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r/w Sec. 96 r. 1 of CPC, against 

judgment and decree dated 09-03-2022 

passed by the learned Munsiff, No.2, 

Tezpur, in Title Suit No.22 of 2016, 

decreeing the suit, and came up for final 

hearing on 12-12-2022 in presence of 

following Advocates:-  
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 For the Appellant : -    Sri A.K. Paul, Advocate 
   
 
  For the Respondent : - Sri S. Mishra,  Advocate 

 

J U D G M E N T 

 

1. This appeal is preferred against the judgment and 

decree dated 09-03-2022 passed by ld. Munsiff No.2, 

Tezpur in Title Suit No.22 of 2016. 

2. Before I go into the grounds of appeal, I would 

precisely refer here to the case of both the parties in the 

aforementioned Title Suit.  

3. The case of the plaintiff in brief is that in the month 

of November,2005, the defendant offered to sell a plot of 

land measuring 10 L covered by Dag No. 22 P.P No.1 of 

village: Bhakuwamari, Alisinga, Mouza: Borsola, P.S 

Dhekiajuli, District: Sonitpur (herein after referred to as 

suit land), at Rs. 40,000/-. On 29-12-2005, the plaintiff 

paid Rs. 40,000/- to the defendant in presence of the 

witnesses and accordingly a sale deed was prepared on 

29-12-2005, which was registered in the O/o Dhekiajuli 

Sub-Registrar on 31-12-2005 and on the same day the 

defendant handed over the possession of the suit land to 

the plaintiff. Thereafter, the plaintiff mutated the suit land 

in his name and has been paid land revenue regularly. 

After purchase, the plaintiff raised boundary fencing and 

developed the suit land by earth filling in the month of 

December,2006. The plaintiff also constructed a house 
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thereon with C.I. sheet roof, RCC piller and tarza walls. 

However, on 10-08-2015, the defendant and his men 

have illegally trespassed into the suit land and house 

belonging to the plaintiff and occupied the same. The 

plaintiff on 10-08-2015 and on several occasions 

requested the defendant to vacate the suit land. But the 

defendant refused and also denied the plaintiff’s right, 

title, interest over the suit land. In November,2015, the 

defendant has illegally extended his existing house to the 

suit land and by breaking the tarza wall of the house of 

the plaintiff joined the defendant’s house with the house 

of the plaintiff and made a single house. Therefore, the 

plaintiff has filed this suit praying for declaration of his 

right, title, interest over the suit land, recovery of 

possession by evicting the defendant, mesne profit, 

permanent injunction, cost of the suit and other relieves.  

4. The defendant appeared and contested the suit by 

filing Written Statement and denied the claims of the 

plaintiff and stated that the suit is not maintainable, there 

is no cause of action, the suit is barred by limitation, bad 

for suppression of material facts, not properly valued, 

plaintiff has no right, title, interest over the suit land and 

the suit is liable to be dismissed.  

5. According to the defendant, the defendant has not 

intended to sell the suit land at Rs. 40,000/- only. Actual 

fact of the case is that, the defendant had long standing 

business relationship with the plaintiff and the defendant 
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had to pay an amount of Rs. 30,000/- to the plaintiff for 

some scrap materials. The defendant, later on, due to 

financial hardship could not pay the said amount and the 

plaintiff proposed him to sell a part of his residential plot 

with the condition that if the defendant will return the 

amount within a year, the plaintiff will not demand 

delivery of possession of the land. Accordingly, the rate of 

the half of the residential plot of the defendant was 

verbally fixed at Rs. 63,000/- and the aforesaid Rs. 

30,000/- was adjusted against the sale consideration. 

Apart from that, the plaintiff has not paid any further 

amount of money. Thereafter, the defendant offered the 

said Rs. 30,000/- to the plaintiff. But the plaintiff neither 

accepted the amount nor agreed to execute a re-

conveyance deed in favour of the defendant. The 

possession of the suit land remained with the defendant 

all along. The suit land was not vacant land on the date of 

the sale deed, but nothing is mentioned in the sale deed 

regarding the house standing over the suit land. The sale 

deed was prepared at the instruction of the plaintiff by 

suppressing the actual value to minimize the cost of 

registration. The defendant just put his signatures in the 

said sale deed under the compelling circumstances, which 

was registered on 31-12-2005.    

6. Upon the pleadings of both the parties the following 

issues have been framed:- 

(i) Whether there is any cause of action for the 

suit?  
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(ii) Whether the suit is maintainable? 

(iii) Whether the suit is barred by laws of 

Limitation? 

(iv) Whether the plaintiff has got any right, title, 

interest and possession over the suit land by 

way of purchase? 

(v) Whether the defendant has illegally trespassed 

into the suit land in the month of November of 

2015 and have been possessing the same 

without having right, title and interest? 

(vi) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief as 

prayed for in the Plaint? 

(vii) To what relief/ reliefs the plaintiff is entitled? 

 

7.    At the trial the plaintiff has adduced six witnesses 

and also placed reliance on eight documents in support of 

his case which are marked as Exhibits. The defendant has 

also adduced two witnesses but adduced no documentary 

evidence.  

8.     At the end of the trial both sides have adduced 

oral arguments in support of their case. 

9.     Thereafter, after hearing both sides, the ld. trial 

court decreed the suit in favour of the plaintiff with costs 

by declaring plaintiffs right, title and interest over the suit 

land along with recovery of possession of the suit land. 
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10.       Having been highly aggrieved by the said 

judgment and decree, dated 09-03-2022, the 

defendant/appellant preferred this appeal on the grounds 

enumerated in the Memorandum of Appeal.  

11.       Having considered the ground arisen in the 

Memorandum of Appeal, I have formulated the following 

point for determination in this appeal : 

POINT FOR DETERMINATION :  

 Whether the impugned judgment and decree 

passed by the ld. trial court is just and proper or 

needs any interference in this appeal?   

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

12.   I have heard arguments advanced by ld. counsels 

appearing for the appellant as well as respondent and 

carefully examined the entire materials on record for 

arriving at a just decision in the case. To decide the 

appeal, let me deal with the findings of the ld. trial court 

issue  wise : 

Issue No. (i) – Whether there is any cause of action for 

the suit?  

13.       Cause of action is nothing but the bundle of facts 

based on evidence averred by one party and denied by the 

other. In this case, the plaintiff has stated that the plaintiff 

purchased the suit land from the defendant at Rs. 40,000/- 

vide registered sale deed dated 31-12-2005 of Dhekiajuli 

Sub-Registry. On the same day, the defendant handed 
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over the possession of the said suit land to the plaintiff. 

The plaintiff mutated the suit land in his name and has 

been possessing the same by paying land revenue 

regularly. The plaintiff raised boundary fencing and 

developed the suit land by earth filling and constructed a 

house thereon. But on 10-08-2015, the defendant and his 

men have illegally trespassed into the suit land and house 

belonging to the plaintiff and occupied the same and 

thereby dispossessed the plaintiff there from. On the other 

hand, the defendant has stated that the defendant has a 

due of Rs. 30,000/- to the plaintiff, but could not pay the 

said amount. For that both the parties have agreed 

verbally to sell the suit land and half portion of defendant’s 

house standing thereon to the plaintiff at Rs. 63,000/- and 

the debt of Rs. 30,000/- was adjusted against the said sale 

consideration. It was also agreed that if the defendant 

return the amount of Rs. 30,000/- to the plaintiff within a 

year, the plaintiff will not demand delivery of possession of 

the land. Apart from the said Rs. 30,000/-, the plaintiff has 

not paid any money to the defendant and defendant 

offered to re-pay the Rs. 30,000/- to the plaintiff. But the 

plaintiff neither accepted the amount nor agreed to 

execute a re-conveyance deed in favour of the defendant. 

The possession of the suit land remains with the defendant 

all along. Thus, it is seen that the terms and conditions of 

sale as well as possession of the suit land is disputed by 

the parties, which is a subject to be decided by the Court 

of Civil law. As such, I hold that there is cause of action 



 

8 

 

for the suit. Hence, I found no infirmity in the decision of 

ld. Trial Court in issue No. (i) and I concur and uphold the 

decision of the ld. Trial Court in issue No.(i).              

Hence, issue No. (i) is decided affirmative. 

Issue No.(ii) and (iii):  

(ii)    Whether the suit is maintainable? 

(iii)  Whether the suit is barred by laws of Limitation? 

14.  For convenience of discussion and to avoid 

unnecessary repetition, these two issues are taken 

together for discussion. 

15.  The defendant in the W/S has taken the plea 

that the suit is not maintainable and it is barred by law of 

limitation. But, it is not specifically pleaded by the 

defendant as to why the suit is not maintainable or how it 

is barred by limitation. This is a suit of civil nature and the 

trial Court here was a competent court to try the same. As 

such, I have not found any ground to hold that the 

suit is not maintainable. Again according to the plaint, 

the plaintiff was dispossessed from the suit land on 10-08-

2015 and the plaintiff has filed the T.S No. 22/2016 on 17-

02-2016. Thus, the suit is not barred by limitation. 

Hence, I found no infirmity in the decision of ld. Trial Court 

in issue Nos. (ii) & (iii) and I concur and uphold the 

decision of the ld. Trial Court in issue Nos.(ii) and (iii).                

        Hence, issue Nos. (ii) and (iii) are decided negative. 
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Issue No.(iv) – Whether the plaintiff has got any right, 

title, interest and possession over the suit land by way of 

purchase? 

16.        In the plaint, it is stated that the plaintiff has 

purchased the suit land from the defendant at Rs. 40,000/. 

On 29-12-2005, the plaintiff paid Rs. 40,000/- to the 

defendant in presence of witnesses and accordingly a sale 

deed was prepared on 29-12-2005, which was registered 

at the office of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry on 31-12-2005.  

The plaintiff also mutated the suit land in his name and 

has been possessing the same by paying land revenue 

regularly. In support of his plea, the plaintiff has exhibited 

the registered sale deed No. 2288 of the year 2005 of 

Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry office as Ext.1. In Ext.1, it is clearly 

written that the suit land was sold out to the plaintiff by 

the defendant for a consideration of Rs. 40,000/-, which 

was received by the defendant from the plaintiff. It is also 

written that the possession of the suit land was also 

handed over to the plaintiff by the defendant on the same 

day. The plaintiff as PW.1 in his affidavital evidence, re-

iterated the facts stated in the plaint.  However, during 

cross-examination, PW.1 has deposed that the defendant 

was confined by a doctor at Dhekiajuli for non-payment of 

a debt of Rs. 40,000/-. The plaintiff has paid the dept of 

Rs. 40,000/-to the doctor on behalf of the defendant. The 

suit land was agreed to sell at Rs. 75,000/- and the 

remaining amount of Rs. 35,000/-, apart from the payment 

made to the doctor, was paid by the plaintiff to the 
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defendant. But the consideration amount for the suit land 

is shown in the sale deed as Rs. 40,000/-. No payment was 

made at the office of Sub-Registry, Dhekiajuli. At the time 

of payment of the remaining Rs. 35,000/-, no money 

receipt was taken from the defendant. The said payment 

was made part by part. 

17.  PW.2 Md. Mansur Ali has deposed that after 

purchase of the suit land in the year 2005, the plaintiff has 

taken the possession of the suit land and has fenced the 

land. At the time of taking the possession of the suit land 

by the plaintiff, PW.2 was present there. During cross-

examination he deposed that about 2 years ago from the 

date of his evidence (24-07-2017), he went to the suit land 

to raise boundary fencing. At that time there was no 

structure in the suit land. PW.2 was suggested that he has 

deposed falsely in favour of the plaintiff as he is in good 

terms with the plaintiff. But the PW.2 has denied the said 

suggestions. 

18.  PW.3 Sri Dayanand Jaiswal has deposed that at 

the time of delivery of possession of the suit land to the 

plaintiff, PW.3 and some other persons were present with 

the plaintiff and the defendant. After purchasing the suit 

land, the plaintiff has enfenced the same and in the year 

2006 has constructed a house thereon. During cross-

examination PW.3 has deposed that he has seen the suit 

land 7/8 years ago and several times thereafter. He cannot 

say how many houses were there in the suit land 7/8 years 
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ago. He was suggested that he deposed falsely as he is in 

good terms with the plaintiff, he has not seen the suit land. 

The possession of the suit land was never delivered to the 

plaintiff. But he denied those suggestions. 

19.  PW.4 Sri Prabhat Ch. Borah is the scribed of 

Ext.1. He deposed that after writing the Ext.1 sale deed he 

has read over the same to both the parties and thereafter 

they put their signatures thereon. Nitai Charan Das and 

Giasuddin were the witnesses of Ext. 1. He has identified 

the signatures of the witnesses as Ext. 1(8) and Ext. 1(9) 

respectively.  He also signed the Ext.1 as the scribed. He 

has exhibited his signature as Ext.1(10). He further 

deposed that the Sub-Registrar has asked the defendant 

whether the defendant received the consideration amount 

or not and how much land he wanted to sell, to which the 

defendant replied that he had sold out 10 L of land out of 

total 1 K. During cross-examination PW.4 deposed that 

both the parties approached PW.4 to prepare the sale 

deed. He has not witnessed the payment of the 

consideration amount. No sale permission was obtained to 

register the Ext.1 sale deed. 

20.  PW.5 is an official witness, who is the Junior 

Assistant at Dhekiajuli Sub-Registrar. He brought the 

computerized copy Ext.1. He deposed that vide Ext.1 

Harilal Gupta sold out 10 L of land to Munsi Gupta, out of 

total 1 K of land, covered by PP No.1, Dag No. 22 of village 

Bhokuamari. A computerized copy of the registered Sale 
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Deed No. 2288 for the year 2005 of Dhekiajuli Sub-

Registry, registered on 31-12-2005 is exhibited by PW.5 as 

Ext.7. Ext.7 is supported by Ext.8 certificate that the Ext.7 

is the computer generated copy of Ext.1. During cross-

examination he deposed that computerization of 

documents started at Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office since 

the year 2005. Since then the volume which were 

maintained earlier for registered sale deed are not 

maintained. He was suggested that the computerization of 

documents has not started at Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry 

Office from 2005, he falsely deposed that he brought 

aforesaid documents mentioned in the summons. But he 

denied those suggestions. He further deposed that in scan 

copy of sale deed an extra sheet containing the thumb 

impression of the seller or purchaser and witnesses are 

taken in the computer system and generally enclosed with 

the sale deed. But Ext.7 does not contain the said extra 

sheet. 

21.  PW.6 is another official witness Sri Pabitra 

Saikia, who is the Lat Mandal of Dhekiajuli Revenue Circle, 

Lat No. 8. He has exhibited the Jamabandi Book of PP 

No.1, Dag No.22 and 668 of Bhokuamari Revenue village, 

under Dhekiajuli Revenue Circle as Ext.5. He deposed that 

as per Ext.5(1), which is a relevant entry of PP No. 1, Dag 

No. 22 and 668, the defendant purchased land measuring 

1 K under  the Dag No. 22 from one Sadan Ghosh and 

again the defendant has sold out 10 L of land out of his 1 

K of land to the plaintiff. Accordingly the plaintiff has 
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mutated his name in the Records of Right vide order dated 

06-02-2006 passed by Circle Officer  Dhekiajuli Revenue 

Circle, by way of right of purchase. During cross-

examination PW.6 deposed that mutation in the name of 

the defendant was done by the then Lat Mandal of village 

Bhokuamari in June or July,2017. He has not visited the 

suit land and the land of the defendant. The suit land falls 

under the class Lahi (Agricultural Land). He has no 

personal knowledge as to whether the then Lat Mandal or 

Circle Officer has done the mutation in the name of the 

plaintiff by visiting the suit land. 

22.  Here DW.1 is the defendant Sri Hiralal Gupta. 

He deposed that he had a due of Rs.30,000/- to the 

plaintiff. As he could not pay the said Rs. 30,000/- to the 

plaintiff, it was agreed between him and the plaintiff that 

the suit land would be sold out to the plaintiff for Rs. 

63,000/- and the said Rs. 30,000/- would be adjusted 

against the said sale consideration amount of Rs. 63,000/-. 

However, during his evidence he has stated that he has 

not submitted any document to show that the sale 

consideration amount of the suit land was fixed at Rs. 

63,000/-. The defendant has not disputed the execution of 

the Ext.1 Registered sale deed and he has exhibited his 

signatures as Ext.1(1),(2),(3),(4),(5), and Ext. 1(6).  He 

further deposed that he has not filed any counter claim 

praying for cancellation of the Ext.1 sale deed. He has 

seen the Revenue Receipts paid by the plaintiff.  
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23.  DW.2 Sri Kanu Singh Rai has deposed that the 

defendant purchased a plot of land measuring 01 K from 

one Sadhan Das and constructed house thereon and 

possessed the land. After construction in the East of the 

said land there was no empty land. Defendant has not 

informed him about the sale of the suit land. However, the 

defendant has informed him that the plaintiff brought the 

defendant through a man and taken his signatures in 

stamp papers. During cross-examination he deposed that 

his house is situated at a distance of 4 K.M from the suit 

land. 

24.  These are the evidences available in the case 

record, adduced by both sides.  From these evidences, it is 

seen that the execution of the Ext.1 Registered Deed of 

Sale bearing No. 2288 registered on 31-12-2005 at the 

office of Dhekiajuli Sub-Register is not disputed. Plaintiff’s 

claim is that he has purchased the suit land from the 

defendant at Rs. 40,000/- vide the Ext. 1 Registered sale 

deed. Defendant has admitted his signatures in Ext.1. He 

has admitted the fact of execution of the Ext.1 Registered 

sale deed. But according to him the sale consideration was 

fixed at Rs. 65,000/- and plaintiff agreed to return the suit 

land to the defendant if the defendant pay the Rs. 

30,000/- to the plaintiff within 1 year. But in Ext.1 Sale 

Deed no such condition is found. Apart from the admission 

by the defendant as to the execution of the Ext.1 Sale 

Deed, the plaintiff side has proved the sale deed by 

adducing the evidence of other witnesses such as the 
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scribe, Jr. Asstt. of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry office and the 

Lat Mandal. 

25.  When a transaction has been reduced to 

writing either by agreement of the parties or by 

requirement of law, the writing becomes the exclusive 

memorial thereof, and no evidence shall be given to prove 

the transaction, except the document itself or secondary 

evidence of its contents where such evidence is admissible. 

The rule is based on the principle that the best evidence, 

of which the case in its nature is susceptible, should always 

be presented. This rule does not demand the greatest 

amount of evidence which can possibly be given of any 

fact, but its design is to prevent the introduction of any 

fact, which, from the nature of the case, supposes that 

better evidence is in the possession of the party. The best 

evidence about the contents of a document is the 

documents itself and it is the production of the document 

that is required by this section in proof of its contents. 

26.  Here, the defendant has not prayed for 

cancellation of Ext.1 Sale Deed. Thus, it is seen that the 

sale deed is admitted by the defendant, which is very clear 

as to the transfer of right, title and interest of the 

defendant to the plaintiff over the suit land. Hence, even if 

there is any terms and conditions beyond the sale deed, 

that is, not the subject of consideration of this court. Such 

terms and conditions even if existed is against the principle 

of best evidence as discussed in the forgoing paragraph. 

Therefore, from the materials on record, it appears, that 
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by virtue of purchase through Registered Sale Deed No. 

2288 of the year 2005 of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry, the 

plaintiff has acquired right, title and interest over the suit 

land. 

27.  The plaintiff in his evidence has stated that on 

the day of execution of the registered sale deed, the 

defendant has handed over the possession of the suit land 

to the plaintiff. He was possessing the suit land by 

constructing a house thereon and by paying land revenue, 

till he was dispossessed by the defendant on 10-08-2015. 

In page No. 2 of Ext.1 sale deed also, it is written that the 

defendant has delivered the khas possession of the suit 

land to the plaintiff on the day of execution of the sale 

deed. The defendant as DW.1 has admitted his signatures 

in Ext.1 sale deed. Both sides have adduced the evidence 

of witnesses in their favour. Plaintiff by adducing his own 

evidence as PW.1 as well as the evidence of PW.2 and 

PW.3, have shown that he was in possession of the suit 

land from the date of its purchase till he was evicted by 

the defendant. On the other hand, the defendant has also 

adduced his own evidence as DW.1 and the evidence of 

DW.2 to show that the defendant is in continuous 

possession of the suit land and the plaintiff was never in 

possession of the same. Apart from this contradictory oral 

evidences of both sides, the plaintiff has exhibited some 

documentary evidence showing plaintiff’s possession over 

the suit land. First of all, by adducing the Ext.1 sale deed, 

which is admitted by the defendant also, the plaintiff has 
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shown that the possession of the suit land was delivered to 

the plaintiff on the day of execution of Ext.1. Apart from 

that, the plaintiff has exhibited the Ext.2 Jamabandi and 

Ext.3 and Ext.4 land revenue receipts in plaintiff’s name. 

Thus, from this contradictory evidences, I am of the 

opinion that preponderance of the probability lies here in 

favour of the plaintiff, as he adduced documentary 

evidence in support of his plea of possession, apart from 

the oral testimonies of witnesses. On the other hand, the 

defendant could not rebut the plaintiff’s evidence by 

adducing sufficient evidence. Hence, I am of the opinion 

that the trial court has rightly hold that the plaintiff has 

possession of the suit land by way of purchase. Hence, I 

found no infirmity in the decision of ld. Trial Court in issue 

No. (iv) and I concur and uphold the decision of the ld. 

Trial Court in issue No.(iv).              

   Hence, issue No. (iv) is decided negative. 

Issue No.(v) – Whether the defendant has illegally 

trespassed into the suit land in the month of November of 

2015 and have been possessing the same without having 

right, title and interest? 

28.  From the discussion of the issue No. 4, it is 

seen that plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit 

land and he was in possession of the suit land from the 

date of its purchase. The plaintiff as PW.1 has re-iterated 

the facts of the plaint that he was illegally dispossessed 

from the suit land by the defendant and his men on 10-08-

2015. Thereafter, the defendant has illegally extended his 
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house to the suit land. The defendant has also admitted 

that at present the defendant is in possession of the suit 

land. Nowhere the defendant prayed for recovery of the 

possession of the suit land by filing any counter claim. 

Thus, it is admitted that, at present defendant is in 

possession of the suit land. But, the defendant has not 

adduced any evidence either documentary or oral to show 

that he has any right, title and interest over the suit land. 

He himself admitted the fact of execution of the Ext.1 sale 

deed. But nothing is found to show that the defendant has 

re-acquired any right, title and interest over the suit land. 

Under such circumstance, I am of the opinion that as the 

plaintiff has acquired right, title and interest and 

possession over the suit land by virtue of Ext.1 Deed of 

Sale and at present defendant is possessing the suit land 

without having any right, title and interest over the suit 

land, it is clear that the defendant has illegally 

dispossessed the plaintiff from the suit land. Therefore, I 

found no ground to interfere with the decision of the ld. 

Trial Court that the defendant has illegally trespassed into 

the suit land in the month of November,2015 and have 

been possessing the same without having right, title and 

interest thereon.   

Hence, issued No. (v) is decided affirmative. 

 

Issue No.(vi) and (vii):  

(vi) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief as 

prayed for in the Plaint? 
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(vii) To what relief/ reliefs the plaintiff is entitled? 

29.  For convenience of discussion and to avoid 

unnecessary repetition, these two issues are taken 

together for discussion. 

 

30.  From the decision of issue No.4, it is seen that 

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

and plaintiff was illegally dispossessed from the suit land 

by the defendant and his men in the month of 

November,2015. Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled to 

the relief of declaration of plaintiff’s right, title and 

interest over the suit land, recovery of possession 

of suit land by evicting the defendant and his men, 

materials from the suit land, permanent injunction 

restraining and prohibiting the defendant and his 

men from encroaching the suit land and house and 

cost of the suit.  

 

    O R D E R 

31.  The appeal is dismissed on contest with 

cost.  

32.  The judgment and decree dated 09-03-2022 

passed by ld. Munsiff No.2, Tezpur in Title Suit No.22 of 

2016 is hereby upheld. 

33.  It is ordered that the Plaintiff/Respondent 

is entitled to the decree of declaration of plaintiff’s 
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right, title and interest over the suit land, recovery 

of possession of suit land by evicting the 

Defendant/Appellant and his men, materials from 

the suit land, permanent injunction restraining and 

prohibiting the defendant/Respondent and his men 

from encroaching the suit land and house and cost 

of the suit.  

34.    Prepare the decree accordingly.  

35.   Send down the case record of TS No.22/2016 

to the trial court with a copy of this judgement and decree.  

36.    Let copy of this Judgment be furnished to the 

parties subject to payment of cost. 

    Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 

the 30th day of January, 2023. 

 
 

 
 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

                           

 

A P P E N D I X 

Plaintiff’s witnesses: 

PW-1: Sri Munsi Gupta, plaintiff 
 
PW-2: Md. Mansur Ali 
  
PW-3: Sri Dayanand Jaiswal 

(C. Khanikar) 
Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 

(C. Khanikar) 
Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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PW-4: Sri Prabhat Ch. Bora 
 
PW-5: Sri Hiranya Bora 
 
PW-6: Sri Pabitra Saikia 
 
 

Defendant’s witnesses:  

DW-1:  Sri Harilal Gupta, defendant 
 
DW-2:  Sri Kanu Singh Rai 
 
 
Exhibits  of the Plaintiff: 

Ext.1   : Registered Sale Deed No.2288 for the year 2005  

   of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office. 

Ext.2   : Certified copy of Jamabandi of P.P. No.1 (new) under  

   Dag Nos. 22, 668 of Village Bhakuwamari, Mouza:  

   Borsola. 

Ext.3 and Ext.4 : Land revenue paying receipts.   

Ext.5   : Jamabandi copy by hand written. 
   

Ext. 6   : Letter of submission of Sale Deed No. 2288/2005 of  

   Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office. 

 

Ext.7   : Registered Sale Deed No. 2288 for the year 2005 of  

   Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office. 

 

Ext.8   : Certificate of submission of Sale Deed No.2288/2005  

   of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office.   
 
 

Exhibits of the defendant :   

NIL 

 
 
 
 

(C. Khanikar) 
                                                                          Civil Judge 

                                                       Sonitpur, Tezpur 


