Defendant No.2 is not the wife of Dilip Singh. In 

Yamunabai Anantrao Adhav vs. Anantrao shivram 

Adhay & Anr. Reported in (1988) 1 SCC 530 Hon'bre 

Supreme Court has held that, ”a Hindu lady who married 

after coming into force Hindu Marriage Act, with a person 

who had a living lawfully wedded wife cannot be treated to 

be "legally wedded wife" The case of Savitaben Somabai 

Bhatiya vs. State of Gujarat & Ors. Reported in (2005) 

3 SCC 536 also followed the decision of Yamunabai 

Anantrao Adhav vs. Anantrao shivram Adhay & Anr. (1988) 

1 SCC 530.  

22. To substantiate, the pleading, the plaintiff No.1 has 

examined her as PW-1 and deposed that she is the legally 

married first wife of Late Dilip Singh and that Defendant 

No.2 is the second wife of Dilip Singh. The PW-2 also in his 

evidence has corroborated the PW-1 that PW-1 is the first 

wife of Dilip Singh. PW-2 Nagesh Singh in his evidence 

stated that he was the cousin brother in law of plaintiff 

No.1. PW-2 has also stated that Plaintiff no.1 and Late Dilip 

Singh got married socially on 01.03.1979. PW-2 further 

stated that the Plaintiff No.1 had not birth a son, therefore, 

Dilip Singh got again married to Defendant No.2. Plaintiffs 
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No.2 and 3 were the daughters of Late Dilip Singh. The 

Proforma Defendant No.1, 2, 3 & 4 were the children of 

Dilip Singh from the second wife defendant No.2. PW-2 

deposed in his cross examination that at the time of 

marriage of Dilip Singh with PW-1, he was about 20/21 

years old. The date of marriage of Dilip Singh with the 

Plaintiff No.1 was known by him from his home records. 

PW-2 had no any knowledge of divorce case filed by Dilip 

Singh.  

23. DW-1  in his evidence stated that he had purchased 

the suit land from Defendant No.2 vide Registered Deed 

200/2010 in presence of Subhash Singh, Sama Das, 

Sadhan Debnath. DW-1 had purchased 1 Katha 6 Lechas 

out of total land 3 Kathas 19 lechas under dag No.103 and 

land measuring 1 Bigha 3 Kathas 14 Lechas at 

consideration of Rs.80,000/-. He also stated that when 

DW-1 had discussed about the purchased the suit land, the 

defendant No.2 had showed him a copy of Jamabandi. 

After verification of Jamabandi, he satisfied and agreed to 

purchase the suit land. DW-1 admitted the fact that the 

original owner was the father of Dilip Singh. He has stated 

that plaintiff No.1 was not legally married wife of Dilip 

Singh and Plaintiffs no.2 & 3 , pro forma defendant No. 

1,3, 4 are not daughters and Proforma Defendant No.2 

was not his son. DW-1 did not know plaintiffs. He had no 

knowledge about plaintiffs No.1’s marriage and her 

husband. DW-1 had purchased the land on the basis of 

jamabandi. He knew that Dilip Singh was the son of late 
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Surya Kumar Singh. At the time of purchased DW-1 did not 

enquiry of Surya Kumar Singh. He also had no knowledge 

about the marriage of defendant no.2 and Dilip Singh. DW-

1 had not adduced evidence of witnesses of the sale deed. 

After the purchased he had took possession and Def no.2 

and Lat Mondol measured the land.  He had not made 

application before the Circle Officer for the possession of 

the suit land. DW-1 had not knowledge about the land 

measurement from all side. Moreover, the defendant no 2 

and proforma defendant no 1,3 and 4 in their written 

statement have stated that plaintiff No.1 used to inflicted 

cruelty upon Dilip Singh and his mother and deserted them 

for which Dilip Singh has filed Divorce case vide Title ( 

Divorce) Suit 31/2003 against the Plaintiff No.1, which was 

dismissed for default. In cross examination of PW-1 & 2, 

the Defendant No.2 and Proforma Defendant No. 1, 3 and 

4 have suggested that Dilip Singh had filed a Divorce case 

vide Title (Divorce) Suit 31/2003 against the plaintiff no 1 

which was dismissed for default.   

24. From the written statement of defendants and from 

the suggestion given to PWs itself it is evident that plaintiff 

No.1 had resided with Dilip Singh and his mother and that 

Dilip Singh has filed Divorce case against the plaintiff No.1. 

A person cannot seek divorce by way of filing suit in any 

court against the person who is not his legal wife. Since, 

Divorce case has been filed by Dilip Singh against Plaintiff 

No.1 as such it can be presumed that Plaintiff No.1 was his 

legally married wife otherwise he could not have sought for 
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decree of divorce against the plaintiff No.1. Admittedly, 

said Divorce case was dismissed for default as such no 

decree for divorce was passed. The above averment of 

Defendant No.2 regarding filing a divorce case also fortified 

the claim of the plaintiff No.1 that she is legally wedded 

wife of Dilip Singh and same still subsists.  

25. From the above discussion, it is held that the 

plaintiffs by adducing the evidence of PWs has duly proved 

that Plaintiff No.1 is wife of Dilip Singh which is fortified by 

the written statement of Proforma Defendant No.5 and 

averment of Defendant No.2 and Profoma Defendant No.1 

to 4 regarding filing of divorce case by Dilip Singh against 

the Plaintiff no.1.  

26. Considering the evidence of PW-1 and in absence of 

any rebuttal evidence from the side of defendants, this 

court held that Plaintiff No.1 is the wife of Dilip Singh and 

defendant No.2 is second wife of Dilip Singh and the 

Plaintiffs No.2 and 3 are the daughters of Dilip Singh from 

PW-1. As such being the legal wife, the Plaintiff No.1 has 

right title and interest over suit land by way of inheritance. 

Moreover, since Plaintiffs No.2 and 3 and Proforma 

Defendant No 1 to 4 are legal heirs of late Dilip Singh, as 

such this court held that the plaintiffs and proforma 

defendant no 5 have joint right title and interest over suit 

land along with Proforma Defendant No 1 to 4. This issue 

is decided in affirmative. 

Decision on issue no. vi and vii:                                                                
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Whether the Plaintiffs are entitled to the decree as 

prayed for?  

AND 

To what other relief/reliefs the plaintiffs are 

entitled? 

27. For convenience both these issues are taken up 

together for discussion. In the instant suit the plaintiffs 

have claimed their right, title, interest and possession over 

suit land and claimed for recovery of possession by evicting 

the defendant No.1 therefrom. In her cross examination, 

PW-1 stated that at first Dilip Singh name was mutated in 

records of right.  After his death her second wife had 

mutated her name illegally in records of right. After 

mutated her name in records of right illegally, she sold the 

suit land to Defendant No.1 vide registered Sale Deed 

200/2010. Thereafter, the suit land was in possession by 

Defendant No.1. DW-1 admitted that Dilip Singh had filed a 

divorce case on 25.08.2003 but the case was dismissed on 

11.03.2005. The defendant No.1 has not adduced any 

other evidence to show that he is bonafide purchaser of 

the suit land. Defendant No.1 had only verified the 

Jamabandi of Defendant No.2 Mere having name in 

Jamabandi record in relation with the suit land cannot 

confer any right, title, interest over the land. I reiterate 

Jamabandi is definitely records of right, under Assam Land 

and Revenue Regulation, 1886, only if these records of 

right are prepared and maintained in accordance with law 

or in consonance with the provisions of said Regulations.  
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28. In the above discussion it is decided that plaintiff no 

1 is the legally married wife of Dilip Singh and defendant 

no 2 was not legally married wife of Dilip Singh, hence 

defendant No.2 has no right title over suit land. Without 

any right, title and interest, the defendant No.2 had sold 

the land measuring 1 Katha 6 Lecha of dag No. 102 & 103 

and Patta 72 to the defendant No.1 vide registered Sale 

Deed No. 200/2010 in a consideration amount of Rs. 

80,000/-.  Admittedly vide Ext 2 Sale Deed the suit land 

was sold to defendant no 1 by defendant no 2. But since 

plaintiff no 1 is the legally married wife of Dilip Singh and 

defendant no 2 was not legally married wife of Dilip Singh, 

hence defendant no 2 has no right title over suit land and 

has no right to sell the suit land to defendant no 1 who has 

been possessing the land sold through sale deed no sale 

deed no 200/2012. As such the Sale Deed no 200/2012 is 

not valid in the eye of law. The defendant No.1 has not 

other adduced any evidence to prove his plea that he is a 

bonafide purchaser of suit land and that he is entitled to 

retain possession of suit land. Hence, plea of Bonafide 

purchaser remained unproved. The defendant No.2 has 

illegally mutated her name in place of Late Dilip Singh. 

Since, the defendant no 2, the seller has no right over the 

suit land to sell it to defendant no 1 as such defendant no 

2 has no right to execute sale deed in favour of defendant 

no 1. As such the Sale Deed no 200/2010 is null and void 

and liable to be cancelled. Since, the Sale Deed bearing no 

200/2010 is null and void as such, in absence of any other 
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evidence by defendant no 1, claiming him bonafide 

purchaser, the possession of defendant no 1 over the suit 

land is also held to be illegal and hence defendant no 1 is 

liable to be evicted from the suit land.  

29. Considering the above discussion I find the story of 

the plaintiffs sided to plausible and probable and 

convincing. Therefore the preponderance probability lies in 

favour of plaintiffs. After considering all the fact and 

circumstances of the case I am of the opinion that the 

plaintiffs are able to prove their case hence entitled to get 

the decree as prayed for.  

30. Hence, it is held that the plaintiffs have right, title 

and interest over the suit land and plaintiffs are entitled to 

the relief as prayed by them. Hence, both the issues are 

decided in affirmative. 

ORDER 

31. In conclusion the suit is decreed on contest with cost. 

The plaintiffs and Proforma Defendant No 5 have right title 

and interest over suit land. It is also declared that sale 

deed no 200/2010 is null and void and liable to be 

cancelled. The plaintiffs also entitled to recover the suit 

land by evicting the Defendant No.1. The Defendant No.1 

is restrained from entering into the suit land after his 

eviction. 

32. Let a precept be issued in due course to Sub-

Registrar Tezpur, for cancellation of Sale Deed no 

200/2010. 

33. Prepare a decree accordingly.  
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 Judgment is pronounced in open court.  

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 

3rd day of February, 2022.      

  

 

 

Priyanka Saikia, AJS 

Munsiff No.2 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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APPENDIX 

Plaintiff’s Witnesses:  

1. PW-1: Smti Geeta Singh. 

2. PW-2: Sri Nagesh Singh. 

Plaintiff’s Exhibits:  

Ext-1: Certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. No. 72. 

Ext-2: Sale deed of dated 16-03-2012. 

Defendant’s Witnesses: 

1. DW1: Sunil Kumar Jalan. 

Defendant’s Exhibits:  

Ext-A: Deed of sale executed on 24-01-2010.  

Ext-A(1) to Ext-A(17): Signatures. 

Ext-B: Certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. No. 72 of 

Poruagaon, Mouza- Halleswar, Dist- Sonitpur, Assam. 

 

 

 

Priyanka Saikia, AJS 

Munsiff No.2 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


