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Assam Schedule VII, Form No 132

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.

Tuesday, the 29th day of March, 2016

Title Suit No-10/08

Plaintiff:

1. Sri Sheoji Mishra

S/o: Late Lal Bacha Mishra

R/o: Station Road, Lanka Town, Mouza Lanka, Dist: Nagaon, Assam

Presently residing at vill: Basantpur, Tehsil: Balia, Dist. Balia (U.P.) 

On his behalf his son and duly constituted attorney

Sri Raj Kumar Mishra, s/o Sheoji Mishra, R/o: Station Road, Lanka Town, 

Mouza Lanka, Dist: Nagaon, Assam

                        Versus

   Defendants:

1.  Sri Kaushal Mishra

2.  Sri Janardan Mishra

3. Sri Nibas Mishra

All sons of Late Biswanath Mishra

4. Sri Brajesh Mishra , s/o Kaushal Mishra
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5. Om Shankar  Mishra , s/o Sri Janardan Mishra

6. Sri Santosh Mishra , s/o Suresh Mishra 

R/o: Station Road, Lanka Town, Mouza Lanka, Dist: Nagaon, Assam

Proforma defendants:

7. Baleswar Mishra

S/o: Late Biswanath Mishra, r/o vill: Basantpur, Tehsil: Balia, Dist. Balia 

(U.P.)

8. Sri Suresh Mishra, s/o late Biswanath Mishra, r/o Purana Kaki Bazar, 

Mouza- Kaki, Dist- Nagaon, Assam

9. Mahanta Kumar Das

10. Sri Barada Kanta Das

Both s/o Late Basanta Kr. Das, R/o- vill no-2 Pipal Pukhuri, Mouza: Kaki. 

Dist- Nagaon, Assam

11. Sri Kiran Ch Das

12. Amulya Kr. Das

Both s/o Late Purna Ch. Das, r/o- vill no-2 Pipal Pukhuri, Mouza: Kaki. 

Dist- Nagaon, Assam

13. Anand Singh

14. Baldev Singh

15. Sri Balbir Singh

16. Smti. Jaswant Kaur

17. Smti. Erina Kaur

18. Smti. Binod Kaur
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19. Smti. Niyoti Bala Das

20. Hiralal Singh

21. Punimai Saikia

22. Dineswar Laskar

23. Satya Singh

24. Sri Dhramendra Deka

25. Ram Ch. Das

26. Dilip Tamuli Phukan

27. Sri Sunil Ch. Das

28. Sudhangshu Das

29. Indrajit Debnath

30. Debajit Debnath

31. Bibha Rani Roy

32. Dhananjoy Das

33. Haridas Das

34. Dibas Das

35. Nimai Das

36. Jiban Das

37. Kanti Das

38.  Niranajan Das

39. Promod Debnath

40. Prafulla Debnath
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41. Subhas Ch. Debnath

42. Pradip Biswas

43. Santosh Mazumder

44. Sujal Sutradhar

45. Gobinda Baishnab

All are r/o- vill no-1 Pipal Pukhuri, Mouza: Kaki. Dist- Nagaon, Assam

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on 29/2/2016 in the presence of 

J. Pandit.................... Advocate for the Plaintiff

And

N.R Sen & Oli Talukdar.......................... Advocates for the defendants 

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 of right, title and interest over  

schedule A land of the plaint, for confirmation of possession and for permanent 

injunction.

Case of the Plaintiff:

Case of the plaintiff in a nut shell as revealed from the plaint is that an 

area of  land measuring 2B-2K-10L out  of  7B covered by dag no -376 (old)/ 

490(new) of  P.P no-56 situated at  village no-1 Pipal  Pukhuri  Kissamat  under 

Mouza-Kaki in the district of Nagaon, Assam  together with rice mill premises, 

chautal  office  room,  labour  quarters  etc,  standing  thereupon  is  the  subject 

matter of the suit  which is morefully described in the schedule A attached to the 

plaint. 
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That the suit patta no-56 originally consisted of two dags viz, dag no-376 and 

377  covering  a  total  area  of  50B.  The  dag  no-376  originally  contained  land 

measuring 49B-18L and dag no-377 comprised of 4K-2L. The entire land of the 

suit  dag  49B-18L  was  agricultural  land.  Subsequently  in  the  year  1989  land 

measuring 7B out of 49B-18L was reclassified as commercial 1st class by creating 

a separate new dag no- 490 and another 2B land was reclassified as residential 

class by creating new dag vide order dated 1.8.89 of Addl. Deputy Commissioner 

(Revenue), Nagaon.

That the originally the suit patta land including the suit dag  belonged to one Sri 

Mahendra  Singh  and  his  father  Daman  Singh,  both  since  deceased,  the 

father/predecessor in interest of proforma defendant no 13 to 18 and 23. 

That in the year 1970, Sri Lal Bacha Misra, since deceased, the father of the 

plaintiff  and  Sri  Biswanath  Mishra   the  father/predecessor  in  interest  of  the 

defendant no-1,2,3,7 and 8 jointly purchased 5B of land covered by suit dag no-

376 by registered deed and got delivery of possession. Again in the year 1977 

they together purchased 2B land of suit dag from the original pattader Mahendra 

Singh and got delivery of possession. Thus, by virtue of right of purchase they 

became the joint owners and possessors of aforesaid 7B of land in the suit dag. 

The land forms one compact block.

That after purchase of the aforesaid land measuring 7B  both Lal Bacha Mishra 

and Biswanath Mishra established a Saw Mill, with labour quarters, office etc., 

planted teak plantations and constructed a pond in the south and east side of the 

said  plot  of  land.  They  also  constructed  a  Rice  Mill  with  courtyard,  labour 

quarters, office etc in the north-west side of the said plot of land and they had 

been running the business of the said Mills jointly under the name and style of 

M/S Hanuman Industries.

That while both said Lalbacha Mishra and Biswanath Mishra had been enjoying 

the said plot of land together with the Mills and other properties they for future 

convenience and to  avoid  future  disputes  amicably  partitioned the properties 

between them by executing  a  formal  deed of  partition  being Regd.  Deed of 

partition no-3171 dated 23/3/1985.  As per  the said  partition deed  Lalbacha 
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Mishra, the father/predecessor in interest of the plaintiff got 2B-2K-10L out of 

said 7B along with the Rice Mill covered by license no-NNM/198 run under the 

name and style  of  M/S Hanuman Industries,  with  Chantal(Courtyard),  labour 

quarters, office, latrine, urinal etc standing thereupon and Biswanath Mishra the 

father/predecessor in interest of defendant no-1,2,3,7 and 8 got the remaining 

lands along with the saw-mill,  labour  quarters,  office,  pond,  teak plantations 

standing thereon. After partition both said Lalbacha Mishra and Biswanath Mishra 

had been owning and possessing their respective plot of lands exclusively in their 

own respective right. The said 2B-2K-10L out of said 7B along with the Rice Mill  

covered by license no-NNM/198 run under the name and style of M/S Hanuman 

Industries,  with  Chantal(Courtyard),  labour  quarters,  office,  latrine,  urinal  etc 

standing thereupon is the subject matter of this suit. In the year 1989 the said 

7B land was reclassified as commercial 1st class land by creating new dag no-490 

vide order dated 1/8/1989 by ADC, Nagaon.

That on 10/7/1993 Lalbacha Mishra died and on his  death all  the properties 

including  the suit  property  devolved on his  legal  heirs  that  is  his  wife  Smti. 

Rajeswari Devi and his only son, the plaintiff. Subsequently his wife also died and 

as such the plaintiff became the sole and exclusive owner in occupation of the 

suit land and he had/has owning and possessing the same on his own exclusive 

rights by mutating his name in the records of rights and regularly paying land 

revenues. The plaintiff left for his native state about 10 years back entrusting his 

son Raj Kumar Mishra to look after the suit land along with the business of rice 

mill thereupon and accordingly his son Raj Kumar Mishra had/has been looking 

after  the suit  land managing the businesses of the rice mill  on behalf  of  his 

father.

That the defendants are the east and south boundary neighbor of the suit land of 

the plaintiff. In the year 1989-99 govt. of Assam cancelled the license of the Saw 

Mill of the principal defendants situated in the south boundary of the suit land 

and imposed heavy penalty upon them. Apprehending that the govt may attach 

and sell their land in auction for realizing the penalty in near future, the principal 

defendants developed ill motive and with that end in view they have been trying 

to dispossess the plaintiff from the suit land. On 27/6/2000 at about 11 am the 
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principal defendants along with 15/20 hired laboures armed with weapons came 

in body damaged the bamboo fencing, latrine, urinal etc situated west side of the 

suit land and tried to occupy 3K land of the west side of the suit land. On being 

made protest by the family members of the plaintiff, the defendants went away 

threatening the son of the plaintiff that they would came again and take forcible 

possession. As such in order to protect the possession over the suit  land the 

son/attorney of the plaintiff filed a MR proceeding vide M/R 105/2000 against the 

defendants and in that case ld. Executive Magistrate passed final order declaring 

the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  vide  order  dated  1.3.2004.That  the  principal 

defendants 1 and 2 filed revision petition vide CM 42(N)/04 before the court of 

Hon’ble Addl. District and Sessions Judge, Hojai and Hon’ble Addl. District and 

Sessions Judge, Hojai vide order dated 31/8/2004 remanded back the proceeding 

for rehearing argument and for fresh order in the proceeding. After hearing both 

the parties’ ld. Executive Magistrate passed order on 20/12/2006 again declaring 

the possession of the 1st party therein. Against that order again the defendants 

preferred revision petition being CM 11(N)/07 before Hon’ble Addl. District and 

Sessions Judge, Hojai and the Hon’ble Addl. District and Sessions Judge, Hojai 

dismissed the aforesaid revision petition vide order dated 8/8/07 upholding the 

order of the ld. Executive Magistrate. Against that order the defendants again 

preferred appeal before the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court and vide ordered dated 

10/10/2007 the Hon’ble  Gauhati  High court  set  aside the order  of  the  Addl. 

District and Sessions Judge, Hojai holding that the dispute between the parties is 

a private dispute and not affected the general public.

That  being emboldened by the order  of  the Hon’ble  Gauhati  High  Court  the 

defendants now has been desperately trying to dispossess the plaintiff from the 

suit land and on 16/1/2008 at about 9 am the principal defendants came in a 

body and attempted to erect bamboo fencing in the west side of the suit land 

and tried forcibly occupy and encroach upon the west side of the suit land. On 

being made protest by the family members of the plaintiff, the defendants went 

away threatening that they would came again and take forcible possession of the 

suit land denying the right, title and interest of the plaintiff over there. The son 

of the plaintiff immediately filed an ejaher before Lanka P .S. and before Ld. 
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SDJM, Hojai with regard to aforesaid incident. Due to illegal threats and conducts 

of the principal defendants, the plaintiff has been compelled to file this suit for 

declaration,  confirmation  of  possession  and permanent  injunction.  Hence  this 

case.

Case of the Defendants:

Upon receipt of summons the defendant no 2 and 6 contested the suit 

by filing their written statement jointly and the other  defendants remained 

abscent despite proper service of summons hence the suit proceeded ex parte 

against them all.In the written statement the defendants took the usual pleas 

that there is no cause of action for the suit, the suit is not maintainable, the suit 

is bad for non joinder of necessary parties and the suit is barred by the principles 

of waiver, estoppels and acquiescence, the suit is not properly valued and also 

denied the entire case of the plaintiff.

Further the contesting defendants stated in their written statement the true state 

of affairs as that the registered deed of partition no-3171/85 which is the basis of 

this suit in based on a kutcha deed of partition between the parties. As per the 

aforesaid  kutcha deed of  partition the entire  plot  of  land measuring  7B was 

divided  into  3  parts  from  east  to  west  and  the  1st part  measuring  131/2K 

bounded by-East- Mahendra Singh, west –plaintiff, south- defendant and North – 

road  was  the  share  of  the  defendant  side  and  was  in  possession  of  the 

defendants. The 2nd part measuring 21/2B bounded by East-Defendant, west –

defendant, south- defendant and North – road was fallen in the share of the 

plaintiff and next the 3rd part measuring 9K bounded by East-plaintiff, west –

Himangshu Das, south- defendant and North – road was fallen in the share of 

the defendants and they were in possession of the same. Since then respective 

part  of  shares  was/were possessed by the respective  party.  In  this  way the 

plaintiff side got 21/2B that is 2B-2K-10L of PP land out of 7B of land at Pipal 

Pukhuri Kissam, covered by PP no-56 dag no-376 and defendant side got 4B-2K-

10L of PP land out of 7B of land at Pipal Pukhuri Kissam, covered by PP no-56 

dag no-376.
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That there was Rice Mill in the share of the plaintiff in 2nd part of land measuring 

21/2B and there was Saw mill on the 1st part of land measuring 131/2K and there 

was labour shade of saw mill belonging to the defendant in the 3rd part of land 

measuring 9K. That the said kucha deed of partition was in the hands of the 

plaintiff and on the basis of it the subsequent deed of partition was executed 

which is the basis of this case. That the plaintiff at the time of getting the kucha 

deed registered kept the measurement of the land same to the respective party 

(s) but omitted the boundaries and the shares of the parties cannot be identify 

for want of boundaries. The plaintiff then after15 years of execution of registered 

partition deed begun to demand their share whimsically marking separate plot of 

land like- from 2nd part of land measuring 21/2B the plaintiff side left about 3K of 

land in southern part of the land and in exchange demanding 3K of land from 3rd 

part of the land in northern side. That the claim of the plaintiff is not supported 

by registered deed of partition. The claim is fabricated and the plaintiff is not 

entitled to get the decree o the basis of said registered deed of partition. Hence 

they have prayed for dismissal of the plaintiff’s case.

Issues

Upon the basis of pleadings of the either parties the following 

issues   were framed for determination:

1. Whether there is any cause of action for the suit?

2. Whether the suit is maintainable?

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

4. Whether the suit is barred by law of limitation?

5. Whether the suit is undervalued? 

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

7. Whether  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  based  on  registered  deed  of 

partition is fabricated and the plaintiff is not entitled to a decree?
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8. Whether the plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit land?

9. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get a decree as prayed for?

10. To what relief/ relief(s) the plaintiff is entitled to?   

During trial plaintiff side has examined four plaintiff witnesses besides exhibiting 

certain documents.The defendant side examined as many as two witnesses. No 

document exhibited.

I have carefully perused the written argument submitted by the plaintiff and the 

defendant side and also perused the Case Record minutely.

Discussions, Decision and Reasons thereof:

Issue No 1: 

The plaintiff in his plaint it is claimed that he is the rightful owner, title holder 

and possessor of the suit land described in schedule A attached in the plaint by 

virtue of deed of partition being Registered deed of partition no-3171 of 1985. It 

is further averred by the plaintiff in his plaint that on 16/1/2008 at about 9 am 

the principal defendants came in a body and attempted to erect bamboo fencing 

in the west side of the suit land and tried forcibly occupy and encroach upon the 

west side of the suit land. On the other hand the defendants denied the claims of 

the plaintiff and further claimed that the aforesaid partition deed is a fabricated 

one.   So, there exist assertions of facts made by one party and denial by other 

party which, in my opinion, warrants adjudication by the court. Hence there is 

cause of action for the suit.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative.

Issue no 2:

This  suit  is  filed  by  the  plaintiff  for  declaration  of  right,  title,  interest  and 

confirmation of possession and for permanent injunction. The defendants in their 

written  statement  it  is  averred  that  the  suit  is  not  maintainable.  But  after 

perusing the pleading of the defendants no where it is found anything which can 
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prove the defendants plea of non maintainability. Moreover, according to Order 8 

Rule 2 of CPC defendant is under obligation to state all facts which would 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 negative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue no 3:

The defendants in their 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-4:

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

law of limitation. But after perusing the pleading of the defendants nothing found 

which would go to show that the suit is barred by law of limitation.

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

Issue no 5:

The defendant in his written statement it is claimed 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 6:

The defendant in his written statement it is claimed that the suit is bad for non 

joinder of necessary parties. But after perusing the pleading of the defendant 

nothing found which would go to show that the suit is bad for non joinder of 

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

Issue no 7:   

The defendant  in  their  written  statement  it  is  claimed that  the  claim of  the 

plaintiff based on registered deed of partition is fabricated and the plaintiff is not 

entitled to a decree.

Plaintiff has marked and exhibited a partition deed as Ext-3. Upon perusal of Ext-

3 it appears that it is a deed of partition which was executed on 23/3/1985, and 

was made between Sri Lal Bacha Misra, since deceased, the father of the plaintiff 

and Sri Biswanath Mishra the father/predecessor in interest of the defendant no-

1, 2, 3, 7 and 8.

In the instant  suit  the defendants have challenged the Ext-3 in their  written 

statement.  

Dw-1 in during his cross examination it is stated that the said 7B of land was 

partioned between the father of the plaintiff  Lalbacaha Mishra and Biswanath 

Mishra approximately in the year 1985. Dw-1 further deposed that Ext-3 is the 

said batowarnama (partition deed).   

Further, the Dw-1 Santosh Mishra, one of the contesting defendants, 

during his cross examination it  is  admitted that the Ext-3 is  a valid 

deed. 

As per section 58 of Indian Evidence Act facts admitted need not be 

proved.

Moreover  the  Ext-3  is  seemed  to  be  in  appearance  free  from  any  sort  of 

suspicion.

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

Issue no-8: 

The plaintiff has claimed his right, title and interest and possession over the suit 

land as described in schedule A of the plaint by virtue of a registered partition 
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deed which has been marked and exhibited as Ext-3.  The defendant in their 

written statement it is stated that the claim of the plaintiff is not supported by 

registered  deed  of  partition.  The  claim  is  fabricated  and  the  plaintiff  is  not 

entitled to get the decree on the basis of said registered deed of partition.

Upon careful perusal of the partition deed that is the Ext-3 it appears that it is a 

deed of partition which was executed on 23/3/1985 and was made between Sri 

Lal Bacha Misra, since deceased, the father of the plaintiff  and Sri Biswanath 

Mishra the father/predecessor in interest of the defendant no-1, 2, 3, 7 and 8.It 

further appears that as per the Ext-3 Lalbacha Mishra, the father/predecessor in 

interest of the plaintiff got 2B-2K-10L out of 7B land covered by dag no-376 of 

PP no-56 situated at village Pipal Pukhuri Kissam no-1 Mauza-Kaki dist-Nagaon, 

along with the Rice Mill covered by license no-NNM/198 run under the name and 

style of M/S Hanuman Industries  and Biswanath Mishra, the father/predecessor 

in interest of defendant no-1,2,3,7 and 8 got the remaining lands that is 4B-2K-

10L covered by same dag and patta no situated under same Kissam along with 

the Saw-mill run under the name and style of M/S Hanuman Industries. It also 

further appears that the share of properties as partitioned by the partition deed 

vide Ext-3 doesn’t specifically mention any boundary from which one can easily 

identify the properties.

It is admitted position that Lal Bacha Misra, since deceased, the father of the 

plaintiff  and  Sri  Biswanath  Mishra  the  father/predecessor  in  interest  of  the 

defendant no-1, 2, 3, 7 and 8 were jointly purchased the total land measuring 7B 

covered by covered by dag no-376 of PP no-56 situated at village Pipal Pukhuri 

Kissam no-1 Mauza-Kaki dist-Nagaon by two purchase deeds vide Ext-11 and 12. 

From the Ext-3 it cannot be ascertained from which part of the total land the 

plaintiff has been possessing the suit land. Ext-3 doesn’t speak about laobour 

quarter, office room and Chantal etc. as described in schedule A of the plaint

Moreover no revenue partition took place showing the actual share of both the 

parties that is the plaintiff as well as the defendants. Ext-4 is sketch Map, but 

Ext-4 doesn’t bear any sign or seal of Revenue authority who is/are competent 

and authorized to prepare sketch map of the suit land. Hence this court cannot 
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act upon on Ext-4. Ext-2 is the certified copy of Jamabandi of suit patta no-56 

which shows names of Lal Bacha Misra and Biswanath Mishra as joint pattader. 

Ext-5 revenue paying receipt which shows that revenue in respect of suit patta 

land is paid in joint name of the plaintiff and the defendant. Ext-6,7,8and 10 no 

way  help  the  plaintiff  as  regards  his  claim  of  right,  title  and  interest  and 

possession over the suit land. 

Ext-1 is the power of attorney which is kept under objection by the defendant 

side.  The  defendant  side  during  argument  submitted  that  the  Ext-1  is  a 

manufactured and forged one and not admissible in evidence and the attorney 

holder cannot depose on behalf of the executants of the power of attorney. In 

this  regard  the  defendant  side  placed  reliance  on  AIR  2005  SC  439  (Janki 

Vashdeo Ahojwani vs industrial Bank ltd.) wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court held 

that  the power of Attorney Holder cannot depose on behalf of executants of 

power of attorney holder.

In countering the argument the plaintiff  side submits  that  power of  attorney 

holder is competent witness to depose before court regarding such facts which 

are within his knowledge and in support of his contention he has placed reliance 

on 2002 (2) GLT 403.

The  law  is  settled  that  a  power  of  attorney  holder cannot  depose  or  give 

evidence  in  place  of  his  principal  for  the  acts  done  by  the  principal  or 

transactions or dealings of the principal, of which principal alone has personal 

knowledge.

Hence in view of above this court is of the opinion that the power of attorney 

holder cannot depose as a witness before court for the acts done by the principal  

of which principal alone has personal knowledge. But there is no absolute bar in 

law which can prevent a power of attorney holder from deposing in court as 

witness.

It  is  settled position of  law that  contents of a document is to be proved by  

producing the document itself. In the case in hand the plaintiff has claimed his 

right, title and interest and possession over the suit land by virtue of Ext-3, a 
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partition  deed.  Since  Ext-3  doesn’t  mention  the  share  of  the  plaintiff  with 

specified boundary and same cannot be ascertained by way of oral evidence 

adduced by the witnesses of the either side that is plaintiff a well as defendant 

side. Hence the oral evidence of the either side witness no way helps the plaintiff 

in proving his case which is entirely based on Ext-3, a partition deed. At best the 

Ext-3 shows that Sheoji Mishra and Biswanath Mishra were the joint owner, title 

holder and possessor the suit patta land and as per the terms of the partition 

deed the share of the aforesaid parties couldn’t be sufficiently identifiable and 

hence in view of Ext-3 it cannot be held that the plaintiff is the sole owner, title 

holder and possessor of the schedule A properties as detailed in the plaint.

From  overall  analysis  of  the  evidence  oral  and  documentary  adduced  and 

exhibited by the either side it is seen the plaintiff has failed to substantiate his 

claims over the suit land by adducing cogent and reliable evidence.

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

Issue no 9: 

From  the  findings  of  issue  no-8  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  plaintiff  is 

miserably failed to prove his claim by adducing, cogent, reliable and trustworthy 

evidence hence in my considered view the plaintiff  is  not  entitled to get  the 

decree as prayed for accordingly this issue is decided in negative.

Issue no 10:

As per order.                           
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                                                   ORDER

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

accordingly.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 29th day of March, 2016 at 

Hojai, Nagaon 

             Munsiff, 

         Hojai, Nagaon
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APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witness:

1. Pw-1 Rajkumar Mishra

2. Pw-2 Shabindra Rajkhowa

3. Pw-3 Kanchan Dey

4. Pw-4 Jagya Ram Sharma

Defendant’s Witness: 

1. Dw-1  Santosh Mishra

2. Dw-3  Rajab Ali

Plaintiff Exhibits:

1. Ext-1is the registered power of attorney no-207 

1. Ext-2 is the certified copy of jamabandi of periodic patta no 56

2. Ext-3 registered deed of partition no 3171 dated 23/3/1985

3. Ext-4 sketch map of the suit land

4. Ext-5 revenue payment receipt

5. Ext-6   certified  copy  of  order  dated  1/3/04  passed  in  MR  case  no 

105/2000

6. Ext-7 certified copy of order dated 31/8/04 passed in CM 42(N)/04
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7. Ext-8  certified  copy  of  order  dated  20/12/06  passed  in  MR  case  no 

105/2000.

8. Ext-9 certified copy of order dated 20/12/06 passed in CM II (N)/07

9. Ext-10 certified copy of order dated 10/10/07 passed in Crl. Petition no 

257/07

10. Ext-11 certified copy of sale deed no-3802 dated 7/3/1970

11. Ext-12 certified copy of sale deed no-1401 dated 23/2/1977

Defendants Exhibits

NIL

              Munsiff, 

          Hojai, Nagaon

 


