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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2
HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/CASE

District: Sonitpur
In The Court of the Munsiff No. 1, Tezpur, Sonitpur
Present: Mrs.Chitra Rani Saikia, AJS

Thursday, the 6th  day of June ,2013

Title Suit No. 58/07

                                                  Sri Paritosh Ghosh & others----------

                                                                                             Plaintiffs

-Versus

                                                  Sri Shyamal Ghosh--------

                                                                                    Defendant

The suit coming on for final hearing on 20th day of May, 2013 in the presence of:-

Sri T. K. Maitra

                                          …………… Advocate for the Plaintiffs

                                               And

Sri Kabin  Sarma

                                                   ……………..  Advocate for the Defendant

And having stood for consideration to this day the court delivers the following 

judgment.

                                                     JUDGMENT

1. This is a suit for recovery of possession of suit premises by evicting the defendant with 

his men and materials therefrom with mesne profits from 01.08.07 till recovery of 

possession of the suit premises.  

2. The plaintiffs’ case in brief as averred in the plaint is that  the  plaintiffs Nos 1 and 3 

and   the defendant are  brothers. That the plaintiffs are the joint owners and recorded 

pattadars of 1 Katha 13 Lessas of residential land covered under Dag No 1580 of Periodic 

Patta No 1078 of Tezpur Town under Mahabhairab Mouza under the district of Sonitpur. 

It  is  further  averred  that  the  plaintiff  No 1  is  the  sole  owner  of  all  the  houses  and 

structures standing on the said land having Tezpur Municipal Holding No 2299 of Ward 

No 8 situated at Bengali Theatre Road and all the plaintiffs reside in the major part of the 

said houses and structures as their permanent place of abode. That the plaintiffs allowed 

and permitted the defendant to live with his family in the separate part of the said house 
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with bathroom and part of two seated latrine with common user of the Ring well and the 

Front passage along with the plaintiffs as permissive occupier of the plaintiffs. The story 

of the plaintiffs further goes on to disclose that plaintiff No 1 after retirement from his 

service of State Bank of India, Bikaner & Jaipur intends to construct residential house in 

the vacant portion of their land along with the land on which the scheduled premises 

stands and therefore the plaintiffs asked the defendant either to shift to the back portion 

of their land with the existing plinth where a house is offered to be constructed by the 

plaintiffs  for  the  defendant  and  his  family.  In  default  the  plaintiffs  requested  the 

defendant to quit and vacate the scheduled suit premises with his family members but in 

vain.     Hence this suit. 

3.  The  defendant  contested  the  suit  by  filing  written  statement  questioning  the 

maintainability of the suit, inter alia, on the ground that there is no cause of action for the 

suit,  the  suit  is  barred  under  Article  64  and  65  of  The  Limitation  Act,  1963.  The 

defendant has taken  the plea of adverse possession and has stated that by way of adverse 

possession his title ripens and so he is the absolute owner of the suit land and premises. 

Therefore,  the  defendant has prayed for dismissing the suit with cost.  

4. Upon the pleadings of both sides the then learned Civil Judge Sr. Division, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur, framed the following issues in this suit:  

(i)  Whether the suit is maintainable in the present form? 

(ii) Whether the suit is barred by law of limitation? 

(iii) Whether the defendant has been in possession of the suit land by way of adverse 

possession? 

(iv)  Whether the defendant is the permissive occupier of the suit land and house? 

(v)  Whether the defendant is liable to be evicted from the suit premises? 

(vi)  Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree as prayed for? 

(vii)  To what other relief/reliefs the parties are entitled to? 

5. During the course of trial plaintiff side adduced the evidence of six witnesses to prove 

its case. Plaintiff side exhibited certain documents.  Defendant side adduced the evidence 

of three witnesses. Defendant side has exhibited certain documents.

6.  Sri  T.  K.Maitra,  learned counsel  for  the  plaintiff  has  contended that  the suit  land 

previously belonged to Halleswar Devalay and Ganesh Ch Paul was the riot under the 

Devalay.  According  to  the  learned  counsel  in  the  passage  of  time  the  suit  land  was 

converted into Khatian land which is heritable and transferable under Assam Land and 

Revenue Regulation Act, 1886. It is further contended that son of Ganesh Paul sold the 
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land to   vide exhibit 1. In 1967 the suit land was sold to Paritosh Ghosh through exhibit 

2. It is contended that plaintiff Nos 1 and 2 became land holders under Assam Land and 

Revenue Regulation Act.  It is submitted that no settlement was made in the name of 

plaintiffs Nos 3 and 4 and as such they are not entitled to right and title.  Learned counsel 

for the plaintiffs has submitted that mis-joinder of party does not lead to failure of the 

suit. According to him if plaintiff No 3 and 4 is mis-joinder of party, the decree will be in 

favour of the plaintiffs No 1 and 2. 

7.  It is further contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the defendant takes the plea of 

adverse possession , but failed to show the necessary requirement of adverse possession. 

It is argued that in adverse possession the very entry must be hostile. According to the 

learned counsel for the plaintiffs in the instant case the very entry of the defendant is not 

hostile, on the contrary the defendant is the permissive occupant of the plaintiffs indeed. 

8.  Mr. Kabin Sarma, learned counsel for the defendant has contended that the defendant 

has been staying in the suit house for long time and as such title accrues to him. Arguing 

on behalf of the defendant learned counsel contended that the name in the record of rights 

does not prove title. In support of his contention learned counsel referred to the decision 

reported in AIR 1994 SCC 227. I have gone through that decision. With all respect to the 

contention so made the decision can not be relied upon in this case because the fact in 

that suit is quite different from the fact of this case.  It is further argued on behalf of the  

defendant that where the plaintiffs have failed to prove their title , they can not claim 

eviction. Learned counsel has contended that the burden lies on the plaintiff to prove his 

title. He referred to the decision reported in (2012) 2 SCC (CIVIL) 448. I have perused 

this decision. 

9. The evidence available on record, the contentions made on behalf of both sides have 

received  due  consideration  of  this  court.  After  considering  all  these  facts  this  court 

arrived at the following decision. 

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF:

Issue No: (i) : Whether the suit is maintainable in the present form? 

10.   Section 9 of The Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 gives ample power to the civil court 

to entertain the civil suit where there arises the question regarding the infringement of 

civil rights. Maintainability of a civil suit is to be determined on the basis of the pleadings 
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of the parties. Maintainability des not depend upon the evidence of the parties. In this 

instant suit I find no express or implied bar on the trial of suit in the pleadings of the 

parties. The pleadings of the parties do not disclose any procedural defect barring the 

jurisdiction of this court to try this suit. Therefore this court is of the considered opinion 

that this suit is maintainable in its present form. 

Accordingly issue No (i) is decided in favour of the plaintiff. 

Issue No:  (ii) :Whether the suit is barred by law of limitation? 

11.  In his written statement the defendant has raised the plea that the suit is barred by 

law of limitation under Article 64 and 65 of The Limitation Act, 1963.  The defendant 

has taken the plea of adverse possession.  In case of plea of adverse possession the party 

taking that plea must show the date from which his possession becomes adverse. In this 

instant  suit  there is  nothing in  the evidence  on record to  substantiate  the plea of the 

defendant that the suit is barred by limitation. The defendant has failed to show the date 

from which his possession becomes adverse. Therefore, the question of the suit being 

barred by limitation does not arise. 

Accordingly this issue is decided in negative against the defendant. 

Issue No: (iv):  Whether the defendant is the permissive occupier of the suit land 

and house? 

12.  There is no dispute that the plaintiffs and the defendants are brothers . The plaintiffs 

have taken the plea that the defendant is their permissive occupier in respect of the suit 

property.  Now let  me consider  the relevant  evidence  on record  to  show whether  the 

defendant is the permissive occupier of the defendant or not. 

13.  In his evidence on affidavit the plaintiff Paritosh Kr. Ghosh being PW 1 deposed that 

in 1977 the defendant Shyamal Kr. Ghosh married Smti Dipali Dutta without the consent 

of the family members and for that reason their eldest brother Santosh Kr. Ghosh did not 

allow the defendant and his wife to enter into the house. According to PW 1 then the 

defendant went to the plaintiff and requested him to allow him to reside in Tezpur house. 

It is in the evidence of PW 1 that then he allowed the defendant  with permission of his  

mother and elder brother Santosh Ghosh to stay in two rooms of Western House No 3. 

That as the Western House No 3 became dilapidated  Sri Shyamal Ghosh with his wife 

shifted to Room No 2 of Southern House No 4 with permission of PW 1. PW 1 further 

deposed that the defendant with his family left the Room No 2 of Southern House No 4 
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and started to live in the rented house of Nanigopal Roy of Madhyapara, Ward No 15, 

Tezpur. That in 1983-84 the defendant with his family left for Arunachal Pradesh and 

opened a Type writing repairing shop at Tenga village and lived there upto 1985. That 

again in 1985 the defendant with his family entered in Room No 2 of Southern  House 

No 4  with permission of PW 1, his mother and eldest brother Santosh Ghosh. That in  

1989 PW 1 and Sri Dilip Ghosh newly constructed an Assam type house in place of old 

Western house and Dilip Kr. Ghosh and his mother and sister shifted to the new house. 

That then Dilip Ghosh permitted the defendant to stay in Room No 1 of the Southern 

House No 4. That in this way the defendant is the permissive occupier of the suit house. 

14.   In his cross examination PW 1 stated categorically that the defendant is his younger 

brother and during the life time of  his father and mother they lived together as joint 

family. PW 1 clarifies in his cross examination that the defendant stayed in the suit land 

before  marriage and after marriage, but he was not there for some time in between. In his 

cross examination PW 1 stated that his mother expired on 02.09.07 and during the life 

time of his mother the defendant was not asked to leave the suit land.   It comes out from 

the evidence of PW 1 that the defendant has been residing in the suit house as his own 

house being member of the joint family. 

15.  PW 2 Dilip Kr. Ghosh being another plaintiff deposed in his cross examination that  

when they came into possession of the suit land , their brother Shyamal Kr. Ghosh also 

came to stay with them and still now the defendant is residing in the said land. PW 2 

further stated that after his marriage the defendant separated and resided in the suit house 

and he is still residing there with his family. He also clarifies that during the life time of 

their mother no steps were taken for eviction of the defendant and only after the death of 

their mother they issued legal notice to the defendant for eviction from the suit house. 

16.  PW 3 being another brother of the plaintiffs and the defendant stated in his cross 

examination that there is a separate house over a part of the suit land standing on the 

Southern part of the suit land belonging to the defendant. This evidence of PW 3 clarifies 

that the house situated in the suit land belongs to the defendant. There is nothing in the 

evidence of  PW 3 to show that the defendant is the permissive occupant of the suit land 

and house. 

17.   PW 4 being the neighbour of the plaintiff  and the defendant  stated in his  cross 

examination that the plaintiffs are in possession of 1 Katha 13 Lessas of land and the 

defendant  is also in possession of the said 1 Katha 13 Lessas of the land. From this 

evidence of PW 4 it transpires that the plaintiffs and the defendant are in possession of 
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the same land. In the later part of his cross examination PW 4 deposed that at the time of 

using and occupying the houses on the suit land by the plaintiff  No 1 and 3 and the 

defendant and their sister and mother, he was a student of Darrang College. This evidence 

of PW 4  makes it clear that the plaintiffs and the defendant have been occupying the suit 

houses jointly for a long period.  This evidence of PW 4 shows that the defendant has 

been residing in the suit houses as his own house since long time back.  The evidence of 

PW 5 is of not much value. Similarly the evidence of PW 6 also of not much value. In his 

cross examination PW 6 stated categorically, “on what understanding and basis Shyamal 

Ghosh has been residing at Tezpur in his residence, I do not know.” 

18.  In his cross examination defendant Shyamal Kr. Ghosh being DFW 1 stated in clear 

terms that previously 2 Kathas 13 Lessas of land inclusive of the suit land belonged to 

Bhairabi Devalaya and Dilip Paul was the riot of the said land. Ganesh Paul,  father of 

Dilip Paul constructed some temporary houses on that land and gave those houses on rent 

to different persons. According to him in 1963 Santosh Ghosh took some rooms of those 

houses for rent and all their family members lived there on rent. In the latter part of  his  

cross examination  defendant  Shyamal  Kr.  Ghosh  stated candidly that  on 19.11.1965 

Dilip  Paul sold the said land to Monorama Basu while  they were tenants  there.  It  is 

further clarified that   on 16.04.67 Monorama Basu sold the said  2 Kathas 10 Lessas of 

land along with the houses thereon to plaintiff No 1 Paritosh Ghosh. DW 1 further stated 

that at that time Paritosh Ghosh came to Tezpur and took the possession.  According to 

him after  purchase by paritosh  Ghosh they lived  there as  joint  family as  earlier  and 

he( Paritosh Ghosh)  did not ask them to leave the house.  He asserted in clear terms that 

all  the houses situated on the suit  land is  in the name of Paritosh Ghosh. He further 

affirmed  that  three  rooms  on  the  southern  part  and a  double  seater  latrine  is  in  his 

possession.  What  comes  out  from the  evidence  of  the  defendant  is  that  he  has  been 

staying at the suit houses for a long time. He has not denied the title of the plaintiff No 1 

over the suit houses. It further comes out from the evidence of the defendant that he has 

been staying at the suit houses being part of the joint family. I find the evidence of DW 1 

to be very firm and assertive. Being so the evidence of DW 1 inspires credence. 

19. The evidence of the defendant (DW 1 ) support in clear terms the title of the plaintiff 

No 1 over the suit property. Without disputing the title of the plaintiff the defendant has 

deposed that he has been living in the suit property. While title of the plaintiff No 1 is 

admitted by the defendant himself,  his staying in the suit houses for whatever long time 

may it be is nothing more than a permissive occupant.  The defendant is the permissive 

occupier of the suit houses and land in an implied manner.  
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From the foregoing discussion of evidence it is seen that the preponderance of probability 

lies in favour of the plaintiff. It comes out that the defendant is the permissive occupier of 

the suit houses.   

In the result this issue is decided in affirmative in favour of  the plaintiff.

Issue No : (iii) Whether the defendant has been in possession of the suit land by way 

of adverse possession? 

20.  In his written statement the defendant has taken the plea that the suit houses have 

been possessed by the defendant  in an open and hostile  manner  and such possession 

being adverse  ripens his title to the said houses.

21.   Adverse  possession  really  means  the  hostile  possession  which  is  expressly  or 

impliedly in denial of title of the true owner and in order to constitute adverse possession 

the possession proved must be adequate in continuity, in publicity and in extent so as to 

show that it is adverse to the true owner. The classical requirements of acquisition of title 

by adverse possession are that such possession in denial of the true owner’s title must be 

peaceful, open and continuous. In the eye of law an owner would be deemed to be in 

possession of a property so long as there is no intrusion.  Non-use of property by the 

owner  even  for  a  long  time  won’t  affect  his  title.  Adverse  possession  is  a  hostile 

possession by clearly asserting hostile title in denial  of the title  of the true owner.  A 

person  who  claims  adverse  possession  should  show  :   on  what  date  he  came  into 

possession, what was the nature of his possession, whether the factum of possession was 

known to the other party, how long his possession has continued , and his possession was 

open and undisturbed. 

22.  In the instant case the defendant has taken the plea of adverse possession. But as 

discussed  in  issue  No (iv)  the  defendant  has  admitted  in  clear  terms  the  title  of  the 

plaintiff  No 1 over the suit property.  In his cross examination defendant Shyamal Kr. 

Ghosh being DW 1 stated in clear  terms that  previously 2 Kathas  13 Lessas of land 

inclusive of the suit land belonged to Bhairabi Devalaya and Dilip Paul was the riot of the 

said land. Ganesh Paul,  father of Dilip Paul constructed some temporary houses on that 

land  and  gave  those  houses  on  rent  to  different  persons.  According  to  him in  1963 

Santosh Ghosh took some rooms of those houses for rent and all their family members 

lived there on rent. In the latter part of  his cross examination defendant Shyamal Kr. 

Ghosh  stated candidly that on 19.11.1965 Dilip Paul sold the said land to Monorama 

Basu while they were tenants there. It is further clarified that   on 16.04.67 Monorama 

Basu sold the said  2 Kathas 10 Lessas of land along with the houses thereon to plaintiff 
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No 1 Paritosh Ghosh. DW 1 further  stated that  at  that  time Paritosh Ghosh came to 

Tezpur and took the possession.  According to him after purchase by paritosh Ghosh they 

lived there as joint family as earlier and he( Paritosh Ghosh)  did not ask them to leave 

the house.  He asserted in clear terms that all the houses situated on the suit land is in the 

name of Paritosh Ghosh. He further affirmed that three rooms on the southern part and a 

double  seater  latrine  is  in  his  possession.  What  comes  out  from the  evidence  of  the 

defendant is that he has been staying at the suit houses for a long time. He has not denied 

the title of the plaintiff No 1 over the suit houses. It further comes out from the evidence 

of the defendant that he has been staying at the suit houses being part of the joint family. 

I find the evidence of DW 1 to be very firm and assertive. Being so the evidence of DW 1 

inspires credence.

23.  The evidence of DW 1 that he has been staying  in the suit houses for a  long time is 

supported by the evidence of PWs.  PW 1 clarifies  in his cross examination that the 

defendant stayed in the suit land before  marriage and after marriage, but he was not there 

for some time in between. PW 2 Dilip Kr. Ghosh being another plaintiff deposed in his 

cross examination that when they came into possession of the suit land , their brother 

Shyamal Kr. Ghosh also came to stay with them and still now the defendant is residing in 

the said land. PW 2 further stated that after his marriage the defendant separated and 

resided in the suit house and he is still residing there with his family. He also clarifies that 

during the life time of their mother no steps were taken for eviction of the defendant and 

only after the death of their mother they issued legal notice to the defendant for eviction 

from the suit house. PW 4 being the neighbour of the plaintiff and the defendant stated in 

his cross examination that the plaintiffs are in possession of 1 Katha 13 Lessas of land 

and the defendant is also in possession of the said 1 Katha 13 Lessas of the land. From 

this evidence of PW 4 it transpires that the plaintiffs and the defendant are in possession 

of the same land. In the later part of his cross examination PW 4 deposed that at the time 

of using and occupying the houses on the suit land by the plaintiff No 1 and 3 and the  

defendant and their sister and mother, he was a student of Darrang College. This evidence 

of PW 4  makes it clear that the plaintiffs and the defendant have been occupying the suit 

houses jointly for a long period.  This evidence of PW 4 shows that the defendant has 

been residing in the suit houses as his own house since long time back. 

24.  From the foregoing discussion it transpires that the defendant has been staying in the 

suit houses for a long time. But the crux of the issue of adverse possession lies in the fact 

that  the  possession  is  adverse  to  the  title  of  the  true  owner.  In  the  instant  case  the 

defendant himself admitted the title of the plaintiff No 1 over the suit houses. While title 

is an admitted fact the plea  of adverse possession raised by the defendant  hardly find 
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any place. Though plaintiff No 1 did not come to the suit houses for a long time after 

purchase, that duration of time does not extinguish his title while it is admitted by the 

defendant himself. 

In the result it is decided that the defendant is in possession of the suit houses not by way 

of  adverse  possession.  Accordingly,  this  issue  is  decided  in  negative  against  the 

defendant. 

Issue No: (v) : Whether the defendant is liable to be evicted from the suit premises? 

25.  As transpires from the foregoing discussion in issue No (iii)  and (iv) admittedly 

plaintiff No 1 is the owner of the suit houses. It is further revealed that the defendant is 

the permissive occupier of the suit houses. The plaintiff has taken the plea that as plaintiff 

No 1 retires from the service he intends to live at Tezpur and so the suit property is  

bonafiedly required by him. In his cross examination the defendant admitted that in 2007 

Paritosh  Ghosh  expressed  his  desire  to  stay  at  Tezpur.  It  is  further  admitted  by  the 

defendant in his cross examination that through exhibit 12 Notice  dated 09.07.07 the 

plaintiffs gave proposal to him to construct a house for him towards the eastern side of 

the suit land or otherwise asked him to leave the suit houses and to give mesne profit at 

the rate of Rs 10/- per diem from 01.07.07. DW 1 clarifies that Paritosh Ghosh gave him 

the  said  proposal  with  the  purpose  of  raising  new construction  by   demolishing  the 

Southern houses for his own stay at his own property at Tezpur. 

26. From this evidence of the defendant is becomes clear that plaintiff No 1 being the 

owner of the suit houses  intends to make new construction by demolishing the old one 

for the purpose of his own stay at Tezpur. This evidence of the defendant is sufficient 

enough to establish the fact  the suit houses are bonafiedly required by the plaintiff No  1. 

27. As decided in issue No (iv) the defendant is the permissive occupier of the plaintiff.  

Being permissive occupier the defendant himself  admitted the receipt of the notice of 

revocation whereby plaintiff No 1 asked him to leave the suit property. In view of such 

admission on the part of the defendant of the receipt of the notice whereby the plaintiff 

No 1 revoked the  permission  given to  the  defendant  to  stay at  the  suit  houses  ,  the 

defendant is liable to be evicted from the suit houses as he has not left the premises even 

after revocation of the permission. 

In the result this issue is decided in affirmative in favour of the plaintiffs. 
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Issue No(vi): Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree as prayed for? 

28.  In view of the foregoing decision in issue Nos(iii), (iv) and (v) the plaintiff No 1 is  

entitled to get the decree of recovery of possession of the suit houses by  evicting   the 

defendant from  those houses. Remaining plaintiffs are not entitled to get any decree as 

their title to the suit property is not proved. 

29.  The plaintiffs also pray for decree for recovery of  mesne profit from 01.08.07 till  

institution of the suit on 19.09.07 @Rs 10/- per day from the defendant. They also pray 

for  future  mesne  profit  from  the  institution  of  the  suit  till  recovery  of  the  vacant 

possession @ Rs 10/- per day. 

30.  As admitted by the defendant he received the notice of revocation of permissive 

occupant. As soon as the permission given to the defendant to stay at the suit houses is 

revoked, his further possession of the said houses becomes wrongful. Being in wrongful 

possession of the suit houses the defendant is liable to give mesne profit to the plaintiff 

No 1. The plaintiff  can  not evaluate the mesne profit, it is to be determined by the court  

on the basis of the evidence before it. As comes out from the evidence discussed in the 

foregoing issues the defendant has been remaining in possession of the suit houses even 

after revocation of the permission by the plaintiff No 1. Another fact is pleaded by the 

plaintiff that the condition of the houses occupied by the defendant is dilapidated. Taking 

into consideration  the fact  of broken down condition of the houses  possessed by the 

defendant, this court holds that the plaintiff No 1 will be entitled to get the decree for 

recovery of mesne profit @ Rs 5/- per diem from 01.08.07 till the institution of the suit 

on  19.09.07.  However,  considering  the  fact  that  the  condition  of  the  suit  houses  is 

dilapidated, this court holds that the plaintiff will not get future mesne profit from the 

defendant. 

This issue is decided accordingly. 

Issue No(vii): To what other relief/reliefs the parties are entitled? 

31.  In view of the discussion in foregoing issues,  plaintiff No 1 is entitled to get the 

decree of recovery of possession of the suit houses by evicting   the defendant from  those 

houses.   Plaintiff No 1 will be entitled to get the decree for recovery of mesne profit @ 

Rs 5/- per diem from 01.08.07 till the institution of the suit on 19.09.07.         

 Remaining plaintiffs are not entitled to get any decree as their title to the suit property is  

not proved. 

The plaintiff is also entitled to get the cost.

The defendant is not entitled to get any relief. 
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ORDER

32. This suit is decreed on contest with cost.  Plaintiff No 1 is entitled to get the decree of 

recovery of possession of the suit houses by evicting  the defendant from  those houses. 

Plaintiff No 1 will be entitled to get the decree for recovery of mesne profit @ Rs 5/- per 

diem from 01.08.07 till the institution of the suit on 19.09.07.         

 Remaining plaintiffs are not entitled to get any decree as their title to the suit property is  

not proved. 

The plaintiff is also entitled to get the cost.

The defendant is not entitled to get any relief. 

Prepare the decree accordingly. 

This judgment and order  is  delivered  and operative part of this judgment is pronounced 

in the open court today, the 6th day of june  2013 under my hand and seal. 

                                                                                        CHITRA RANI SAIKIA

                                                                                       Munsiff No 1, Tezpur

11



                                                              APPENDIX

A. Plaintiff’s witnesses: 

PW 1----Sri Paritosh Ghosh
PW 2—Sri Dilip Kumar Ghosh 
PW 3---Sri Nirmal Kumar Ghosh 
PW 4 ---Sri Sibabrata Dey 
PW 5 –Sri Biplab Roy 
PW 6- Sri Sambhu Paul 

B. Plaintiff’s exhibits: 

 Exhibit 1 ---Registered Sale Deed No 2611
 Exhibit 2----Registered Sale Deed No 2108
Exhibit 3—Not filed
Exhibit 4—Letter( Not accepted being photocopy)
Exhibit 5—Letter(Not accepted being photocopy)
Exhibit 6- Premium deposit challan
Exhibit 7—Copy of order
Exhibit 8—Jamabandi
Exhibit 9—Tax receipt
Exhibit 10-11-- Land revenue paying receipt
Exhibit 12—Advocate notice
Exhibit 13—Postal receipt
Exhibit 14—Postal A/D
Exhibit 15-26—Cash Memo
Exhibit 27—Electricity Bill
Exhibit 28-30—Electricity Bill
C. Defendant’s witnesses:

 DW 1: Sri Shyamal Kr. Ghosh
 DW 2: Smti Chandra Prabha Barhoi

D. Defendant’s exhibits:

Exhibit “ka”—Copy of Jamabandi
Exhibit “kha”—Draft Chitha
Exhibit “Ga”---Valuation list

CHITRA RANI SAIKIA
                                                                                                   Munsiff No 1, Tezpur
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