
HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL APPEAL 

 

IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE, SONITPUR, 
TEZPUR 

Present: Dr. C. Khanikar 
Civil Judge 

   Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 

2nd July‟ 2022 

      TITLE APPEAL NO. 03/2021 

  (1)    Smt. Bina Chutia 
   Wife of Late Indreswar Chutia 
 
   (2)   Sri Albin Chutia 
   Son of Late Indreswar Chutia 
     
    Both residents of Village– Barikachuburi 

Bamungaon,  
Mouza- Mahabhairab 
PO & PS- Tezpur  
Dist - Sonitpur, Assam 

      ----- Appellants/Defendants 
 

  -Versus- 
 
   (1)  Smt. Gitanjali Sarmah 
    W/o Late Anil Sarmah Baruah 
    (2)   Sri Rishik Sarmah 
    S/o Late Anil Sarmah Baruah 
    (3)  Smt. Rishita Sarmah 
    D/o Late Anil Sarmah Baruah 
 
    All are residents of–House No.3 

Rodali Path, Janakpur Chariali, 
Kahilipara 
Guwahati – 19, Kamrup (M),  
Assam 

      
     ------ Respondents/Plaintiffs 
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This appeal has been preferred U/O-41 Rule (I) r/w 
Sec 96 of CPC, against judgment and decree dated 
12-03-2021 passed by the learned Munsiff, No.1, 
Tezpur, in Title Suit No.15 of 2012, decreeing the suit 
with cost, and came up for final hearing on 06-06-
2022 in presence of following Advocates:-  

 
Advocate for the Appellants : - Mr. P.C. Sarmah 
 
Advocate for the Respondents :Mr. Nilakhsya  Sarmah 
 

 J U D G M E N T 

1. This appeal is preferred against the judgment and 

decree dated 12-03-2021 passed by ld. Munsiff No.1, 

Tezpur in Title Suit No.15 of 2012. 

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

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

afore-mentioned Title Suit.  

3. The case of the plaintiffs, in brief, is that the Khiraj 

land measuring 1 K 7 L covered by Dag No.203 (O) / 175 

(N), PP No.3 of Barika Chuburi, Mouza- Mahabhairab, 

District- Sonitpur, Assam (hereinafter referred to as „the 

suit land‟) was originally belonged to Sri Sri Bhairabi 

Devalaya and the predecessor-in-interest of the plaintiffs 

Anil Sarma Baruah had been possessing and occupying 
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the said land as recorded riot under the said Devalaya by 

paying land revenue to the Devalaya since 1968. The 

plaintiffs being a direct riot is an occupancy tenant under 

Assam Land and Revenue Regulation, 1886, Assam 

Tenancy Act, 1972.  The said land became Sarkari land in 

the year 1977 under the provision of Assam State 

Acquisition of Land Belonging to Religious or Charitable 

Institution of Public Nature Act, 1959. After acquisition of 

the suit land, the plaintiffs remained as occupancy tenant 

u/s 15 of Assam State Acquisition of Land Belonging to 

Religious or Charitable Institution of Public Nature Act, 

1959, eligible for settlement of the suit land into the PP 

land with rights of land holder as per provision of Assam 

Land and Revenue Regulation, 1886. After acquisition, the 

plaintiffs continued to pay touzi revenue or Bedakhali land 

revenue to the State Govt. instead of paying revenue to 

Bhairabi Devalaya. The plaintiffs were continuously 

possessing and enjoying the suit land from 1968 to 27-09-

2005. But on 27-09-2005, except the eastern brick wall 

the defendant Indreswar Chutia had broken the other 

three boundary walls of the suit land and entered there 

without the knowledge of the plaintiff and forcibly and 

illegally constructed a house of temporary structure by 
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taking advantage of temporary absence of plaintiff due to 

his nature of transferable job. Then on 06-10-2005, 

plaintiff filed application u/s 145/146 CrPC against 

Indreswar Chutia before the Deputy Commissioner, 

Sonitpur, praying for declaring physical possession of the 

suit land in favour of the plaintiffs for restraining 

Indreswar Chutia from entering there and also to attach 

the suit land till disposal of the said case, which was 

numbered as 200 dated 06-10-2005. The said proceeding 

was registered as Misc. Case No.27/145/2005 and asked 

the parties to appear on 13-12-2005. Both parties 

appeared accordingly before the Executive Magistrate and 

on 17-12-2005 the Executive Magistrate found that there 

is no order for attachment of the suit land and hence 

directed police not to attach the same. Thereafter, on 27-

03-2006, the learned Addl. District Magistrate took the 

case ex-parte against the plaintiff and declared possession 

of the suit land in favour of Indreswar Chutia, the 2nd 

party. Being aggrieved by the said order dated 27-03-

2006 passed in Misc. Case No.27/145/2005 by ADC, 

Sonitpur, the 1st party/plaintiff preferred Criminal Revision 

No.23 (S-3)/2006 in the court of District Judge, Sonitpur 

for setting aside the said order and to declare physical 
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possession of the 1st party/plaintiff over the suit land and 

to deliver possession thereof to the plaintiff. After hearing 

both parties, ld. Addl. Sessions Judge, FTC, Sonitpur vide 

judgment and order dated    20-03-2009 has set aside the 

impugned order dated 27-03-2006 and directed the 

Executive Magistrate to give an opportunity of being 

heard to the 1st party/plaintiff by allowing him to adduce 

evidence. However, the 2nd party Sri Indreswar Chutia has 

illegally and wrongfully possessed the suit land despite 

setting aside the impugned order dated 27-03-2006. 

Indreswar Chutia died on 29-11-2011 leaving the present 

defendants as his legal heirs who were also wrongfully 

possessing the suit land till filing of the TS No.15/12 by 

constructing temporary structure with CI sheets and torja 

walls. The defendants have also gathered brick, sand 

gravel etc. in the suit land to construct permanent 

structure. Hence, the plaintiff filed the TS No.15/12 

praying for recovery of possession of the suit land on the 

basis of previous possession and for permanent 

injunction.       

4. The defendants appeared and contested the suit by 

filing WS and denied the claims of the plaintiff as false, 
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there is no cause of action, suit is barred by limitation, 

barred u/s 34 of Specific Relief Act, the suit is not properly 

valued and no proper court fee was paid, not maintainable 

for non-joinder of necessary party and liable to be 

dismissed.  

5. According to defendants, the suit land is different 

from the land in possession of the defendants. The suit 

land is covered under different Dag number and the area 

of the suit land is also different from the land under 

possession of the defendants. The plaintiffs have given 

wrong boundaries of the suit land. The plaintiffs are never 

in possession of the said land. According to defendants, 

land measuring 3K 16 L covered by Bedakhali No.9 of 

Barika Chuburi, village Bamungaon, Mahabhairab Mouza, 

Sonitpur, Assam  is a annual patta Sarkari land which was 

originally possessed by one Late Gehu Tekela. The legal 

heirs of said Late Gehu Tekela, namely, Bipin Koch, 

Keshab Koch, Smt. Laliti Bora Koch and Sri Tilok Koch, 

had jointly sold out the possessory right of a portion of 

the said land of Late Gehu Tekela measuring 1K 2L 

covered by Bedakhali No.9, now 441, of Dag No.175 of 

Barika Chuburi, village Bamungaon, Mahabhairab Mouza, 
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Sonitpur, Assam to Indreswar Chutia on 14-06-2005 by 

executing a Katcha / unregistered deed and delivered 

physical possession thereof. Since then Indreswar Chutia 

was in continuous physical possession of the said land and 

after his death defendants as legal heirs of Late Indreswar 

Chutia are in physical possession of the suit land. 

Indreswar Chutia also started construction of plinth of 

building and erected brick wall of a building upto 3/4 feet 

height by taking necessary permission from Ushapur Gaon 

Panchayat. He also constructed a boundary wall which 

was damaged subsequently. Indreswar Chutia was in 

continuous possession of the said 1K 2L land with 

residential houses since the time of his vendor and 

vendor‟s predecessor-in-interest Late Gehu Tekela. 

Therefore, the plaintiffs‟ prayer for recovery of the said 

land under possession of defendants on the basis of 

plaintiffs‟ previous possession is misleading, concocted 

and liable to be dismissed.     

6.  Upon the pleadings of both the parties the following 

issues have been framed:- 

(1) Whether there is any cause of action for this 

suit ?  
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(2) Whether the suit is barred by limitation? 

(3) Whether the suit is barred under Section 34 of 

the Specific Relief Act? 

(4) Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of 

necessary party?  

(5) Whether the plaintiff was in possession of the 

suit land till allegedly dispossessed on 27-09-

2005 by Indreswar Chutia? 

(6) Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the decree as 

prayed for?  

(7) To what other relief (s) the parties are     

entitled ?  

7. At the trial the plaintiffs have adduced five 

evidences and also placed reliance on some documents in 

support of their case which are marked as Exhibits. The 

defendants have also adduced three witness.  

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

arguments in support of their case. 

9. After hearing both sides, the ld. trial court decreed 

the suit in favour of the plaintiff.  
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10. Having been highly aggrieved by the said judgment 

and decree dated 12-03-2021, the defendants 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 ld. counsels for both sides and 

also perused the pleadings of the parties and considered 

the evidence on record, both oral and documentary. Let 

me deal with the findings of the ld. lower court issue 

wise.  
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Issue No.1 – Whether there is any cause of action for 

this suit ?  

 
13. This issue has been decided by the ld. trial 

court taking into consideration the argument advanced 

by the ld. counsels, materials of pleadings and the 

evidences available on the record. The plaintiffs have 

submitted that they were in possession of the suit land 

bounded by,  

North – Sri Chandan Koch 

South – Public road 

East – Haren Koch  

West – Iyti @ Meena Talukdar,  

from the year 1986, and on 27-09-2005, were 

dispossessed by the Indreswar Chutia, the predecessor- 

in-interest of the defendants. On the other hand, the 

defendants have claimed that the predecessor-in- 

interest of the defendants Indreswar Chutia purchased 

the possessory right of land measuring 1K 2L covered 

by Bedakhali No.9 (O) / 441(N), Dag No.175 of Barika 

Chuburi, Mahabhairab Mouza, Sonitpur from one Sri 

Bipin Koch, who was the then possessor of the said 

land on 14-06-2005. According to the defendants, the 
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plaintiffs have wrongly described the suit land. Hence in 

view of the allegations and counter-allegations of the 

plaintiff and defendants, it was held by the ld. trial 

court that there is sufficient cause of action for the suit. 

In my opinion, that the ld. trial court has rightly 

analyzed the facts stated in the pleadings and hence I 

find no infirmity with the ld. trial court on Issue No.1 

and I conquer with the same and upheld the same.  

 

Issue No.2 – Whether the suit is barred by limitation? 

 

14. The ld. trial court has duly considered the 

pleadings, oral testimony of witnesses as well as the 

documentary evidences and came to the conclusion that 

the cause of action for the suit arose on 27-09-2005 

when the defendants have allegedly trespassed into the 

suit land and subsequently on 11-02-2012, the plaintiff 

has instituted the suit in the year 2012.  

 

15. Ld. Counsel for the respondents/plaintiffs has 

cited the decision of G.K. Parthasarathy –vs- K. 

Gopal of Hon‟ble Madras High Court, wherein it is held 

that suit for recovery of possession on the basis of 



 

12 

 

previous possession can be filed within 12 years of 

dispossession as stated in Article 64 of Limitation Act. 

Seen and perused. 

 
16. This is a suit for recovery of physical 

possession. According to Article 64 of the Limitation Act, 

for recovery of possession of immovable property based 

on possession and not on title, the suit to be instituted 

within 12 years from the date of dispossession. As the 

present Title Suit No.15/12 was filed within 12 years 

from the date of alleged dispossession, I find no 

infirmity with the finding of the ld. trial court on Issue 

No.2 and uphold the same i.e., the suit is not barred 

by limitation.  

 
Issue No.3 – Whether the suit is barred under Section  

    34 of the Specific Relief Act? 

17. Ld. trial court is of opinion that the instant suit 

is for recovery of physical possession of the suit land on 

the basis of previous possession. Here, plaintiff has not 

claimed any relief u/s 34 of Specific Relief Act. As such, 

the ld. trial court has held that the suit was not barred 

by Section 34 of the Specific Relief Act. Considering the 
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pleadings as well as evidences, I am also of the opinion 

that this is a case for recovery of possession on the 

basis of previous possession. It is not barred by 34 of 

Specific Relief Act and as such, uphold the same 

finding of the ld. trial court in Issue No.3.     

 

Issue No.4 – Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of  

     necessary party?  

 

18.   The defendants have claimed that the suit of 

the plaintiff is bad for non-joinder of Govt. of Assam as 

a party, as the State is a necessary party to the case, 

the suit land being a Sarkari land. Here, from the 

materials on the record, it is seen that no right to 

relief exits in or against Govt. Thus, according to 

Or. I of CPC, Govt. is not a necessary party to the suit 

in hand. This being the possession, I find that the ld. 

trial court has rightly held that the suit is not bad for 

non-joinder of necessary party and as such uphold the 

decision of the ld. trial court in Issue No.4.     
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Issue No.5 – Whether the plaintiff was in possession of  

the suit land till allegedly dispossessed on 27-09-2005 

by Indreswar Chutia? 

 

19. The case of the plaintiffs is that the plaintiffs 

are possessing the suit land from 1986 till they were 

dispossessed on 27-09-2005. In support of the plea, the 

plaintiffs have exhibited the revenue receipts paid to Sri 

Bhairabi Devalaya from the year 1968 to 1977 as Ext.8, 

the touzi revenue receipts dated 25-06-1991 as Ext.9 

and Bedakhali revenue receipts for Bedakhali Dag 

No.194 at Barika Chuburi dated 27-10-1999, 29-08-

2001, 03-01-2005, 13-09-2006, 19-01-2012 for the 

period from 1404 to 1418 Bhaskarabda, as Exts. 10 to 

14. Plaintiff has also exhibited the certificate of 

Mouzadar, Mahabhairab Mouza certifying that Sri Anil 

Ch. Sarma Baruah, son of Kanak Ch. Sarma Baruah, is a 

legitimate settler of Patta EP (Bedakhali) 204 / 194 of 

Barika Chuburi as Ext.15. The boundary of the suit land 

is confirmed by PW-3 Sri Durgeswar Sarma. PW-2 has 

also stated the same facts in the evidence. PW-3 and 

PW4 have also stated during their cross-examination 

that Anil Ch. Sarma Baruah was holder of possessory 
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right of the suit land. Thus, the plaintiffs by adducing 

revenue paying receipts, certificate of Mouzadar as well 

as the testimony of witnesses have proved the plea that 

the plaintiffs were in possession of the suit land.  

 

20. DW-3 during cross-examination has further 

stated that his predecessor-in-interest Indreswar Chutia 

bought the plot of land covered by Patta No.9, dag 

No.175 bounded by -      

North – Public road 

South – Keshab Koch 

East – Naren Koch  

West –Meena Talukdar.  

 

21. In support of the defendants plea, DW-1 has 

exhibited the Sale Deed of possessory right as Ext.A, 

which states that the right of possession was bought by 

Indreswar Chutia from Laliti Koch, Tilok Koch, Bipin 

Koch, Keshab Koch, in the year 2005, of the land 

measuring 1K 2L of Bedakhali No.9, Dag No.175 

bounded by – 

North – Public road 

South – Keshab Koch 
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East – Naren Koch  

West –Meena Talukdar.  

On comparing the descriptions of the suit land with 

the Ext.A, by which the defendants claimed their 

possessory right, it is found that the land described in 

Ext.A are not same with the suit land, both in 

measurement and boundaries. Therefore, it appears 

that predecessor-in-interest of the defendants have not 

bought possessory right of the suit land through Ext.A.  

 

22. The land revenue receipts exhibited by 

defendants as Exts. B(1) to Ext.B(5) also do not match 

with the suit land. The said land revenue receipts are 

related to Bedakhali No.441 of Barika Chuburi. 

 

23.  According to defendants case, the 

predecessor-in-interest of the defendants has purchased 

the possessory right of the land through Ext.A from 

legal heirs of Anandi Koch. While considering the 

evidence of DWs it is seen that during cross-

examination DW-3 has stated that a portion of the suit 

land was in possession of the defendants. She further 

stated that the legal heirs of her father-in-law has sold 
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out the land situated in the southern side of the public 

road, but not the land situated in the northern side of 

public road. This means the public road goes 

through the northern side of the land which was 

sold out by the legal heirs of her father-in-law i.e. 

legal heirs of Anandi Koch.  

 
24. However, from the plaint, it is seen that suit 

land is situated in the northern side of the public road, 

as in the schedule it is stated that public road goes 

through the southern side of the laud land. DW-1 

during his cross-examination has stated that public road 

goes through the southern side of the land under their 

possession, whereas, according to Ext.A, by which they 

have purchased the possessory right of the land, the 

public road goes through the northern side of the said 

purchased land. DW-3 has also stated that a portion of 

the suit land is now under the occupation of the 

defendants. PW-3 also in his cross-examination stated 

that Indreswar Chutia, the predecessor-in-interest of the 

defendants, has expired in his residence built on the suit 

land. DW-1 has stated that his father Indreswar Chutia 

died on 29-11-2011. Thus, from the evidence of PW-3 
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and DW-3, it is seen that the defendants are in 

possession of the suit land. The statement of DW-1 that 

the public road goes towards southern side of land 

under their possession also implies that they are 

presently possessing the suit land and not the land, 

possessory right of which was purchased by Ext.A. 

Considering all the evidences it appears that the 

plaintiffs have proved their possessory right over 

the suit land since the year 1968 and also seen 

that the defendants are now in possession of the 

suit land which implies that the plaintiffs are 

dispossessed by the defendants from the suit 

land. Though the defendants have claimed that the 

possessory right of the land in their possession was 

purchased through Ext.A, from their own evidence it 

appears that the land they are possessing was not 

purchased through Ext.A. 

 

25. In view of the facts discussed, I find that the ld. 

trial court has rightly held the Issue No.5 as 

affirmative.  
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Issue No.6 and 7 – Whether the plaintiff is entitled to 

the decree as prayed for? To what other relief (s) the 

parties are   entitled ?  

26. The ld. trial court on the basis of the findings of 

Issue No.1 to Issue No.5 has decreed the suit with cost 

for recovery of possession of the suit land by evicting 

the defendants therefrom by demolishing their 

unauthorized house and structures thereon ; permanent 

injunction restraining and prohibiting the defendants 

and their associates from constructing any other 

construction over the suit land and all other reliefs.  

 

27. Ld. Counsel for the respondent has cited the 

decision of the Hon‟ble Supreme Court, viz Ramesh 

Chand Ardawatiya Vs Anil Panjwani : AIR 2003 

SC 2508, which states about protection of possessory 

right. It is stated by the Hon‟ble Supreme Court that – 

“ So, the person in possession may not 
have title to the property yet if he has been 
inducted into possession by the rightful owner 
and is in peaceful and settled possession of 
such property he is entitled in law to protect 
the possession until dispossessed by due 
process of law by a person having a title 
better than what he has. A person in 
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possession of the property cannot be forcibly 
dispossessed by another rank trespasser and 
even if the latter does so, the former may be 
entitled to restoration of possession, because 
the law respects peaceful possession and 
frowns upon the person who takes the law in 
his own hands.” 

 

28. In the case in hand, the respondents/plaintiffs 

were dispossessed by the defendants, but not in due 

process of law by a person having a title better than the 

respondents/plaintiffs. Hence, the plaintiffs are entitled 

to restore his possession. 

 

29. From the discussion of Issue No.1 to Issue 

No.5, it is already found clear that the suit is not barred 

by law ; there is cause of action for the suit ; plaintiffs 

were in possession of the suit land and later on 

dispossessed by the defendants. As such, in view of the 

discussion of the foregoing paragraphs as well as the 

decision of the Hon‟ble Supreme Court in Ramesh 

Chand Ardawatiya Vs Anil Panjwani : AIR 2003 

SC 2508,  I am of the view that ld trial court has rightly 

decreed the suit in favour of the plaintiffs and there is 

no scope of interference by this court, except the order 
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of other reliefs as that was a vague order from which no 

specific decree can be prepared.  

    O R D E R 

30. The appeal is dismissed on contest with cost. 

The judgment and decree dated 12/03/2021 passed by 

ld. Munsiff No.1, Tezpur in TS No.15/2012 are hereby 

affirmed and upheld with the omission of the relief, 

“all other relief or reliefs may also be 

granted as the court may deem fit and 

proper.”  

31. Prepare the decree accordingly.  

32. Send down the case record of TS No.15/2012 

to the trial court with a copy of this judgement and 

decree.  

33. Given under my hand and seal of this court on 

this the 2nd day of July, 2022. 

        
 

 

 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 
(C. Khanikar) 

Civil Judge 
Sonitpur, Tezpur 

(C. Khanikar) 
Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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                                A P P E N D I X 

 

Plaintiff‟s witnesses: 

PW-1: Sri Anil Sarmah Baruah 
PW-2: Sri Nip Jyoti Sarmah 
PW-3: Sri Durgeswar Sharma 
PW-4: Sri Dinesh Das 
PW-5: Sri Rishik Sarmah 
 
Defendant‟s witnesses:  

DW-1: Sri Albin Chutia 
DW-2: Smt. Lilita Bora Koch @ Laliti Koch 
DW-3: Smt. Dipali Koch 
 
Exhibits  of the Plaintiff. 
 
Ext.1  : Not found in the record. 
Ext.2  : Order of the Executive Magistrate, Tezpur,  
    Sonitpur, dated 16-11-2005  
Ext.3  : Order of the Executive Magistrate, Tezpur,  
    Sonitpur, dated 17-12-2005  
Ext.4  : Order of the Additional District Magistrate,  
    Sonitpur at Tezpur dated 27-03-2006  
Ext.5  : Certified copy of the case record of Criminal  
    Revision No.23 (S-3)/2006 
Ext.6  : Certified copy of the judgment and order in  

  Criminal Revision No.23 (S-3)/2006 passed by  
  the Court of Additional Sessions Judge, (FTC),  
  Sonitpur at Tezpur dated 20-03-2009 

Ext.7  : Certified copy of the General Power of Attorney  
  No.752 for the year 2005 dated 01-12-2005 

Ext.8 : Land revenue receipt for the year 1968 to 1977  
  in the name of Anil Chandra Sarma Baruah  
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Ext.9   : Land revenue receipt for the year 1397 BS dated 
25-06-1991 in the name of Anil Chandra Sarma 
Baruah  

Ext.10 : Land revenue receipt for the year 1404/1405 
dated 27-10-1999 in the name of plaintiff Anil 
Chandra Sarma Baruah  

Ext.11 : Land revenue receipt for the year 1406/1407 
dated 29-08-2001 in the name of plaintiff Anil 
Chandra Sarma Baruah  

Ext.12 : Land revenue receipt for the year 
1408/1409/1410/1411 dated 03-01-2005 in the 
name of plaintiff Anil Chandra Sarma Baruah  

Ext.13 : Land revenue receipt for the year 1412 dated 
13-09-2006 in the name of plaintiff Anil Chandra 
Sarma Baruah  

Ext.14 : Land revenue receipt for the year 1412 to 1418 
dated 19-01-2012 in the name of plaintiff Anil 
Chandra Sarma Baruah  

Ext.15 : Certificate of Mouzadar, Mahabhairab Mouza 
certifying that Sri Anil Chandra Sarma Baruah is 
legitimate settler of Patta No. EP (Bedakhali) 
204/194 of village Barikachuburi, Mouza – 
Mahabhairab, Tezpur and ahs been paying land 
revenue against patta as per statement unlisted 
therein dated 06-10-2005.  

Ext.16 :  General Power of Attorney No.2571 dated 28-02- 
    2018 1412 
 
Exhibits of the defendants :  
Ext.A            : Katcha sale deed of selling the possessory 

right of the suit land in favour of 
Indreswar Chutia 

Ext.A(1) & (2) : Signature of Smt. Lalita Bora Koch @ Laliti  
    Koch      
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Ext.A(3) & (4) : Signature of Sri Bipin Koch 
Ext.A(5) & (6) : Signature of Sri Keshab Koch 
Ext.A(7) & (8) : Signature of Sri Tilak Koch 
Ext.A(9)       : Signature of witness Sri Khirod Ch. Bhattacharjee  
    (Advocate, Tezpur) 
Ext.A(10)       : Signature of witness Thogiram Das 
Ext.A(11)       : Signature of deed writer Sri Atul Ch. Saikia  
    (Tarani, Tezpur) 
Ext.B(1) to B(5) :Land Revenue paid receipts 
Ext.C(1) to C(3) :Certificate from the office of the Ushapaur Gaon 

Panchayat for construction of new house, 
boundary wall and taking electricity connection 
issued in the name of Indreswar Chutia. 

 
 

(C. Khanikar) 
                                                                    Civil Judge 

                                                    Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dictation taken and  
Transcribed be me: 
 
(J. K Muru), Steno. 
 

 


