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CASE NO. T.S. 99/2015 
 

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 9th day of March/2022 

 

Title Suit No.99/2015 

1. Sri Prabin Deka 

2. Sri Bijon Deka 

Both sons of Late Hem Chandra Deka 

R/o- Ward No. 8, Nabapur 

Biswanath Chariali 

Mouza- Biswanath 

P.O. and P.S.- Biswanath Chariali 

District- Sonitpur, Assam 

    ----- Plaintiffs 

-Versus- 

1. Sri Siddhanta Kumar Deka 

S/o- Late Atul Deka 

2. Bristi Deka 

D/o- Late Atul Deka 

R/o- Shantipur, Biswanath Chariali 



P a g e  | 2 

CASE NO. T.S. 99/2015 
 

Mouza- Biswanath 

P.O. and P.S.- Biswanath Chariali 

District- Sonitpur, Assam 

    ----- Defendants 

1. Smti Beena Deka 

2. Bhanu Deka 

3. Shanti Deka 

4. Kanchan Deka 

5. Pranali Deka 

All daughters of Late Hem Chandra 

Deka 

R/o- Ward No. 8, Nabapur 

Biswanath Chariali 

Mouza- Biswanath 

P.O. and P.S.- Biswanath Chariali 

District- Sonitpur, Assam 

                ---- Proforma Defendants 

 

 This is a suit came up for final hearing on 02-02-

2022, in presence of following Advocates: 

Counsel for Plaintiffs  :   D. Bose 

Counsel for Defendants :   P.C. Sarmah, N. Sarmah  

And having stood for consideration to this day, the 

Court delivered the following Judgment:- 

 

JUDGMENT 

PLAINTIFF’S CASE IN BRIEF 



P a g e  | 3 

CASE NO. T.S. 99/2015 
 

1. This is a suit for partition by metes and bounds and 

for permanent injunction. 

2. That Late Hem Chandra Deka, son of Minai was the 

original owner, pattadar and possessor of the land 

measuring 43 Bighas 4 Kathas under Dag No’s 245, 246 

and 61 of Old P.P. No. 83 of Vill. Parmai Ghuli, Mouza: 

Halleswar, Dist- Sonitpur, Assam, after settlement 

operation new patta No. 84 was allotted in the name of 

Hem Chandra Deka by the Settlement Authority which is 

fully described in the Schedule of this plaint. 

3. That Late Hem Chandra Deka died about 22 years 

ago leaving behind the plaintiffs Sri Prabin Deka and Bijon 

Deka, proforma defendants Smti. Beena Deka, Smti Bhanu 

Deka, Smti Shanti Deka, Kanchan Deka and Pranali Deka 

and the Late father of the defendants Atul Deka as his 

legal heirs and successors. Hem Chandra Deka’s wife died 

about 8 (eight) years ago. Atul Deka, the third son of Hem 

Chandra Deka, also died leaving behind his childred the 

defendants. Wife of Late Atul Deka also died. All the legal 

heirs and successors of Late Hem Chandra Deka inherited 

the properties left behind by him by virtue of inheritance 

under Dayabhaga School of Hindu law. 

4. That during the lifetime of Late Hem Chandra Deka, 

he sold land measuring 5 Bighas 2 Kathas from Dag No. 

245 to Sri Nibash Ghosh, son of Late Upendra Ghosh, 3 

Bighas to Sri Krishna Ghosh, 2 Bighas 2 Kathas 6 Lessas 

from Dag No. 245 to Sri Keshab Sarkar and land measuring 
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3 Bighas from Dag No. 246 to Sri Prem Deka as such the 

land now remains is 29 Bighas 4 Kathas 14 Lessas 

5. That for many years the plaintiffs, defendants and 

the proforma defendants are residing in Biswanath Chariali. 

Originally they are from Ranga Pukhuri Paar, under Tezpur 

Police Station. 

6. That the plaintiffs sometime during the year 2014 

filed a petition before the Circle Office, Tezpur Sadar 

Revenue Circle for mutation of their names in the land 

records by virtue of inheritance after the death of their 

father Late Hem Chandra Deka, which was registered as 

Misc. Case No. 3/2014-15 and notices were served upon 

the parties. On 30-05-2015 the Circle Officer, Tezpur 

rejected the petition of the plaintiffs by showing cause that 

“as the father of the defendants Late Atul Deka mutated 

his name over the entire landed property left behind by 

Late Hem Chandra Deka by virtue of inheritance on 03-02-

1996 through Field Mutation”. The plaintiffs and the 

proforma defendants all through the time were unaware of 

the fact that their beloved brother Atul Deka had 

surreptitiously and behind their back and keeping them in 

dark mutated his only name in the property left behind by 

their father Late Hem Chandra Deka as his only legal heirs. 

The Circle Officer in his order dated 30-05-2015 stated that 

as the mutation in the name of Late Atul Deka is nearly 20 

years old as such the names of the plaintiffs cannot be 

mutated and directed the plaintiffs to approach higher 

Court for redressal. 
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7. That as stated in paragraph 4 of this plaint the 

plaintiffs submit that as the plaintiffs and the proforma 

defendants were continuously living and residing at 

Nabapur in Biswanath Chariali as such they were unaware 

of such surreptitious mutation effected by their Late 

brother Atul Deka. Sometime in the year 2014 some well 

wishers from Ranga Pukhuri Paar area informed the 

plaintiffs that the defendants were trying to sell off the 

land to some customers, hearing that the plaintiffs 

immediately went to the residence of the defendants to 

enquire about it which they admitted and categorically told 

that as the land belongs to their father Late Atul Deka a 

such they are the owners of the land and they can do 

whatever they like to do with their paternal properties. 

Hearing that the plaintiffs came before the Circle Office, 

Tezpur to enquire about the fact and were surprised to see 

the names of the defendants were clandestinely entered in 

the Jamabandi as sole pattadars and their names were 

mutated on 20-02-2013 by of inheritance as the legal heirs 

of Late Atul Deka. Thereafter as stated paragraph 5 they 

filled a petition for mutation of their names which was 

rejected on 30-05-2015. 

8. That the defendants have been illegally denying the 

legal rights and title of the plaintiffs i.e., 2/8 share (1/8 + 

1/8) in the Scheduled property as mentioned below. The 

plaintiffs are entitled for their 2/8 share (1/8 + 1/8) in the 

Scheduled property by declaration of their right, title over 

2/8 share (1/8 + 1/8) over the suit property by partition 
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and also entitled to have their separate possession by 

metes and bounds and by recovering the khas possession 

thereof by evicting the defendants or any other men under 

them from 2/8 share (1/8 + 1/8) of the plaintiffs over the 

suit property. 

9. That under the facts and circumstances it has 

become necessary to seek relief for declaration that the 

suit property as mentioned in the Schedule below are the 

joint family properties of the plaintiffs, the defendants and 

the proforma defendants with further declaration that the 

plaintiffs are entitled to definite 2/8 share (1/8 + 1/8) in 

the suit property with consequential relief of partition 

thereof with plaintiffs separate possession of 2/8 share 

(1/8 + 1/8) in land by metes and bounds, specifically 

demarcating the same in favour of the plaintiffs under 

Section 54 read with Order XX Rule 18 of Code of Civil 

Procedure. 

10. Summons was issued from the Court to the 

defendants contested the suit by filing written statement 

stating that suit filed by the plaintiffs is not at all 

maintainable. The defendants contended that the plaintiffs 

have no knowledge about the area and boundary of land 

owned and occupied by the defendants under Periodic 

Patta No. 84 (New) of village- Parmai Ghuli under Haleswar 

Mouza. They have simply gone through the mutation entry 

and declared that the suit land contains land measuring 29 

Bighas 04 Kathas 14 Lessas whereas the defendants have 

only occupied and owned land measuring 17 Bighas under 
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Periodic Patta No. 84 (New) of village- Parmai Ghuli under 

Haleswar Mouza. 

11. That the suit is barred under the Law of Limitation. 

That after the death of Hem Chandra Deka in the year of 

1995 the Father of the defendants Sri Atul Deka (since 

deceased) possessed and occupied the land measuring 17 

Bighas covered by Dag No. 245, 246 and 61 of Periodic 

Patta No. 84 (New) situated at village- Parmai Ghuli under 

Haleswar Mouza of Sonitpur District since the year of 1996 

and accordingly on 06-02-1996 his name was mutated in 

respect of the said land. The possession of said Sri Atul 

Deka over the land was open and in denial of the plaintiffs 

and other proforma defendants title to their knowledge 

since last 20 years. And after the death of Atul Deka the 

answering defendants used to possess and occupy the land 

and continue cultivation over the same through their 

permanent cultivator. 

12. That in the year of 1996 the land occupied and 

owned by Atul Deka under Peirodic Patta No. 84 (new) was 

a plot of land of no use and suitable for nothing. It was the 

father of the defendant nos. 1 and 2 who made the land 

cultivable by investing huge amount of money over the 

land.  

13. That the plaintiffs filed petition for mutation in 

respect of land covered by Dag No. 245, 246 and 61 of 

P.P. No. 84 (new) of village- Parmai Ghuli under Haleswar 

Mouza. The plaintiffs only in order to gain the property of 

the defendants filed petition for mutation after a period of 
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20 years from the date of death of Hem Chandra Deka, 

knowing fully well that the said land was exclusively owned 

and possessed by the father of the defendants during his 

life time and after his death by his son and daughter. The 

plaintiffs could not file the petition for mutation in respect 

the aforesaid land during the life time of Atul Deka, i.e. the 

father of defendants because they were very clear of the 

fact that Atul Deka had perfected his title in respect of the 

land by way of his long, continuous and uninterrupted 

possession since January, 1996. However the other plots of 

land covered by Periodic Patta No. 410 of village Saikia 

Chuburi, Tezpur and P.P. 25 of village Kadamoni, 

Biswanath Chariali and other lands of Biswanath Chariali as 

well as Tezpur was mutated by the plaintiffs in the year of 

1999. Though at that time the plaintiffs and other legal 

heirs of Hem Chandra Deka tried to mutate their names in 

the suit land they could not do so due to interruption of 

Atul Deka who had continuous, open and uninterrupted 

possession over the under Periodic Patta No. 84 (New). 

After considering all the facts and circumstances the 

petition for mutation filed by the plaintiffs was rightly 

rejected by the Circle Officer, Tezpur. And as such the 

plaintiffs did not file any petition for revision or appeal 

against the said order before appropriate authority. 

14. That since the time of possession of land measuring 

17 Bighas covered by Dag No. 245, 246 and 61 of Periodic 

Patta No. 84 (New) situated at village- Parmai Ghuli under 

Haleswar Mouza of Sonitpur District by the father of the 
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defendants, Sri Atul Deka (since deceased) did everything 

to protect the land from various trespasser from time to 

time. Though his father Hem Chandra Deka left more lands 

than his occupation, he could not protect the other lands 

left by Hem Chandra Deka in the said Patta No. 84. Those 

lands are under possession of some trespassers. After the 

death of Atul Deka, the plaintiffs are also fighting to 

protect their land under the said Patta and lodged several 

complaints/FIR against number of trespassers at 

Mahabhairab Police Station. The plaintiffs have no 

authority to file this case, hence, the defendants prayed for 

dismissal of the suit with cost. 

15. The plaintiffs has examined two numbers of 

witnesses as PW-1, PW-2, and further relied on a number 

of document.  The defendants had cross -examined the 

Prosecution Witnesses and did not adduce any evidence. I 

have gone through the evidence on record including the 

documents relied on and also heard the arguments of 

learned counsel appearing for the both sides. 

16. On the basis of the pleading of the rival parties the 

following issues were framed:  

i. Whether there is any cause of action?  

ii. Whether the suit is barred by limitation? 

iii. Whether the plaintiffs are co-owner and entitled 

to 2/8th share of the Suit land property and 

possession thereof? 
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iv. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled for a decree 

of partition and separation of shares of the 

plaintiffs in the suit property?  

v. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the decree 

as prayed for?  

vi. To what other relief/reliefs the plaintiffs are 

entitled to? 

DECISION, DISCUSSION AND REASONS: 

Issue No. i: 

Whether there is any cause of action?  

17. The plaintiffs have claimed that brother Atul Deka 

had surreptitiously and behind their back and keeping 

them in dark mutated his only name in the property left 

behind by their father Late Hem Chandra Deka as his only 

legal heirs. 

18. The defendants on the other hand, have contended 

that after the death of Hem Chandra Deka in the year of 

1995 the Father of the defendants Sri Atul Deka (since 

deceased) possessed and occupied the land measuring 17 

Bighas covered by Dag No. 245, 246 and 61 of Periodic 

Patta No. 84 (New) situated at village- Parmai Ghuli under 

Haleswar Mouza of Sonitpur District since the year of 1996 

and accordingly on 06-02-1996 his name was mutated in 

respect of the said land in the land of records. 

19. The expression "cause of action" would mean the 

existence of a right in favour of the plaintiffs and the denial 

thereof by the defendants. Needless to say, if the plaintiffs 

succeed in proving their pleadings, then they will be 
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entitled to the reliefs. I am therefore of the view that there 

is a prima facie cause of action in the present suit. 

20. So, there appears to be a genuine dispute for 

adjudication between the parties and the facts narrated in 

the plaint discloses a cause of action. 

 Hence, this issue is decided in favour of the plaintiffs. 

Issue no. ii: 

Whether the suit is barred by limitation? 

21. The defendants have taken a plea that the suit is 

barred by law of limitation on the ground that after the 

death of Hem Chandra Deka in the year of 1995 the Father 

of the defendants Sri Atul Deka (since deceased) 

possessed and occupied the land measuring 17 Bighas 

covered by Dag No. 245, 246 and 61 of Periodic Patta No. 

84 (New) situated at village- Parmai Ghuli under Haleswar 

Mouza of Sonitpur District since the year of 1996 and 

accordingly on 06-02-1996 his name was mutated in 

respect of the said land. The possession of said Sri Atul 

Deka over the land was open and in denial of the plaintiffs 

and other proforma defendants title to their knowledge 

since last 20 years.  

22. From the perusal of the plaint as well as the evidence 

in chief, it appears that the plaintiffs had sought relief for 

partition and for permanent injunction over the suit land. 

The plaintiffs had chosen the proper parties in this suit and 

the suit does not suffer from any formal defect. The 

defendants have not taken any endeavour during the time 

of evidence to show that the suit is barred by law of 
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limitation and since this is a suit for partition sought by 

sons, the present suit is deemed to be filed within the time 

frame of limitation. This issue is decided in the negative in 

favour of the plaintiffs. 

Issue no. iii & iv: 

Whether the plaintiffs are co-owner and 

entitled to 2/8th share of the Suit land property and 

possession thereof? 

& 

Whether the plaintiffs are entitled for a decree 

of partition and separation of shares of the plaintiffs 

in the suit property? 

23. These three issues are co-related, therefore, I 

proposed to decide them together for the sake 

convenience and brevity. 

24. To substantiate their claim plaintiffs, Plaintiff No.1 as 

PW-1 (Prabin Deka) has reiterated the contentions of 

the plaintiffs and PW-1 deposed in his cross examination 

that his father Late Hem Chandra Deka has purchase 30 

Bighas of land and the defendants mutated their names in 

the Record of Rights. He has no knowledge about the Dag 

and Patta Number, class of the suit land. He knew the 

revenue village is Pormaighuli but do not about the Mouza. 

During the lifetime of his father, his father had land in 

Saikia Chuburi along with suit land. Approximately, 3 

Bighas of land was in Saikia Chuburi. Now he was residing 

in Nabapur, Biswanath Chariali and the land measuring 2 

Bighas and purchased by his father. However, a tea garden 
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measuring 16 Bighas in Kadamani and another 10 Bighas 

in the ward No.8 in Biswanath Chariali. The tea garden was 

done by the plaintiff No.1 and his brother–in-law and from 

the benefits they give Rs.5000/- annually to the 

defendants. His father left behind 60 Bighas of land. PW-1 

has not filed application for partition of other lands. The 

land of Biswanath Chariali has greater value than the land 

of Parmai Ghuli. PW-1’s father was expired 26 years ago 

and the father of the defendants had expired 9 years ago 

and mother of the defendants had expired 12 years ago. At 

the time of defendants’ father was died the defendant No.1 

was 12 years old and defendant No.2 was 10 years old. 

Thereafter, the defendants were brought up by their 

maternal uncle.  He has not submitted documents 

regarding the suit land along with others land. PW-1 has 

not made any application before the Deputy Commissioner 

to cancel the mutation of the father of defendants. PW-1 

has not read out the evidence of affidavit and not read 

over to him and he has no knowledge about what was 

written therein. PW-1 has not mentioned the boundary of 

the suit land in his plaint as he has no knowledge about 

that. As mentioned in the plaint, PW-1 came to know about 

the mutation of the father of defendants in the year 2014. 

As the elder son of Late Hem Deka, PW-1 has the right to 

partition all over the land left behind his father. He has not 

regarding any talked regarding the partition the land 

excluding the mutation case and the instant case. In the 
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instant case, he has claim 2/8th share in the suit land only 

for him and his brother Plaintiff No.2. 

25. PW-2 (Bijan Deka) in his evidence reiterating and 

supporting the plaint. He deposed in cross-examination 

that PW-1 and he lived together and the value of that land 

is 15/16 Lakh per Katha. The suit land is situated in 

revenue village Parmai Ghuli under Mouza Haleswar, but 

he did not know the Dag number and patta number. PW-2 

has no knowledge if his deceased father had sold from the 

suit land. His deceased father has land in revenue village 

Deka Chuburi under Holeswar Mouza but PW-2 has no 

knowledge. There is a plot of land measuring 30 bighas, 

where, there had a tea garden in Kodomoni. In kalomoni 

there was an agricultural land measuring 16 Bigha. The 

land in Biswanath Chariali, Tezpur under Haleswar Mouza 

had purchased by his father. The lands in Kalapani, 

Kadamoni and Nabarup are possessed by him and PW-1. 

They have only filed case for the suit land. PW-2 has no 

knowledge about what has written in their plaint and 

evidence.  The all land in Biswanath has taken care by PW-

1 and him. The revenue has paid by the defendants for the 

suit land, the plaintiffs have not paid the revenue ever. 

PW-2 has not seen the Jamabandi of the suit land. The suit 

land was not purchase by the Defendants income. At the 

time of defendant No.2, they tried to sell some of the suit 

land and therefore, they made objection. 

26. It is an admitted fact that the plaintiffs, proforma 

defendants and the father of the defendants are the legal 
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heirs of Late Hem Chandra Deka, who had died about 22 

years ago. The plaintiffs have submitted that the suit land 

is not partitioned and they have not received their separate 

share in the suit land. In-spite of that the father of the 

defendants Late Atul Deka mutated his name over the 

entire landed property left behind by Late Hem Chandra 

Deka by virtue of inheritance on 03-02-1996 through Field 

Mutation. The plaintiffs have claimed 1/8th share each 

within the suit land. It is to be mentioned that Late Hem 

Chandra Deka had 5 daughters and 3 sons. To substantiate 

the plaintiffs claim, PW-1 exhibited the below mentioned 

documents: 

 Ext-1 is the Jamabandi,  

27. From the reliefs prayer portion of the plaint, it 

appears that the plaintiffs have not made prayer for  

partition of the suit properties in favour of the proforma 

defendants, who were daughters of Late Hem Chandra 

Deka. The plaintiffs also not sought for partition in respect 

of their other lands. The plaintiffs have not mentioned 

boundary of the suit land in their plaint. 

28. Now let’s visit the evidence of the plaintiffs to find 

out whether plaintiffs are able to establish their claim. But 

the plaintiffs did not make endeavour to show as to how 

the properties of the late Hem Chandra Deka had 

purchased. The plaintiffs could not show that their names 

were ever mutated in the revenue records in place of late 

Hem Chandra Deka and they have relied on a copy of 

jamabandi but the said copy can in no way confer title to 
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the plaintiffs and their father in any manner. The 

Jamabandi reflects that the father of the defendants was 

one of the Pattadar and Late Hem Chandra Deka name 

was reflected as his father but not as a pattadar. I reiterate 

Jamabandi is definitely records of right, under Assam Land 

and Revenue Regulation. But, in this instant case, the 

name of their father Late Hem Chandra Deka was not 

mentioned as a Pattadar in the said Ext-1 (Jamabandi). 

There is no other document available which can show that 

the suit land was absolutely owned by late Hem Chandra 

Deka. Therefore, there is no basis for the claim of perfect 

partition of the suit land by the plaintiffs. 

29. It also pertinent to herewith that while facing cross-

examination PW-1 and PW-2 cited ignorance regarding the 

contents of the land in the patta and they also could not 

throw any light as to how late Hem Chandra Deka got the 

suit land. Proforma defendants are daughters of late Hem 

Chandra Deka, who supports the case of the plaintiffs by 

filing written statement. But, proforma defendants have 

not adduced any evidence to prove the claim of plaintiffs. 

The plaintiffs have failed to produce any cogent and 

convincing evidence to show that late Hem Chandra Deka 

was the owner of the suit land.  

30. It is specifically stated by the P.W.1 in his cross that 

he does not have complete knowledge about the contents 

of his evidence on affidavit. It is also testified by the 

witness (P.W.1) that he has no knowledge about the dag, 

patta number, class of land and even Mouza of the suit 
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land. Therefore, considering the testimony of this witness 

and also on the basis of facts and circumstances discussed 

above, I am not inclined to rely on the testimony of this 

witness. Again, as stated by the other witness (P.W.2) in 

his cross, he has also no knowledge about the suit land. He 

has also stated specifically that when he was a L.P School 

student, he went there. Therefore, evidence of this witness 

would not be of any help to the plaintiffs to prove their 

claim.  

31. The cross-examination part as well as the endeavour 

of the plaintiffs goes to show that the plaintiffs have no 

right, title and interest in respect of suit land and they 

miserably fails to even show any title documents to prove 

their claim. That being the position the plaintiffs fails to 

traverse beyond the requirement under Section 101 and 

102 of the Indian Evidence Act. 

32. Thus, on the basis of the facts, circumstances, 

evidence and the materials available, I am of the 

considered opinion that plaintiffs have not been able to 

prove that Late Hem Chandra was the owner of the suit 

land.  

33. Moreover, the plaintiffs have to stand on his own leg 

and prove his case himself. In the present case, it appears 

from the above evidence of plaintiffs that the plaintiffs 

have claiming right, title over the suit land only on the 

basis of Ext.1 which is a Jamabandi. 

34. So, under above facts and circumstances, I am of the 

considered opinion that it is not possible to say for sure 
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that the suit land is owned by the predecessor of the 

parties when admittedly the pleadings of the parties is 

silent as to the source of title and when there is no 

document to substantiate the claim. So, in view of that 

matter, I am of the considered opinion that the suit of the 

plaintiffs being hit by Order VII Rule 3 C.P.C and is not 

sustainable in the eye of law. 

Hence, both the issues are decided in negative and 

against the plaintiffs. 

Issue v & vi: 

Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the 

decree as prayed for?  

& 

To what other relief/reliefs the plaintiffs are 

entitled to? 

35. For convenience these two issues are taken together 

as they are correlated. The very facts of the suit of the 

plaintiffs start with a claim made over a property through 

inheritable right, but the very inheritable right is not 

subjected to even prima facie proof so the aspect of action 

is missing on the part of the plaintiffs. So far as 

maintainability is concerned it is clear that the plaintiffs 

having no preponderance to show regarding the claim 

made, have made it apparent that the suit brought by 

them only on the basis of claim without any preponderance 

and possession is not maintainable.  In view of the 

discussion made in issue nos. iii and iv it is clear that the 

plaintiffs have failed to prove their own claim and in 
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accordance they are not entitled to the decree as prayed 

for.  

36. From the discussion made in the forgoing issues the 

plaintiffs are not entitled to get any reliefs whereas the 

defendants are entitled to get the costs for the suit.  

 Hence, both the issues are decided accordingly.  

 

ORDER 

37. In the result, the suit of the plaintiffs fails and the 

same is dismissed on contest with costs.  

38. Prepare a decree accordingly within 15 days from 

today. 

39. Judgment is pronounced in open court.  

 Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 

9th day of March, 2022.        

 

 

(Priyanka Saikia, AJS) 

Munsiff No.2 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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APPENDIX 

Plaintiff’s Witnesses:  

PW-1: Sri Prabin Deka 

PW-2: Sri Bijon Deka 

Plaintiff’s Exhibits:  

Ext-1: Photostat copy of certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. 

No. 84 (new) of village Parmai Ghuli, Mouza: Halleswar. 

Defendant’s Witnesses:  

NIL 

Defendant’s Exhibits:  

NIL 

 

 

 

(Priyanka Saikia, AJS) 

Munsiff No.2 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 

 

 

 

 


