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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/ CASE

District: Nagaon, Assam

In the Original Court of the Munsiff, Hojai

Present:  JAGAT DAS, A.J.S.

Monday, the 20th day of July, 2015

Title Suit No-31/08

1. Smt. Manika Das

W/o Late Samir Das

2. Sri Sribash Das

 S/o Late Samir Das

Both residents of vill: Fakira Basti, Mouza: Hojai

Dist: Nagaon, Assam            ……….. Plaintiffs

Plaintiff no 2 is minor, represented by this mother and next friend 

Smti. Manika Das, the plaintiff no 1

                                    Versus

1. Sri Subhash Das

2. Sri Subhankar Das

3. Sri Shankar Das

Sons of Late Dinesh Chandra Das

4. Smti. Renuka Das
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          W/o late Dinesh Chandra Das

          R/o vill: Dhanuhar Basti, Mouza: Hojai

Dist: Nagaon, Assam 

Presently residing at Rabindra Sarani Road,N – Area, Lanka Town 

P.O. Lanka,Dist- Nagaon, Assam ……...............Defendants

5. Smti. Kanan Das

W/o- Sri Tejendra Das

D/o- Late Dinesh Ch. Das

Vill& P.O.- Uttar Borbil

Dist- Karbi Anglong, Assam

6. Smti Kanita Das 

W/o Hari Kamal Das

D/o Late Dinesh Ch. Das

Vill& P.O. Dhanuhar Basti,

Mouza: Hojai

Dist- Nagaon, Assaam

7. Smti Kajal Das

     W/o Sri Khagendra Das

          C/o Ananta Das alias Sadhu

Vill:  Dhaniram pur, P.O. Khagenhat

Dist- Jalpaiguri, West Bengal
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On the death of Smti. Kanchu Das,

D/o Late. Dinesh Ch. Das, her legal heirs-

Her son

8. Sri Hiteswar Das

 8 a) Her daughter

        Smti. Smriti Das

Both minors and represented by their father and next friend Sri 

Bhabaranjan Das, Resident of Vill North Golaghatia Basti, Mouza Hojai, 

Dist: Nagaon

9. Sri Radha Krishna Das

S/o Late Kewal Krishna Das

Vill- Dhanuhar Basti, Mouza Hojai

Dist Nagaon, Assam………………………proforma defendants

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on 14/7/2015 in the presence of 

S.B. Roy, Advocate for the Plaintiff and Jagdish Pandit, Advocate for the 

Defendant.                                      

And having stood for consideration to this day the Court delivered the 

following judgment:

                                   JUDGMENT

This is a suit filed by the plaintiffs for declaration, partition and separate 

possession and also for permanent injunction.

Case of the plaintiff: 

An area of  land measuring 2 kathas out  of  2 bighas being 1/5 th share 

covered by dag no 227, PP no 122 of Hirabasti Kissam , Mouza- Hojai, Dist- 
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Nagaon,  Assam  described  in  the  schedule  ‘A’  to  the  plaint  and  land 

measuring 3 kathas 07 lessas out of 3 bighas being 1/5 th share covered by 

dag no 38/19/37, PP no 46 (new) 68 (old) within Dhanuar Basti Kissam , 

Mouza- Hojai, Dist- Nagaon, Assam described in the schedule’ B’ to the 

plaint are the subject matter of the suit which are more fully described in 

schedule ‘A ‘and ‘B’ to the plaint.

In brief, the case of the plaintiffs is that the suit land vide schedule ‘A’ 

covered by dag no 227 comprises total land measuring 2 Bighas and one 

Tiharu Lodh was the owner, title holder and possessor of the land. The 

pattadar sold the entire 2 Bighas of land to one Dinesh Chandra Das and 

delivered  possession  and  Dinesh  Chandra  Das  also  on  purchase  and 

delivery of possession became the owner, title holder and possessor of 

the land and had been enjoying the land by mutating his name in the 

records of rights.

The suit patta land vide schedule ‘B’ consists of land measuring 3 Bighas 

1 katha 19 Lessas covered by dag no- 41, land measuring 2 kathas 19 

lessas covered by dag no 38, land measuring 1 Bigha 3 kathas 1 lessas 

covered by dag no 19 and land measuring one Bigha 15 lessas covered by 

dag no 37 total land measuring 6 Bighas 2 3 kathas 14 lessas. One Bilash 

Gore son of Somnath Gore and the Dinesh Chandra Das was the owner, 

title holder and possessor of the land. Bilash Gore was the owner, title 

holder of land measuring 3 bighas 1 katha 19 lessas vide dag no 41 of the 

said  patta  and  he  has  been  possessing  and  enjoying  the  land. 

Subsequently,  the said Bilash Gore sold his entire 3 bighas 1 katha 19 

lessas of land vide dag no 41 to one Radha Krishna Das, the proforma 

defendant no 9 and the profroma defendant no- 9 also on purchase and 

delivery of possession became the owner, and title holder of the land and 

has been enjoying the land by mutating his name in the records of rights. 

Dinesh  Chandra Das  was  the  owner,  title  holder  and possessor  of  the 

remaining 3 bighas 1 katha 15 lessas of land by dag no 38/19/37 of the 

suit patta no 46 wherein he constructed his residential house on a part of 
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the land and had been residing thereon with his family members and also 

had been entering the remaining land by cultivating the land. That Dinesh 

Chandra Das had four  sons,  wife  and four  daughters.  Subhas Chandra 

Das, Subhankar Das, Shankar Das the defendant no 1,2 and 3 and one 

Samir Das since deceased are/ were the sons and Smti. Kanan Das, Smti. 

Kanika Das, Smti. Kajal Das and one Smti. Kanchu Das since deceased 

are/were the four daughters of Said Dinesh Chandra Das. Smti. Renuka 

Das, the defendant no 4 is the wife of said Dinesh Chandra Das. Samir 

Das,  one  of  the  sons  of  Dinesh  Chandra  Das  predeceased  him  living 

behind  his  wife  and one  minor  son,  the  plaintiff  no  1  and 2.  Another 

daughter Smti. Kanchu Das also predeceased her father Dinesh Chandra 

Das  leaving  behind  her  one  minor  son  and  one  minor  daughter,  the 

proforma defendant no 8 and 8(a).

That Samir Das during his lifetime used to reside on a part of the land vide 

schedule  “B”  by  constructing  his  own  temporary  structure  residential 

house along with the plaintiffs since the family of Dinesh Chandra Das 

became larger and the house became insufficient for accommodation for 

all of the members and used to maintain his family by running a small 

grocery shop at Borboha market.

That After death of Samir Das on 22/9/7 that defendants no 1 to 4 and 

Dinesh Chandra Das used to exert mental torture upon the plaintiff and 

even did not provide basic requirements and ultimately driven out the 

plaintiffs from the house and the plaintiff no 1 has been compelled to take 

shelter in her parental house at Fakira Basti village, Hojai with her minor 

son.

That Dinesh Chandra Das during his life time given all his daughters on 

marriage. One of the daughters of Dinesh Chandra Das Smti Kanchu Das 

also  predeceased  her  father  Dinesh  Chandra  Das  leaving  behind  the 

Proforma defendant no 8 and 8(a).
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That Dinesh Chandra Das died on 5/3/ 2008 and on his death all the land 

and properties  left  behind by him was inherited by his four  sons/legal 

heirs,  four  daughters/legal  heirs  and  wife.  The  plaintiff  no  1  is  the 

daughter in law and the plaintiff no 2 is the grandson of Dinesh Chandra 

Das through his son Samir Das. All the legal heirs of Dinesh Chandra Das 

inherited equally in the property of Dinesh Chandra Das.

That all the daughters of Dinesh Chandra Das relinquished their share in 

the suit patta land in favour of their brothers/legal heirs and their mother 

and accordingly the plaintiff became the owner and entitled 1/5 share in 

the suit patta land that is 2 kathas of land vide schedule ‘A’ and 3 kathas 

7 Lessas of land vide schedule ‘B’ totaling 1 Bigha 7 Lessas.

That on 16/4/08 the plaintiff no 1 approached the defendant no 1 to 4 and 

requested them to make an amicable partition of her share and the share 

of her son in the ancestral properties and to give her separate possession. 

The  defendant  no  1  to  4  not  only  refused  to  give  her  any  share  but 

scolded in filthy language. The defendant no 1 to 4 took away all the stock 

in trade of the shop of the husband of plaintiff number one by force in 

spite of objection. Hence this  suit is filed by the plaintiffs for declaration 

of 1/5 th share in the suit patta and dag land mentioned in schedule ‘A’ 

and  ‘B’ to the plaint for partition, separate possession and permanent 

injunction.

Case of the defendants

The  all  defendants,  except  defendant  no  9,  appeared  in  the  suit  and 

contested  the  suit  by  filing  their  joint  written  statements.  The  suit 

proceeded exparte against defendant no 9 as he was remained abscent 

despite service of summons. The defendants in their written statement 

they had taken the usual pleas such as there is no cause of action for the 

suit, the suit is not maintainable in its present form, the description of the 

suit land is false and ill motivated, the suit is barred by waiver, estoppels 

and acquiescence, the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties, the 
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suit is undervalued, the plaintiff is not entitled to 1/5th share in the suit 

property etc. The defendants in their written statement described the true 

state  of  affairs  as  that  the  Dinesh  Ch.  Das,  the  father/predecessor  in 

interest  of  both the  plaintiffs  and the defendants  was  the  owner,  title 

holder and possessor of schedule ‘A’ and ‘B’ land of the plaint. Dinesh Ch. 

Das died living behind his wife namely Smti. Renuka Das, his four sons viz, 

Subhas Das,Subhankar Das, Shankar Das and Samir Das since deceased 

and four daughters namely, Smti. Kanan Das, Smti Kanita Das, Smti Kajal 

Das  and Smti  Kanchan Das  since  deceased and all  of  them got  equal 

share in the property left by Dinesh Das.

That the defendants further averred that Dinesh Ch. Das in order to make 

provision of the future well being of the plaintiff no 1 and her child  called 

and appealed to the village elderly persons for an amicable settlement 

and accordingly  village elderly  people  sat  on  28/1/2007 in  the nearby 

Borbuha  M.E.  School  premises  wherein  in  presence  of  village  elderly 

people Dinesh Ch. Das gave Rs 80,000( Rupees Eighty Thousand)  in cash, 

30 monds of  paddies and gold ornaments to the plaintiff  no 1 for  the 

future maintenance and well  being of the plaintiffs and in lieu of their 

share which would accrue in the joint family property and the plaintiff no 1 

having received the said cash amount, paddies and ornaments  voluntarily 

relinquished their right of share and demands whatsoever  over the suit 

property.

Hence  defendants  have  prayed for  dismissal  of  the  plaintiffs  suit  with 

compensatory cost.

Issues: 

Upon the basis of rival pleadings the following issues have been framed 

for determination:

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

2. Whether the description of the suit land is false and ill motivated?
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3. Whether the suit is undervalued?

4. Whether the suit is barred by waiver, estoppels and acquiescence?

5. Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties?

6. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to get reliefs as prayed for?

7. To what reliefs the parties are entitled to?

During trial plaintiff side has examined only one witness and has exhibited 

two  documents.  Defendant  side  has  examined  two  nos.  of  witnesses 

besides exhibiting one document.

Discussions, decisions and reasons thereof:

Issue No 1

Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form?

This  suit  is  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  for  declaration,  partition,  separate 

possession and for permanent injunction. The defendants in their written 

statement it is averred that the suit is not maintainable. But upon perusal 

of  the  pleading  of  the  defendants  nothing  found  that  can  prove  the 

defendants plea of non maintainability.  Moreover, according to Order 8 

Rule 2 of CPC defendant is an under obligation to state all facts which 

would go to show that the suit is not maintainable but in the case in hand 

no such facts have been pleaded by the defendant.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff

Issue no 2

Whether the description of the suit land is false and ill motivated?

The plaintiffs in their plaint described the suit land in two schedules that is 

schedule ‘A’ and schedule ‘B’. The defendants in their written statements 

it is averred that the description of the suit land is false and ill motivated. 
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The plaintiffs in their plaint as well as in their evidence in chief described 

the schedule ‘A’ land as land measuring 2 kathas  i.e., 1/5 th out of 2 

Bighas of  land covered by dag no 227 of  PP no 122 within  Hira Basti 

village  kissam,  Mouza  -  Hojai,  Dist-  Nagaon,Assam  and  the  land  is 

bounded by-  

North: Shanti Das

South: E & D drain

East: Hari Bhusan Das

West: Bhagat Bhusan Das

The plaintiffs in their plaint as well as evidence in chief of plaintiff no 1 

described the schedule ‘B’ land as land measuring 3 kathas 7 lessas i.e., 

1/5 th out of total  land measuring 3 Bighas 1 katha 15 lessas of  land 

covered by dag no 38/19/37 of  PP no 46 within  Dhanuar Basti  village 

kissam, Mouza - Hojai, Dist- Nagaon, Assam and the land is bounded by-  

North: Road

South: E & D drain

East: Road

West: Radha Krishna Das, Dulal Das

But during cross of plaintiff witnesses the defendant could not bring out 

anything contrary to the effect that the description of the suit land is false 

and ill  motivated.  Mere assertion doesn’t amount to proof.  Though the 

defendant claimed that the description of the suit land is false but the 

defendant failed to prove the same by cogent and convincing evidence.

Hence this issue is decided affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue no 3
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Whether the suit is undervalued?

The defendant  in  their  written statement  it  is  pleaded that  the suit  is 

undervalued but  after  perusing  the  pleading  of  the  defendant  nothing 

found which would go to show that the suit is undervalued.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of plaintiff.

Issue no 4

Whether the suit is barred by waiver, estoppels and acquiescence?

The defendant in his written statement it is claimed that the suit is barred 

by waiver, estoppels and acquiescence. But after perusing the pleading of 

the  defendant  nothing  found which  would  go  to  show that  the  suit  is 

barred by barred by waiver, estoppels and acquiescence.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue No 5

Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties?

The defendants in their written statement it is claimed that the suit is bad 

for non joinder of necessary parties. The defendants in their plaint it is 

averred that all the legal heirs of late Dinesh Chandra Das including his 

daughters namely, 1. Smti. Kanan Das, 2. Smti. Kanita Das, 3. Smti Kajal 

Das, w/o Sri Khagendra Das are necessary parties to the suit. They having 

not  been  impleaded,  the  suit  must  fail.  The  plaintiff  has  deliberately 

impleaded one Smti. Kanchan Das and Kanika Das as defendant no 5 and 

6 as daughters of Late Dinesh Ch. Das had/has no daughters namely Smti. 

Kanchan Das impleaded as the defendant no 5 and Smti. Kanika Das, the 

defendant no 6 as alleged. Also the plaintiff wrongly impleaded Smti. Kajal 

Das,  one  of  the  daughters  of  Late  Dinesh  Das,  as  wife  of  one  Sri 

Bhagawan Das. In fact, Smti. Kajal Das is the wife of Sri Khagendra Das 

and not of Sri Bhagawan Das as alleged.
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Pw-1 in her plaint it is stated that Dinesh Chandra Das had four sons, wife 

and  four  daughters.  Subhash  Das,  Subhankar  Das,  Shankar  Das  the 

defendant no 1, 2 and 3 and one Samir Das since deceased are/were the 

sons and Smti.  Kanan Das,  Smti  Kanika  Das,  Smti.  Kajal  Das  and one 

Kanchu Das since deceased are/were the four daughters.

Pw-1 in  her  evidence it  is  deposed that  she has  filed the suit  against 

Subhas Das, Subhankar Das, Shankar Das who are the brothers of the 

husband of Pw-1 . She also deposed that the name of another defendant 

is Renubala Das, the mother in law of Pw-1. She further deposed that her 

husband had four sisters viz, Kanan, Kanika, Kanchu since deceased and 

Kajal. Kanchu died long ago. She had two children.

Upon careful perusal of the pleading of the plaintiff it is revealed that the 

plaintiff has filed the suit against the all the legal heirs of Dinesh Chandra 

Das, the father/predecessor of the defendants.

From careful scrutiny of the evidence of Pw-1 it is abundantly clear that 

the plaintiff  has  filed the instant  suit  impleading all  the legal  heirs  of 

Dinesh Chandra Das and co pattader who are necessary parties for the 

instant suit hence it is crystal clear that the suit is not bad for non joinder 

of necessary parties.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue no 6

Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to get reliefs as prayed for?

The plaintiffs in their plaint it is prayed for declaration of 1/5 th share in 

the suit patta and dag land mentioned in schedule ‘A’  and  ‘B’ to the 

plaint  for partition,  separate possession and permanent injunction.  The 

plaintiffs filed the instant suit claiming their 1/5 share in their ancestral 

property  stating  that  one  Dinesh  Chandra  Das  ,  the  father  of  the 

defendants no 1 to 3 and 5 to 7 and husband of defendant no 4 and the 
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father of Late Samir Das, the deceased husband  of the plaintiff no 1 and 

father of the plaintiff no 2 and the grandfather of defendants no 8 and 

8(a) was the owner , title holder of 2 Bighas of land covered by dag no 

227  P.P.  no   122 within  Hirabasti  Kissam,  Mouza-  Hojai,  Dist-  Nagaon, 

Assam and Dinesh Ch. Das also on purchase and delivery of possession 

became the owner, title holder and possessor of the land and had been 

enjoying the land by mutating his name in the records of rights. The said 

Dinesh Ch.  Das  was also the owner,  title  holder  of  land measuring 3 

Bighas 1 katha 15 lessas covered  by dag no 38/19/37 , periodic patta no 

46 within Dhanuar Basti Kissam Mouza-Hojai, Dist- Nagaon, Assam 

That Dinesh Chandra Das died on 5/3/ 2008 and on his death all the land 

and properties  left  behind by him was inherited by his four  sons/legal 

heirs,  four  daughters/legal  heirs  and  wife.  The  plaintiff  no  1  is  the 

daughter in law and the plaintiff no 2 is the grandson of Dinesh Chandra 

Das through his son Samir Das. All the legal heirs of Dinesh Chandra Das 

inherited  equally  in  the  property  of  Dinesh  Chandra  Das.That  all  the 

daughters of Dinesh Chandra Das relinquished their share in the suit patta 

land  in  favour  of  their  brothers/legal  heirs  and  their  mother  and 

accordingly the plaintiff became the owner and entitled 1/5 share in the 

suit patta land that is 2 kathas of land vide schedule A and 3 kathas 7 

Lessas of land vide schedule ‘B’ totaling 1 Bighas 7 Lessas.

The  defendants  have  claimed  that  the  Dinesh  Ch.  Das,  the 

father/predecessor  in  interest of  both the plaintiffs  and the defendants 

was the owner, title holder and possessor of schedule A and B land of the 

plaint. Dinesh Ch. Das died living behind his wife namely Smti. Renuka 

Das, his four sons viz, Subhas Das,Subhankar Das, Shankar Das and Samir 

Das since deceased and four daughters namely, Smti. Kanan Das, Smti 

Kanita Das, Smti Kajal Das and Smti Kanchan Das since deceased and all 

of them got equal share in the property left by Dinesh Das.
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It is an admitted position of law of evidence that the plaintiff has to prove 

his case on his own accord and that burden never shifts no matter the 

defendants fails or take up any plea of defence or adduce any evidence.

Let us see whether plaintiffs could prove his claim as alleged in the plaint.

In  order  to  prove  the  plaintiff’s  claim  plaintiff  side  has  exhibited  two 

documents and adduced the evidence of the plaintiff no 1 as Pw-1. Ext-1 

is the jamabandi of suit patta 122 and Ext-2 is the jamabandi of suit patta 

no 46. It appears from the Ext-1 that the name of the father/ predecessor 

in interest of the plaintiffs/ defendants that is Dinesh Chandra Das was 

duly mutated in the records of rights and said Dinesh Ch. Das has became 

the owner of the entire land measuring 2 Bighas covered by dag no 227 

P.P. No 122. Upon perusal of Ext 2 it is appeared that the suit patta 46 

(new) 68 (old) has three pattaders namely, Bilashu Gour, Dinesh Ch. Das 

(the father/predecessor in interest of the plaintiffs /defendants) and Radha 

Krishna Das and the suit patta consists of 4 dags viz, 41, 38, 19 and 37. 

Land measuring 3 Bighas 1 katha 19 Lessas covered by dag no- 41, land 

measuring 2 kathas 19 lessas covered by dag no 38, land measuring 1 

Bighas 3 kathas 1 lessas covered by dag no 19 and land measuring 1 

Bigha 15 lessas covered by dag no 37 total land measuring 6 Bighas 3 

kathas 14 lessas in  four  dags.  From Ext-2 it  further appears that   the 

entire land covered by dag no  38 and 41 of P.P. no 46 (new) 68 (old) was 

in the name one Radha Krishna Das. In the instant suit the plaintiffs has 

shown the ‘B’  schedule  land consisting of  three dags that  is  dag nos. 

38/19/37 and has shown total land is 3 Bighas 3 kathas 15 Lessas. But 

Ext-2 shows that the land measuring 2 kathas 19 lessas covered by dag 

no 38 is in the name of Radha Krishna Das, one of the pattaders of suit 

patta  no  46  (new)  68  (old).  Hence  from  the  documentary  evidence 

adduced by the plaintiff  it is abundantly clear that the Dinesh Ch. Das 

father/predecessor of the both the plaintiffs and the defendants is in fact 

not the owner ,title holder and possessor of the entire schedule ‘B’ land. 

Since the description of the suit land so far as schedule ‘B’ is concerned is 
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not  clear,  it  is  very  difficult  to  decree the suit  and even if  the suit  is 

decreed it will have no effect as same wouldn’t be executed.

Moreover, the defendants further averred that Dinesh Ch. Das in order to 

make provision of the future well being of the plaintiff no 1 and her child 

called  and  appealed  to  the  village  elderly  persons  for  an  amicable 

settlement and accordingly village elderly people sat on 28/1/2007 in the 

nearby  Borbuha  M.E.  School  premises  wherein  in  presence  of  village 

elderly people Dinesh Ch. Das gave Rs 80,000( Rupees Eighty Thousand) 

in cash, 30 monds of paddies and gold ornaments to the plaintiff no 1 for 

the future maintenance and well being of the plaintiffs and in lieu of their 

share which would accrue in the joint family property and the plaintiff no 1 

having received the said cash amount, paddies and ornaments  voluntarily 

relinquished their right of share and demands whatsoever  over the suit 

property.

It is a settled principle of law that all the immovable property is required 

by law to be reduced to the form of a document. But the plaintiffs in this 

case have failed to produce any substantial document to prove their claim 

that the four daughters of the Dinesh Ch. Das had voluntarily relinquished 

their right of share over their ancestral property.

Moreover, the plaintiffs as well as the defendants haven’t exhibited any 

documents that would go to show that they are the legal heirs of Dinesh 

Ch. Das, which is very much vital in a suit for partition, as both the parties 

have claimed that they are the legal heirs of said Dinesh Ch. Das and they 

inherit the property of said Dinesh Ch. Das.

I have also gone through the evidence adduced by the defendant side. 

Defendant  side  has  exhibited  one  document  that  is  certified  copy  of 

jamabandi of suit patta 46 new. From Ext-ka it appears that the entire land 

covered by dag no 38 and 41 of P.P. no 46 (new) is in the name of one 

Radha Krishna Das.
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Hence from the overall  scrutiny of the evidence of the either side it is 

abundantly clear that plaintiff side has failed to prove his case through 

cogent, reliable and trustworthy evidence.

Hence this issue is decided in negative and against the plaintiff.

Issue no 6

To what reliefs the parties are entitled to?

As per order

Order

In the result the plaintiff suit is dismissed on contest with cost.

Let a decree be drawn up accordingly.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 20th day of July, 2015 

at Hojai, Nagaon 

             Munsiff,

        Hojai, Nagaon     
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Appendix

Plaintiff witness:

1. Manika Das (PW-1)

Defendants witness:

1. Subhankar Ch. Das (DW-1)

2. Kananbala Das (Dw-2)

Plaintiff Exhibits:

1. Ext-1 certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. No 122

2. Ext-2 certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. No 46 (new) 68 (old)

Defendants Exhibits:

1. Ext-Ka certified copy of jamabandi of P.P. No 46 (new).

Munsiff,

        Hojai, Nagaon     
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