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HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT / CASE

District : Sonitpur

In The Court of the Munsiff No. 1, Tezpur, Sonitpur

Present  : Smt. G. Rabha, AJS

              Monday, the _19th  day of  May’2012

Title suit no: 20  of 2005

1. Ratneswar Bhuyan

2. Gopal Ch. Bhuyan

3. Renubala Bora                    ……………                    Plaintiff

- Versus –

        

1. Kamal Bhuyan

2. Rabi ram Bhuyan

3. Tunu Bhuyan

4. Niru Kalita 

                                                  ………….                        Defendants/

This Suit coming on for final hearing on(1)    8-5-12

(1) Give date or dates,                                  in the presence of

Mr.P.K. Dutta, Senior  AdvocatePlaintiff(s) /

Petitioner(s)

Advocate(s) /

Pleader(s)



for

                                                                            

            Mr. T.C. Khatri,    Senior Advocate              Defendant(s) /

Opposite Party

Advocate(s) /

Pleader(s)

for

and having stood for consideration to this day 19/ 5/ 12    the Court delivered the 
following Judgment:-

1. This suit is between cousin brothers. The plaintiffs had filed this 

suit for declaration of right, title and interest over the suit land, 

for  recovery  of  possession  by  eviction  and  for  permanent 

injunction against the defendant who are in possession of the 

property.

2. Schedule of the suit land as described in Schedule A

Land measuring 3 katha 11 lessas  covered  by  dag 
no.  133 of P.P.  no. 35 of  Hazarapar, Dekargaon 
Mouza: Mahabhairab,  Dist:Sonitpur   [Assam],

3. The  facts  of  plaintiff’s  case:   In  nutshell the  case  of  the 

plaintiffs is that deceased Umai Keot grandfather of both the 

parties, was the original pattader of the suit lands and after his 

death  the  properties  were  inherited  by  his  three  sons.  The 

genealogical table is given below for assistance in appreciating 

the facts of the case:



Umai Keot, (the original pattader possessed 

2 bigha 13 lessas of land).

                

Thanuram Keot                       Paniram Keot                Dhaneswar Keot

                                                                              Sunduri Bhuyan,wife

Ratneswar(P)   Gopal (P)  Renubala(P)*

                                              Kamala(D)      Rabiram(D)  Tunu(D)   Niru(D)*

*P= plaintiff                           * D = defendant.

 

4. The plaintiffs, legal heirs of Thanuram Keot (since deceased) 

submitted in their plaint that all the three sons of Late Umai 

Keot  had mutually  shared their  ancestral  property  equally  in 

three parts and each inherited 3 Katha 11 lessas of lands. The 

dispute arosed when the legal heirs of Late Paniram Keot had 

mutated their names in jamabandi and forcibly entered and took 

possession over the share of plaintiff’s father Late Thanuram 

Keot,  which  has  been  described  in  the  schedule  by 

dispossessing the plaintiffs from the suit land.

5. The plaintiffs disclosed that Dhaneswar Bhuyan died issueless 

and his property was inherited by his wife Sunduri Bhuyan and 

they do not have any dispute in regard to this share of the land. 

That said Sunduri Bhuyan had gifted her property to Giridhar 

Bhuyan and Giridhar had sold the land to Naba kanta Bhuyan .

6. The  plaintiffs  further  averred  in  their  pleadings  that  the 

defendants  Kamala  Bhuyan,  Nabin  Bhuyan  and  Rabiram 



Bhuyan had already sold 2 katha 2 2/3  lessas of land from their 

share  of  land  measuring   3  katha  11  lessas  to  Naba  kanta 

Bhuyan.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  by  taking  advantage  of 

absence of plaintiff’s name in the jamabandi the defendants had 

illegally mutated their name over the share of plaintiffs land. 

The plaintiff further disclosed that they had filed criminal case 

against the defendants for dispossession. The plaintiffs averred 

that the defendant has no right , title and interest over the suit 

land and they had illegally disposed the plaintiff from the suit 

land. Hence aggrieved by the above facts the plaintiff has  filed 

this suit.

7. The facts of the defendant’s case as per written statement: 

The principal defendant no. 1, 2 and 3 had contested the  suit 

by  filing  written  statement   jointly,  inter alia stating that this 

suit is not maintainable in its present form. The defendant stated 

that  the  averments  made  in  the  plaint  are  totally  false  and 

baseless and alleged that this suit is not only bad for nonjoinder 

of parties  but it is also barred by limitation. As per pleadings of 

the  defendants  they  had  admitted  that  the  suit  property 

originally belongs to their grandfather late Umai Keot and after 

his death his three sons inherited the property. The defendant 

stated  that  the  father  of  plaintiff  late  Thanuram  Keot  had 

relinquished his rights over the suit land in favour of their father 

Paniram Keot. The defendants submitted that the plaintiffs have 

not acquired any right, title and interest over the suit land and 

further prayed for dismissal of the suit with cost.

8. Considering the pleadings of both sides this Court had framed 

the  issues  vide  order  dated  7-12-2009  but  at  the  stage  of 

argument it was felt that vital issues were left out. Hence as per 



provision  laid  down  in  Order-  XIV  R-5  CPC,  for  proper 

discussion  of  the  matter  additional  issues  were  framed  on 

3-12-11.  The  issues  were  arranged  properly  and   given  as 

below: 

a. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form?

b. Whether there is cause of action for this suit?

c. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

d. Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary party

e. Whether the plaintiff have right title and interest over the suit  

land? 

f. Whether the predecessor of  the plaintiff  late Thanuram Keot  

has relinquished his right over the suit land?

g. Whether  the  plaintiff  are  entitle  to  decree  as  prayed  for ?

9. Plaintiff  had examined four  plaintiff  witnesses  namely  PW-1 

Ratneswar Bhuyan, PW-2 Golap Ch. Bhuyan, PW-3 Labaram 

Bhuyam Netai PW-4 Mahendra Bhuyan.

 

10. The plaintiff had exhibited these following documents.

 Ext.1:  Khiraj patta no. 35 

Ext-2 :  Certified copy of Jamabandi of P.P No: 12 (N) 54 (O)

Ext-3:  Certified copy of Jamabandi of P.P No: 35 (N) 12 (O) 

Ext-4:  Certified copy of  order passed in Misc case 9/145/99,



 Ext.5: Certified copy of order passed in mutation case  

Ext-6: Certified copy of order  passed in Misc 41/02 dt.9-12-04. 

11.  On the other hand, the defendants had examine four as DW-1 

kamal Bhuyan, , DW-2 Naba Kanta Bhuyan  DW-3 Jagannath 

Saikia, DW-4 Bipul Bhagaboti 

 Ext-A:  case record of Misc 91/45/,

 Ext-B:  Judgment dt 10-4-2002

 Ext-C:  Certified copy of order

 Ext-D:  Jamabandi of patta no: 35 

 Ext-E:  Old Jamabandi. 

 Ext-F:  Chita copy.

  DECISION, DISCUSION AND REASONS THEREOF: 

Issue no.a, c and d 

Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form? Whether the suit  

is  barred by limitation? and Whether the suit is bad for non joinder  

of necessary party?

12. The defendant had challenged the maintainability of this suit on 

two grounds.

i. Point of limitation.

ii. Non-joinder of party

13.  Mr.  T.C  Khaitri,  learned  senior  counsel  of  defendants 

submitted that the plaintiff’s claims of right and title over the 



suit land is made on the basis of inheritance while  the fact is 

that the father of the plaintiffs had expired in the year 1998 and 

this suit  had been filed in the year 2005 after  a lapse of six 

years.  Mr.  P.K.Dutta  learned  senior  counsel  of  plaintiff 

submitted  that  the  suit  has  been  filed  within  the  period  of 

limitation and hence such plea is not sustainable.  The law is 

clear  that  the  period  of  limitation  for  filling  a  suit  for 

declaration is 12 years under the Limitation Act, hence the plea 

of  defendant  is  not  sustainable  and  I  hold  that  this  suit  is 

maintainable in its present form.  

14. The defendant further challenged the maintainability of the suit 

on  the  ground  of  non-joinder  of  necessary  parties.  Learned 

counsel of the defendant has submitted that the main contention 

of dispute is the land covered under Dag no: 133 and when it is 

an admitted fact  that  Naba Kanta Bhuyan had purchased the 

share of Late Dhaneswar Keot and presently he is one of the 

pattader, so he is one of the necessary party in this suit. Thus 

non impleadment of Naba Kanta Bhuyan as party in this suit 

has affected the merit of the suit and hence this suit is liable to 

be dismissed. Mr. P.K. Dutta learned senior counsel of plaintiff 

has  submitted  that  this  is  not  a  partition  suit  and  it  is  not 

necessary  to  include  all  the  pattader  of  the  concern  dag. 

Mr. Dutta further submitted that they had filed this suit against 

the defendant who had dispossessed them and against  whom 

they had prayed for eviction. 

15. Considering the submission of both sides, I am of opinion that 

the question whether Naba kanta Bhyuan is necessary party or 

not  will  depend  on  the  answer  whether  in  absence  of  Naba 

Kanta Bhuyan the  decree of declaration and eviction will be 

executable or not. To which my answer is emphatic “Yes”. The 

subject  matter  of  the  suit  does  not  involves  the  question  of 

shares and partition, it is a case for declaration and eviction thus 



the  impleadment  of  all  the  pattader  is  not  necessary  for 

adjudication of this suit  .In view of present  facts,  the suit  is 

maintainable in its present form. Hence all the three issues are 

decided in affirmative in favour of the plaintiff.

 

Issue no. b

Whether  there is cause of action for this suit?

4. "Cause of action”, as envisaged under Section 20(c) of the Code 

of  Civil  Procedure.  It  means  a  bundle  of  facts  which  are 

required to be proved. In Om Prakash Srivastava v. Union of 

India  ((2006) 6 SCC 207) Hon’ble Supreme Court held: (SCC 

p. 211, para 12)

The expression 'cause of action' has acquired a judicially  

settled meaning. In the restricted sense “cause of action'  

means the  circumstances  forming the  infraction  of  the  

right or the immediate occasion for the reaction. In the  

wider sense,  it  means the necessary conditions for the  

maintenance of the suit, including not only the infraction  

of the right, but also the infraction coupled with the right  

itself.  Compendiously,  as  noted  above,  the  expression  

means every fact,  which it  would be necessary for the  

plaintiff  to  prove,  if  traversed,  in  order to  support  his  

right to the judgment of the court. Every fact, which is  

necessary to be proved, as distinguished from every piece  

of  evidence,  which  is  necessary  to  prove  each  fact,  

comprises  in  'cause  of  action”.  (See  Rajasthan  High  



Court Advocates' Assn. v. Union of India ((2001) 2 SCC 

294).)"

16. The averment made in the plaint and denial of defendants in 

written  statement,  shows  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  was 

infracted causing cloud over the shares of  the parties.   Such 

dispute are of civil nature, thus it gave cause to file this suit. 

This issue is decided in affirmative.

Issue no. 2

Whether the plaintiff have right title and interest over the  

suit land? 

17. It is apparent from the pleadings of both sides that a few facts 

are admitted by both the parties and those facts need not be 

proved.  So  for  convenience  of  discussion  let  me  put  the 

admitted facts as hereunder:

i. The original pattader of the suit land was late Umai Keot 

ii. Late Umai Keot had three sons. 

iii. There is total 2 bigha 13 lessas of land in dag no: 133.

18. When the plaintiff has claim right, title and interest over the suit 

property, the initial burden lies upon the plaintiff to establish 

preponderance  probability  and  once  the  plaintiff  is  able  to 

create  a  preponderance  of  probability,  the  onus  shifts  to  the 

defendant. 



19. Mr. P.K.  Dutta,  learned senior  counsel  submitted  that  in  this 

instant suit  the main contention of the plaintiff is that the all the 

three sons of Late Umai keot namely Thanuram Keot, Paniram 

Keot  and Dhaneswar  Keot  had mutually  divided their  shares 

and each got share of 3 katha 11 lessas of land. To emphasis his 

point learned counsel read the deposition of  plaintiff Ratneswar 

Bhuyan who  examined himself as  PW-1 and wherein he had 

averred that they had inherited 3 Katha 11 lessas of lands from 

their father Late Thanuram Keot .  It  was further  deposed by 

Pw-1 that dispute arosed when the legal heirs of late Paniram 

Keot  had  mutated  their  names  in  jamabandi  and  forcibly 

entered and took possession over the suit land dispossessing the 

plaintiffs  from the  suit  land.  Learned counsel  submitted  that 

during cross-examination PW-1 confirmed that the land was in 

possession and enjoyment of their father during his lifetime and 

that no relinquish deed was executed by their father Thanuram 

Keot in favour of Late Paniram Keot. 

20. Per contra the defendant denied the family partition. Mr. T.C. 

Khaitri  learned  senior  counsel  argued  that  the  plaintiff  had 

never  inherited  any  land  from  the  dag  no:  133  since  their 

predecessor  in  interest  late  Thanuram  keot  had  executed  a 

relinquishment deed over the land in dag no: 133 in exchange 

of land from other dag. He has further emphasis his submission 

by reading the evidence of defendant kamal Bhuyan (DW-1). In 

his  deposition  DW-1  stated  that  Thanuram  Keot  (since 

deceased)  had  relinquished  his  right  over  the  land  covered 

under land of Dag no. 133 in their favour and therefore after the 

death of Thanuram keot they had mutated their names in the 

record  of  rights  and  the  plaintiff  never  made  any  effort  to 

mutated their names in the record of rights. He had exhibited 

the Jamabandi exhibited as Ext-D, E and F, in support of their 

title.  Learned  counsel  of  defendant  has  submitted  that  the 



independent official witness DW-2 Naba Kanta Bhuyan  DW-3 

Jagan  nath  Saikia,  DW-4  Bipul  Bhagaboti   has  proved  the 

entries of jamabandi .

Records of right

21. Mr.  Dutta  learned  counsel  of  plaintiff  admitted  that  in  the 

Jamabandi  the names of  Rabiram Bhuyan,  Kamala Bhyuan , 

Tunu Bhyuan legal heirs of Paniram Bhuyan  was mutated over 

the land in dag no 133 but he had vehemently submitted that it 

is settled law that entries in the Jamabandi are not proof of title. 

They are only statements for revenue purpose. Learned Counsel 

of plaintiff placed reliance in the case of Smt. Sawarni Vs. Smt. 

Inder Kaur  and ors,  reported in  1996 (6)  SCC 223, Balwant 

Singh end anr. vs. Daulat Singh (dead) by Lrs and ors. , (1997) 

7  SCC  137  and Guru  Amarjit  Singh  Vs.  Rattan  Chand  and 

others AIR 1994 SC 227  Dayal Hari  Paul vs.  Pradip Kumar 

Lahkar  and  Ors  2006  (3)  GLT 680.  Dayaram  and  Ors  Vs. 

Dawalatshah and Others AIR 1971 SC 681.

22.  I agree with the submission of learned counsel of plaintiff that 

the order of mutation is only to facilitate the payment of land 

revenue. Revenue Court is not entitled to decide title in respect 

of landed property, which is the subject matter of Civil court. At 

the  most,  entries  in  the  jamabandi  are  prima  facie  proof  of 

possession. The record of right can be proof of title in case of 

first settlement but where admittedly the property is ancestral, it 

cannot  be  record  of  title.  The  title  in  such  case  would  be 

ordinarily based on the principle of Succession as embodied in 



the Hindu Succession Act. It can be based on Relinquishment 

deed if it is registered and proved. But, in the facts of this case, 

it cannot be based on mere entries in the revenue record. The 

plaintiff has admitted that they had not mutated their names in 

the  Jamabandi  after  death  of  their  father  but  omission  of 

mutation does not wipe away or wash away the statutory rights 

conferred by the Succession Act upon the plaintiff. 

23. Now let’s visit the evidence of the plaintiff to find out whether 

plaintiff is able to establish his right and title. The defendant 

had accepted the fact that Thanuram Keot was legal heir of late 

Umai keot and plaintiff  were legal heirs of Thanuram but they 

had challenged the right  of the plaintiff  in regard to the suit 

land. The plaintiff asserted they had inherited 3 Katha 11 lessas 

of  lands  from  their  father  Late  Thanuram  Keot.  In  his 

deposition PW-1 has averred that the defendant Kamala, Nabin 

and Rabiram had already sold 2 katha 2 2/3  lessas of land to 

Naba kanta Bhuyan from their share of land measuring  3 katha 

11 lessas but taking advantage of absence of plaintiff’s name in 

the jamabandi the defendant has illegally mutated their name 

over the share of plaintiffs land.  PW-2 Golap Ch. Bhuyan, PW-

3 Labaram Bhuyam Netai Banik, and  PW-4 Mahendra Bhuyan 

has  supported  the  deposition  of  plaintiff  had  stated  that  the 

plaintiffs  had  inherited  the  suit  land  from  their  father  Late 

Thanuram  Keot.  All  the  witnesses  were  consistent  in  their 

deposition  and during cross-examination  the defendant  could 

not  rebut  the  evidence  of  plaintiff  witnesses.   The  plaintiff 

witnesses had also supported the fact of dispossession. Thus I 

am of opinion that the plaintiff has established preponderance 

of probability in her favour.

 



24. Thus the onus of proof shift to defendant and now it is for the 

defendant to establish the relationship or title to the property. 

The certified copy of Jamabandis exhibited by the defendant 

namely Ext- D, E and F , does not confer any title, which has 

been categorically held by the Apex Court in several cases. At 

the  most,  entries  in  the  jamabandi  are  prima  facie  proof  of 

possession. The record of right can be proof of title in case of 

first settlement but where admittedly the property is ancestral, it 

cannot  be  record  of  title.  The  title  in  such  case  would  be 

ordinarily based on the principle of Succession as embodied in 

the Hindu Succession Act. 

25. Thus  this  issue  is  decided  in  affirmative  in  support  of  the 

plaintiff. 

Issue no.

Whether the predecessor of the plaintiff late Thanuram 

Keot has relinquished his right over the suit land?

26. In view of  discussion in issue no. e, it was already decided that 

rights and title cannot be based on mere entries in the revenue 

record unless the defendant proves the source or  base of  his 

right and under such circumstance the onus of proof shift  to 

defendant to prove the plea of Relinquishment deed.

Relinquishment Deed



27.  The contention arises whether the predecessor in interest  of 

plaintiff had relinquished his right over the suit land. A deed of 

relinquishment is in the nature of a deed of gift. There can be 

oral or written relinquishment deed. The written relinquishment 

deed  or  oral  relinquishment  deed  must  be  proved  through 

cogent  evidence  that  executor  has  voluntarily  relinquish  his 

rights and claims. I reiterate that the onus is upon the defendant 

to prove that Thanuram keot has relinquish his rights and claims 

over the dag no: 133.

28. Mr.  T.C.  Khaitri  learned  senior  counsel  argued  that  the 

predecessor in interest of the plaintiff Late Thanuram keot had 

executed a relinquishment deed over the land in dag no: 133 in 

exchange of land from other dag. To fortify his submission he 

has read the evidence of defendant kamal Bhuyan (DW-1). In 

his deposition DW-1  stated that the father of plaintiffs named 

Thanuram Keot had relinquished his right over the land covered 

under land of Dag no. 133 in their favour.

29. Learned  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  submitted  that  such  oral 

transfer  of  immoveable  property  is  not  recognized  as  valid 

transfer as per law. He has placed relied on AIR 1967 SC 401 

( Commissioner of Income-Tax Vs. Juggilal kamalapat)  where 

the question that  came up for  consideration was whether the 

relinquishment  deed  in  regard  to  both  moveable  and 

immoveable   requires  registration  and  wherein  Hon’ble 

Supreme Court  held ,  if  the deed of  relinquishment  required 

registration,  it  could  only  be  invalid  insofar  as  it  affected 

immovable  properties,  but  to  the  extent  that  it  purported  to 

transfer movable assets of the original firm, it would be valid.

30.  Mr. Dutta learned senior counsel submitted that any transfer of 



property above the value of Rs100/- must be registered. He has 

placed reliance in the case law reported in AIR 1971 PATNA 

253, AIR 1960 MADRAS 33 AND AIR ORISSA 10. Learned 

counsel  pointed  out  that  when  the  law  is  settle  in   such 

circumstance where the defendant neither adduced any oral or 

documentary  evidence  to  prove  that  Thanuram  keot   (since 

deceased) has relinquish his rights and claims over the dag no: 

133,  such  claim  of  relinquishment  legally  never  came  into 

existence.

31. Considering the submission of both sides , the question arises 

whether in the facts and circumstances of this case, can the non-

registration of  Relinquishment Deed invalidate the transfer? 

32. The Deed  of  relinquishment, in this case,  was in respect  of 

immovable property. In this connection, learned counsel for the 

plaintiff  has placed relied on AIR 1967 SC 401 ( commissioner 

of income-tax Vs. Juggilal kamalapat) where the ratio has been 

laid  down  that  registration  of  deed  of  relinquishment  is 

necessary in regard to immoveable property.

33.  In the alternative, even if  I presume that, relinquishment can 

be  made  orally  and  this  deed  of  relinquishment  required  no 

registration, such presumption would  not lead to the conclusion 

that Late Thanuram keot has relinquished his rights and claims 

unless  the  defendant  successfully  proves  his  claim  of 

relinquishment of rights through substantive evidence. In that 

background when I re-visited the evidence of defendant I found 

that  the  averment  of  defendant  is  self  contradictory.  In  his 



pleading  in  written  statement  he  had  averred  that  Late 

Thanuram keot  had  relinquish  his  claim  over  Dag  no.  133, 

whereas in his deposition he has averred that the relinquishment 

was made in  favour  of  his  father  Late Paniram and he gave 

third  version  in  his  cross-exaination  and  deposed  that  the 

relinquishment  was  made  in  the  favour  of  defendants.  The 

defendants  had not  only  failed  to  established through cogent 

evidence that Late Thanuram keot had relinquish his rights and 

claims over dag no: 133 but they could not even establish the 

basis facts, when the relinquishment deed was made, in whose 

favour  the  deed  of  relinquishment  was  made  and  on  what 

condition  the  relinquishment  was  made.  Therefore,  I  am  of 

opinion that there is no force in this claim of defendant that by 

virtue of relinquishment  by Thanuram keot they had acquired 

title over the dag no. 133. 

34.  I  reiterate  that  it  is  settle  law under  Section.  17  (1)  of  the 

Registration Act, 1908 that when the relinquishment comprises 

of immoveable property it requires registration. In this instant 

case  the  defendants  has  admitted  that  the  deed  of 

relinquishment was made orally.  Learned  counsel  appearing 

on behalf of the defendant has not only been able to show any 

provision of law, or any decision of a Court laying down that a 

deed of relinquishment in case of immovable properties does 

not  requires  registration  but  they  had  also  failed  to  adduce 

cogent  evidence that  Late  Thanuram Keot  had relinquish his 

right. Thus I conclude in view of the evidence on record that the 

deed of relinquishment legally never came in existence.

35. Thus  this  issue  is  decided  in  affirmative  in  support  of  the 

plaintiff.



Issue :

Whether  the  plaintiff  are  entitle  to  decree  as  prayed  for ?

36. In view of the decision aforesaid, I am of opinion that plaintiff 

is entitle to following reliefs:

i. Declaring that the plaintiff is entitled to decree of  right, 

title and interest over the suit land, 

ii. Declaring  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  decree  of 

recovery of possession by eviction of defendant and his 

men.

iii. Permanent Injunction.

iv. Cost of the suit 

ORDER

1. The suit is decreed on contest with cost.

2. The plaintiff is entitled to following decree.

i. Declaring that the plaintiff is entitled to decree of  right, 

title and interest over the suit land, 

ii. Declaring  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  decree  of 

recovery of possession by eviction of defendant and his 

men.



iii. Permanent Injunction.

iv. Cost of the suit 

4. Prepare the decree accordingly. 

5. Thus this Judgment and Order is passed under the hand and 

seal of this Court on 19th May’2012.

Gitali Rabha,

Munsiff no.1

ANNEXURE

PLAINTIFF WITNESS:

PW-1 Ratneswar Bhuyan, 

PW-2 Golap Ch. Bhuyan,

 PW-3 Labaram Bhuyam Netai 

PW-4 Mahendra Bhuyan 

Plaintiff Exhibits:

Ext.1:  Khiraj patta no. 35 

Ext-2 :  Certified copy of Jamabandi of P.P No: 12 (N) 54 (O)

Ext-3:  Certified copy of Jamabandi of P.P No: 35 (N) 12 (O) 

Ext-4:  Certified copy of  order passed in Misc case 9/145/99,

 Ext.5: Certified copy of order passed in mutation case  



Ext-6: Certified copy of order  passed in Misc 41/02 dt.9-12-04. 

Defendant Witnesses

DW-1 kamal Bhuyan, 

DW-2 Naba Kanta Bhuyan

DW-3 Jagan nath Saikia,

 DW-4 Bipul Bhagaboti 

Defendant Exhibits 

Ext A: Misc 9/145/99 case record.

Ext-B:  Judgment dt 10-4-2002

 Ext-C:  Certified copy of order

 Ext-D:  Jamabandi of patta no: 35 

 Ext-E:  Old Jamabandi. 

        Ext-F:  Chita copy.

Gitali Rabha,

Munsiff no.1


