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

DISTRICT: KAMRUP (M)

In the   Original   Court of the   CIVIL JUDGE No. 2   at Kamrup (M), Guwahati  

PRESENT: - A. J. BORAH, A.J.S.
Civil Judge No. 2,
Kamrup (M),
Guwahati.

Thursday, the 02nd day of February, 2017

Title Suit 60 of 2007

Md. Alhaj Bofaiz Ahmed,
s/o Late Minnur Ali,
r/o B. Baruah Road,
P.S. Paltan Bazar,
Kamrup. ………… Plaintiff

-versus-

(1) Md. Zakir Hussain,
(2) Md. Senai Hussain,
(3) Md. Feroz Ali,
All s/o Late Jabbar Ali,
All r/o H. No. 179,
Hatigaon, Guwahati – 6.
(5) Md. Tomiz Ali,
s/o Late Mofiz Ali,
Proprietor Auto Garage,
P.S. Hatiagon, Guwahati.
(6) Paban Borthakur,
s/o Pratap Borthakur,
Proprietor M/S A. P. Enterprise,
P.S. Hatigaon,
Guwahati,
Kamrup (M), ………… Defendants

This suit coming on for final hearing on 08-04-2008, 12-09-2008, 25-08-2009, 

24-06-2010,  09-12-2010,  30-03-2011,  28-06-2012,  07-09-2012,  09-01-2013,  07-11-

2013, 28-11-2013, 06-08-2015 and 19-08-2016 and arguments on 20-12-2016 and -06-

01-2017 in the presence of –

Mr. Maslim Ghani, Learned Advocate for the plaintiff; and 

Mr. Kurban Ali, Learned Advocate for the defendants.

AND having stood for consideration to this day, the Court delivered the following 

judgment.
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J U D G M E N T

1. This is a suit for declaration, recovery of possession and permanent injunction.

2. The factual edifice, as it then was, deserves to be scripted at the foremost.

3. Plaintiff along with Taibur Rahman Choudhury purchased three  kathas  land of 

dag  no.  470  under  patta  no.  73  situated  in  village  Hatigaon  under  Beltola  mouza 

(hereinafter ‘the suit land’) from Dilara Rahman through her constituted attorney Md. 

Mubasir Jahan, vide a registered sale deed no. 2949 dated 24-03-2005. A house of 

holding no. 129 stands on the suit land. Md. Taibur Rahman, vide a relinquishment 

deed no. 3132 dated 28-03-2006, relinquished his right in respect the suit land. The suit 

land  is  part  of  land  owned by  one  Gyanendra  Malakar  (since  deceased)  who  died 

leaving behind the legal heirs, namely, Bhadra Kali Malakar (wife), Mahendra Malakar 

(son), Madan Malakar (son), Nirubala Malakar (daughter) and Nukunja Malakar (son). 

The sons and daughters were minors at that time. Dilara Rahman purchased the suit 

land from Bhadra Kali Malakar and other legal heirs vide a registered deed no. 4663 

dated 18-06-1966. Dilara Rahman mutated her name on 22-08-1988, paid land revenue 

and obtained a kutcha patta. Defendant no. 1 purchased 2K-10L land of dag no. 470 of 

patta  no. 73, which land is contiguous to the suit land, from Krishna Dey, Lalita Dey, 

Dilip Dey, Usha Dey out of one bigha land, vide a registered deed no. 6264 dated 12-

12-1990.  Defendant  no.  1  mutated  her  name  in  record-of-rights.  The  suit  land  is 

situated on western side of the defendant no.1’s land. Taking advantage of plaintiff’s 

absence, the defendant no. 1 to 4 tried to occupy the suit land in 1990 and also in 1994 

and ultimately, occupied a portion of the suit land and inducted three tenants therein. 

Plaintiff  filed  T.S.428/04  for  recovery  of  khas  possession  and  permanent  injunction 

against  the defendants and later,  upon amicable  settlement,  the latter  vacated the 

occupied area for which the plaintiff withdrew the suit. The tenants attorned to Dilara 

Rahman. Later, the defendant no.6, 7 left the suit land. In the meantime, the plaintiff 

purchased the suit land. Plaintiff allowed defendant no.5, 6 to remain as tenants and 

they  are  permissive  occupiers  since  24-03-2005.  Defendant  no.  1  objected  when 

plaintiff applied for mutation for which the mutation was not allowed. An appeal before  

the  Board  of  Revenue  is  pending  disposal.  On  07-01-2007  and  12-01-2007,  the 

defendants 1 to 4 tried to trespass into the suit land. Plaintiff lodged an FIR and also 

moved an application u/s 144 CrPC and the defendants were restrained from entering 

into the suit  land vide order dated 29-01-2007. But on 30-01-2007, the defendants 

trespassed into the suit land and erected and erected an ekchali house and prayed for 
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cancellation of the restraint order. The S.D.M. was pleased to keep in abeyance the 

order dated 29-01-2007 and directed the parties to maintain status quo. The plaintiff’s 

requests to defendant no. 5, 6 to vacate the suit land yielded no results. Plaintiff’s right,  

title and interest having being clouded, hence, this suit.

4. Defendants’ no. 1 to 6 filed their written-statement contending that the suit – is 

not maintainable, has no cause of action, is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties, is 

barred by law of limitation, is under-valued, has no cause of action and is barred by res 

judicata. Defendants denied the plaintiff’s allegations and contentions. The defendants 

denied the veracity of the alleged power-of-attorney. Defendant no. 1 was a  raiyot 

under  her  vendor  and  possessed  the  2K-10L  land  before  1965  and  subsequently, 

purchased the said land from the pattadars and mutated her name. Defendants denied 

that they tried to occupy the suit land in 1990 and 1994 or in 2007 as alleged. It is 

contended that the alleged vendor never delivered possession of the suit land to the 

plaintiff. The defendant no. 1 to 4 possessed 7B-2K-15L land as raiyot but only 2K-15L 

land remained in the possession of the said defendants. The original pattadars Krishna 

Dey, Nandita Dey, Dilip Dey and Usha Deb sold 2K-10L land to defendant no. 1 vide a 

registered sale deed. Defendant no. 1 to 4 have residential house vide holding no. 903 

over their purchased land. The GMC authority accorded permission to construct a three-

storied building and the defendants constructed the same and possess it since long. 

Defendants  contend  that  the plaintiff  has  no semblance  of  right  over  2K-10L land. 

Defendants prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs and also prayed to decree the 

counter-claim.

5. Plaintiff  filed written-statement against the counter-claim contending that the 

counter-claim is not maintainable. The plaintiff contended that the sale deed of plaintiff 

and defendant no. 1 to 4 show different  boundaries.  The SDC granted mutation to 

Dilara Rahman and defendant no. 1 vide certificate dated 19-11-2007. Plaintiff prayed 

for dismissal of the counter-claim with costs.

6. Upon the pleadings, the then learned Civil Judge (Senior Division) No.2, Kamrup, 

Guwahati framed the following issues on 10-09-2007.

ISSUES

1. Is there any cause of action for the suit?

2. Whether the suit is maintainable?

3. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

4. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties?
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5. Whether  the  suit  is  properly  valued  the  suit  and  if  so,  whether  the 

plaintiff has paid proper Court fee?

6. Whether the plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit property?

7. Whether the counter-claim is maintainable?

8. Whether there is any cause of action for the counter-claim?

9. Whether the defendants have right, title and interest over the Schedule 

‘B’ land?

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

11. Whether the defendants/counter-claimants are entitled to a decree as 

prayed for?

12. To what other relief(s), the parties are entitled?

7. The  plaintiff  Md.  Alhaz  Bofaiz  Ahmed  adduced  his  evidence-on-affidavit  as 

P.W.1. The plaintiff’s witnesses Md. Yusuf Ali, Md. Taibur Rahman Choudhury, Prabin 

Konwar adduced their evidence-on-affidavits as P.W.2, P.W.3 and P.W.4 respectively. 

Defendant Md. Senai Hussain adduced his evidence-on-affidavit as D.W.1. Defendants 

also examined Md. Phul Hussain and Nilamani Barman (official) as D.W.2 and D.W.3 

respectively.  All  the  witnesses  are  cross-examined  by  either  side.  Both  the  sides 

tendered certain documents as Exhibits.

8. Vide order dated 25-05-2012, the evidence-on-affidavit of P.W. Indadul Hoque 

(original P.W.4) stood rejected. Vide order dated 23-06-2015, it appears that the due to  

death of D.W.3, his evidence is not taken into consideration.

9. I have courteously heard the elaborate arguments of the learned counsels for 

the parties. I have carefully perused the case-record and evidence-on-record along with 

the documents. My decision on the issues is given as under. The issues, however, are 

not taken up serial wise for the sake of convenience.

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF

ISSUE  S No. 2   and   7  

10. Both these issues have not been pressed during argument. Nothing is found in 

the record to hold that the suit and the counter-claim is not maintainable in its present 

form and manner or on facts and in law. Hence, it can be held that the suit as well as 

the counter-claim is maintainable. 

11. Both the issues are decided in the affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.

ISSUE No. 3

12. The present suit  is  for  declaration of right,  recovery of  khas  possession and 
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permanent  injunction.  The  first  cause  of  action  arose  on  24-03-2005,  the  date  of 

execution of sale deed.  Plaintiff  is  claiming recovery of possession of  the suit  land. 

Clearly, the suit is governed by Article 65 of the Limitation Act. Article 65 envisages that 

when the suit is for possession of immoveable property based on title, the period of 

limitation is twelve years. As the instant suit was filed on 19-03-2007, therefore, it is 

pellucid that the suit is within the period of limitation as the plaintiff has asserted his 

right to recover possession within twelve years from the date of dispossession. Hence, 

the suit is not barred by law of limitation. This issue is decided in the negative and for 

the plaintiff.

ISSUE No. 4

13. The defendants have taken a plea that the suit cannot be decided due to non-

joinder of Md. Taibur Rahman Choudhury and the co-pattadars of patta no. 73 as well 

as the vendor Dilhara Rahman and her son (power-of-attorney).

14. The plaintiff’s suit is for declaration of his right, title and interest over suit land. 

It was jointly purchased by the plaintiff and P.W.3 Taibur Rahman Choudhury. It is an 

admitted position that P.W.3 relinquished his rights over the suit land in favour of the 

plaintiff vide Exhibit 3.

15. The defendants have not led evidence that the said Taibur Rahman Choudhury, 

co-pattadars  or  the vendor have come to occupy the suit  land by any independent 

action. The possession or interest, if any, of the said persons are not independent as 

such any decree passed in the suit would be binding on the said persons. It is noticed 

that  the aforesaid persons whose non-joinder is  termed as fatal  to the suit  has no 

independent possession but their possession is the same as that of the plaintiff. It is not  

necessary that all the co-pattadars or seller or the power-of-attorney needs to be made 

party.  In  view  of  the  above,  there  is  nothing  on  record  to  suggest  that  the 

aforementioned stated persons are necessary parties to the suit.

16. It is well settled that a suit would fail for non-joinder if no effective decree can 

be passed in the suit in absence of the said persons, but in this case the decree passed 

would be binding on the aforesaid persons as such the suit is not bad for non-joinder. 

Hence, the suit is not bad for non joinder of the persons referred to in the written-

statement because they are not necessary parties.

17. This issue is decided in the negative and for the plaintiff.

ISSUE No. 5

18. Out of the various reliefs claimed by the plaintiff,  it  is apparent that he has 
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valued the relief only for jurisdiction and for the purpose of Court-Fee at  `6,00,000/-, 

where upon proper Court Fees is paid. The plaintiff has valued the relief for declaration, 

for  recovery  of  possession  and  injunction.  Therefore,  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to  obtain 

declaration, he will not be entitled to the other reliefs, as claimed by him. Therefore, 

granting of other reliefs depends upon the declaration sought. The plaintiff has sought 

the declaration to remove the hurdles in order that there may not be any obstruction to 

obtain  other  reliefs.  In such a situation, the declaration is  the foundation for  other 

reliefs  and  the  other  reliefs  are  necessary  in  consequence  of  the  granting  of  the 

declaration.

19. For the foregoing reason, I am of unhesitant opinion that this suit falls under 

Section 7(iv)(c) of the Court Fees Act, 1870 leaving it to open to the plaintiffs to attach 

his  own valuation to the reliefs  claimed by him.  When such a suit  is  governed by 

Section 7(iv)(c) of the Court Fees Act, the Court fees are payable on the amount at  

which the relief sought is valued. The value so fixed will be the value for the purpose of 

jurisdiction under Section 8 of the Suits Valuation Act, 1887.

20. Hence, for the foregoing reason, it can be inferred that the plaintiff has properly 

valued the suit and has paid proper Court-fee. This issue is decided in the negative and 

for the plaintiff.

ISSUES No. 6   and   9  

21. Both the issues, being co-related, are taken up together for the sake of brevity.

22. P.W.1 Md. Alhaz Bofaiz Ahmed has substantiated the contentions made in the 

plaint in material particulars in as much as to the purchase of the suit land from Dilara 

Rahman.  P.W.1  identified  the  NOC  of  GMDA  as  Exhibit  1,  power-of-attorney  as 

Exhibit 1(1), sale deed no. 2949 dated 24-03-2005 as Exhibits 2, 11, Relinquishment 

deed as Exhibits 3, 12,  jamabandi as Exhibit 4, mutation order as Exhibit 5, GMC 

certificate  as  Exhibit  6,  certificate  of  Asstt.  Settlement  Officer  as  Exhibit  7,  land 

revenue  clearance  certificate  as  Exhibit  8,  kutcha  patta  as  Exhibit  9,  order  in 

T.S.428/04 as  Exhibit 10.  In his  cross-examination, P.W.1 stated that he came to 

know about the suit land from 2003 only. P.W.1 stated that the four boundaries of the  

suit land are Rahman on the south, road on the north, Mustaq Sultana on the west and 

Naimuddin Ahmed on the east.

23. P.W.2 Md. Yusuf Ali, P.W.3 Md. Taaibur Rahman Choudhury and P.W.4 Prabin 

Konwar corroborated the P.W.1’s testimony in as much as to the purchase of suit land. 

24. The cross-examination of P.W.1 reveals that  the defendants, too, have land in 
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dag  no. 470 and Ramiza Khatun (since deceased) possessed the suit  land one year 

before  he  (P.W.1)  purchased  it.  The  cross-examination  of  P.W.2  shows  that  his 

evidence has been rebutted as he admitted that he has no knowledge about the sale 

deed  of  plaintiff.  The  cross-examination  of  P.W.3  reflects  that  the  land  of  Ramiza 

Khatun is not contiguous to the suit land and Ramiza Khatun possessed the suit land 1-

1½ years before the purchase by plaintiff. P.W.4 stated in his cross-examination that 

since 2000, Ramiza has house on the suit land.

25. D.W.1 Md. Senai Hussain’s evidence reveals that plaintiff never possessed any 

land  within  or  outside  the  suit  land.  D.W.1  deposed  that  the  competent  authority 

granted mutation over Schedule ‘B’ land to his mother where houses were constructed 

after obtaining necessary building permission and the house was assessed by GMC and 

holding  number  was  also  given.  D.W.1  identified  the  order  dated  22-08-2006  in 

Misc.68/05-06 as Exhibit A, medical certificate in respect of treatment of his mother as 

Exhibit B, order of ADC as Exhibit C, chitha as Exhibit D, sale deed no. 6264 dated 

14-12-1990 as  Exhibit E, notice in Appeal Case issued by GMC as  Exhibit F, order 

copies as Exhibit G, H, GMC assessments as Exhibits I, J, construction permission by 

GMC as  Exhibit  K,  mutation order  as  Exhibit  L,  land  revenue paying receipts  as 

Exhibit M(I)  to  M(VI), GMC tax receipts as  Exhibit N, electricity connection bill as 

Exhibit O.

26. Put to cross-examination, D.W.1 stated that the land which he claims is bounded 

on north by  dargah  road, on south by Hafiz Rahman’s land, on east by Naimuddin 

Ahmed’s land and on west by Aftab Ahmed. D.W.1 stated that he has 16 tenants under 

him since 1987.

27. D.W.2 Md. Phul Ahmed, an inhabitant of the neighbourhood where the suit land 

is situated, deposed that he also used to cultivate the land under landlord Pannalal Dey 

and after the death of said landlord, the original defendant Ramiza Khatun, after her 

husband’s death, had her name recorded in chitha as possessor of 1B-2K-15L land and 

later purchased 2K-10L land from the legal heirs of Late Pannalal Dey and also obtained 

mutation.  Put  to  cross-examination,  D.W.2  stated  that  the  suit  land  is  owned  by 

defendant and he lives near the suit land. D.W.2 stated that Dilara Rahman has no land 

on the western side of the defendant’s land but she might have purchased the same. 

D.W.2 stated that he does not know if Ramiza Khatun possessed more than 2K-10L 

land.

28. D.W.3 Nilamani Barman, an official witness, deposed about Exhibit C.

29. Having  taken  stock  of  pleadings,  evidence-on-record  and  the  arguments 
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founded thereon it is an admitted position that  the plaintiff as well as the defendants 

have laid their stake over the land of dag no. 470 patta no. 73. Both the parties claim 

land of said dag by virtue of purchase deeds.

30. The  plaintiff’s  sale  deed  Exhibit  2  shows  that  plaintiff  along  with  Taibur 

Rahman Choudhury purchased three kathas land, which land is bounded by PWD road 

on north, Hasim Rahman on south, Daimuddin Ahmed on east and Mustaqua Sultana on 

west. The defendants’ sale deed Exhibit E reflects that original defendant no. 1 Ramiza 

Khatun purchased 2K-10L land, which land is bounded by dargah path on north, land of 

dag no.426, Daimuddin Ahmed’s land on east and Dilara Rahman on the west. Both the 

sale  deeds  Exhibit  2  and Exhibit E are  registered  sale  deeds.  Ramiza  Khatun 

purchased her land on 14-12-1990 and the plaintiff purchased his land on 24-03-2005.

31. Plaintiff’s vendor mutated her name in record-of-rights vide Exhibit 5 and the 

Ramiza Khatun mutated her name in record-of-rights vide Exhibit L in respect of their 

purchased lands.  Exhibit 7  Senior Asstt.  Settlement Officer’s  certificate fortifies the 

mutation of Dilara Rahman and Ramiza Khatun in respect of their purchased lands. Both 

the ladies paid land revenue in respect of their lands.

32. Dilara  Rahman  appointed  her  son  Md.  Mubhasir  Jahan  as  her  constituted 

attorney to manage the suit land. On 24-03-2005, Dilara Rahman sold the suit land to 

plaintiff and Taibur Rahman Choudhury vide Exhibit 2. I have carefully gone through 

the said Exhibits 2 and E. The plaintiff’s Holding no. is 129 so reflects Exhibit 2. The 

defendants holding no. 903 as is revealed from  Exhibit I. Thus, what emerges out 

from the Exhibits 2, 5, 7, E, I, L is that the plaintiff’s land and defendants land are 

distinct and separate and both have their respective right, title and interest over their 

lands.

33. Now the question is whether the plaintiff was in possession of his land before his 

alleged dispossession by defendants?

34. A careful scrutiny of the Exhibit 2 sale deed reveals that there is no stipulation 

about delivery of possession of  the suit  land by Dilara Rahman to the plaintiff  and 

Taibur  Rahman  Choudhury.  Plaintiff’s  attempt  to  cancel  the  mutation  of  Ramiza 

Khatun’s name and prayer for granting mutation over the suit land also failed as the 

competent  refused  to  cancel  Ramiza  Khatun’s  mutation  and  grant   him  mutation 

because the Settlement Officer found that the plaintiff had no possession over the suit 

land during and after the purchase. Exhibit A reinforces the said position. 

35. Ramiza Khatun obtained mutation in 1992 and she had possessed her land as a 

raiyot since 1987 and later, purchased 2K-10L land. On the other hand, Dilara Rahman, 
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after having purchased the land vide  Exhibit 2 never physically possessed the land 

though she obtained mutation and lived all along in Jorhat for which she appointed her 

son as her  constituted attorney.  The filing  of  suit  T.S.428/2004 for  declaration and 

recovery of  khas  possession further indicates that she never possessed the suit land. 

Dilara Rahman sold the suit land to the plaintiff and Taibur Rahman Choudhury without 

delivery of possession. 

36. The  Schedule  to  the  plaint  clearly  nowhere  shows  that  defendants  have 

contiguous boundary with the land of plaintiff. None of the P.W.s have deposed that the 

plaintiff possessed the suit land at any point of time. As the plaintiff is not in possession  

of his purchased land and as defendants have no adjacent or contiguous boundary with 

that of plaintiff, it cannot be said that the defendants dispossessed the plaintiff from the 

suit land as alleged. Having said so, it cannot be held that the defendants trespassed 

into the suit land by dispossessing the plaintiff from thereon as the plaintiff was not in 

possession of the suit land.

37. Section 34 of the Specific Relief Act, 1963 (hereinafter the Act), provides that 

the plaintiff / counter-claimant must be entitled to any legal character or to any right to 

property. The plaintiff’s suit and defendant’s counter-claim are for declaration of right, 

title and interest over the land whereupon the parties filed their respective pleadings 

after their right over the immoveable property was clouded. The suit or the counter-

claim for declaration of right, title and interest does not confer any new rights upon the 

plaintiff or the counter-claimant, it merely declares what they had before.

38. Both the issues are decided in the affirmative.

ISSUES No. 1  ,     8  ,   10  ,   11   and   12  

39. The plaintiff's suit is for declaration of title and recovery of khas possession. The 

defendant’s counter-claim is for declaration of right, title and interest and conformation 

of possession. Having regard to the emanations as discussed hereinabove, in my view, 

the plaintiffs' suit as well as the defendant’s counter-claim has definite cause of action. 

The pleadings of the parties referred to here-in-before at the time of narration of facts 

of the respective cases of the parties and the evidences so deposed as well as the 

discussion in  the foregoing issues  clearly  establish  that  the plaintiff  is  entitled to a 

decree of declaration and permanent injunction only. Plaintiff is not entitled to a decree 

for recovery of khas possession as prayed for. Contrarily, the defendants are entitled to 

a decree of declaration of right, title, interest and confirmation as well as of permanent 

injunction. All these five issues are decided to the extent above.
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40. The plaintiff’s  suit  is partly decreed on contest with costs. It  is decreed and 

declared that the plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit land. The defendants 

are restrained, by way of permanent injunction, from entering into the suit land.

41. The defendants’ counter-claim is decreed on contest with costs. It is decreed 

and declared that the defendants have right, title and interest over the Schedule ‘B’ land 

and  their  possession  is  confirmed  thereon.  The  plaintiff  is  restrained,  by  way  of 

permanent injunction, from entering into the suit land.

42. PREPARE decree accordingly.

GIVEN under the hand and seal of this Court on this 02nd day of February, 2017 

at Kamrup (M), Guwahati.

(A. J. BORAH)
 Civil Judge No. 2,
 Kamrup (M).
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T. S.   60/2007  
APPENDIX

Plaintiff's Exhibits
Exhibit 1 – NOC of GMDA
Exhibit 1(1) – Certified copy of Power-of-Attorney
Exhibit 2 – Sale Deed
Exhibit 3 – Deed of Relinquishment
Exhibit 4 – Certified copy of Jamabandi
Exhibit 5 – Mutation Order
Exhibit 6 – Certificate by GMC
Exhibit 7 – Certificate of Asstt. Settlement Officer
Exhibit 8 – Land Revenue Clearance Certificate
Exhibit 9 – Kutcha Patta
Exhibit 10 – Certified Copy of Order dated 22-03-2005 in T.S.428/04
Exhibit 11 – Sale Deed No. 2949 dated 24-03-2005
Exhibit 12 – Deed of Relinquishment

Defendant's Exhibits
Exhibit A – Judgment dated 22-08-2006 in Misc. 68/2005-2006
Exhibit B – Medical Certificate
Exhibit C – Order dated 06-04-1988 of D.C., Kamrup
Exhibit D – Chitha
Exhibit E – Sale Deed No. 6264 dated 14-12-1990
Exhibit F – Notice in Appeal Case issued by GMC
Exhibit G – Order dated 18-08-1987 by GMC
Exhibit H – Order dated 28-03-1990 by GMC
Exhibits I, J – GMC Assessments
Exhibit K – Construction Permission by GMC
Exhibit L – Mutation Order
Exhibit M (I to VI) – Land Revenue Payment Receipts
Exhibit N – GMC Tax Paying Receipts (Series)
Exhibit O – Electricity Connection Bill
Exhibits P, Q – Orders in Case No. 24M/2007 

Plaintiff  s Witnesses  
P.W.1 – Md. Alhaz Bofaiz
P.W.2 – Md. Yusuf Ali
P.W.3 – Md. Taibur Rahman
P.W.4 – Md. Imdadul Hoque (rejected)
P.W.5 – Prabin Konwar

Defendant's Witnesses
D.W.1 – Md. Senai Hussain
D.W.2 – Md. Phul Mohammad Ali
D.W.3 – Md. Abdul Hussain
D.W.4 – Nilamani Barman (Official)

Civil Judge No. 2,
Kamrup (M)
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