
Title Suit No. 714/2006

HIGH COURT FORM No.( J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/CASE

District...Kamrup

In the Court of Munsiff No.2, Guwahati

                           Present :- Mrs Audri Bhattacharyya
                          Tuesday, the 16 th  day of December, 2011

Title Suit NO 714/2006

Shri Nirpendra Chandra Talukdar..............................Plaintiff(s)/Petitioner(s)
        -Versus-
Shri  Manik Chandra Talukdar  &others............................Defendant(s)/Opp. 
Party(ies)

Title Suit No. 714/2006

Give dated or dates This Suit/Case coming on for final

hearing on 21-11-2011 in the presence of

Mr. Hemanta Kr Sarma......................... Advocate(s) for Plaintiff.

            and
Mr. Akbar Ali Ahmed.
 Shri Gunuin Kakoty................................Advocate(s) for Defendant.

and having stood for consideration to this day, the Court

delivered the following judgment:
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JUDGMENT

              This is a suit for declaration, consequential relief and for permanent  

injunction.

            The case of the plaintiffs in brief is as follows:-

                     The case of the plaintiff is that plaintiff and the 

defendant  are  relatives.  The defendant  No.  1  owned  9  Bigha 3 

Katha 4 Lechas of land covered by Ekchanna Patta No. 50 (old) 

125(new) comprised  of  Dag No.  252,  500,  191,  1348,  and 242 

situated at village Pijupara under Mouza Nagarbera in the district 

of Kamrup, Assam. The defendant No. 1 in urgent need of money 

proposed to sell the land measuring 2 Bighas 4 Lechas , covered by 

Dag  No.  252  and  191,  each  Dag  having  an  area  measuring  1 

Bighas  9 Lechas and 4 Katha 15 Lechas  respectively.  Both the 

dags are continious and the plaintiff expresses his willingness to 

purchase the said land measuring 2 Bigha 4 Lecha , herein after 

called the suit land. The consideration of the suit land was fixed at 

Rs. 1,000/- and it was in the year 1975. A deed  was executed  in 

favour  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  vendor/  defendant  No.  1  , 

acknowledging the receipt of sum of Rs. 1,000/-.The possession of 

the  suit  land  was  handed  over  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  date  of 

execution of the sale deed, i.e. on 12-03-1975. Since the land was 

ekchana Patta, the deed could not be registered. The plaintiff made 
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no attempt  to  get  the land allotted in  his  name .  There was an 

understanding between the plaintiff and the defendant No. 1 that 

they  will  move  for  conversion  of  their  respective  areas  into 

K.P.Patta  land together .  The plaintiff  was cultivating the land 

freely, openly and without any interference from the defendant No. 

1  or  from any other  corner.  But  in  the  year  1988,  there  was  a 

devastating flood  and the house of the plaintt was sunmerged in 

flood water and he had to loose money, documents along with the 

unregistered deed executed by the defendant No. 1 in respect of the 

suit land. The plaintiff apprised the defendant No. 1 of the same 

and the defendant No. 1 consoled the plaintiff that he shall arrange 

for execution of a fresh deed again.  After subsequent request from 

the plaintiff , the defendant No. 1 along with the plaintiff  on 01-

02-1999 came to “Tarani Sangha” attached to the office of C.J.M. , 

Kamrup and the deed was drafted by one Shri Bhaben Ch Das, a 

petition writer. Thereafter the defendant No. 1 put his signature in 

presence of two witness namely Dharani Kalita and Jyoti Prasad 

Das. There was no dispute regarding occupation and enjoying the 

suit land. But on 16-03-2004the defendant No. 1 accompanied by 

his accomplices first dismentled the fencing and tried to construct a 

new  fencing  to  establish  their  occupation.  They  also  erected  a 

shed , measuring 9ft X 8 ft, of C.I.Sheet roof and  having bamboo 

post  and  Taarza  wall.  The  plaintiff  immediately  imformed  the 

police station  and as per advice of police the plaintiff sought the 

intervention of Village Committee , headed by village Goanburah 

who convened two meetings  ,  but the defendant No. 1 did not 

attend the meetings. On 21-03-2004, the plaintiff as per advice of 
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the village committee lodged and F.I.R. against he defendant No. 1 

and chargewsheet was sunmitted against the defendant No. 1 U/S 

447/506 and a criminal case is still pending in the court of 2nd Class 

Judicial Magistrate, Kamrup. Thereafter the defendant No. 1 filed 

an application before the D.M., Kamrup,for drawl of a proceeding 

u/s 145 Cr.p.c. , with certain fabricated facts. On 25-03-2004, Shri 

Manikut Pathak , the then Learned Executive Magistrate , Kamrup, 

(rural)passed  the  order  dated  25-03-2004  thereby  drawing  the 

proceeding under section 145 Cr.p.c. and also putting the disputed 

land under attachment. The plaintiff further states that on perusal 

of the Jammabandi it is reflected that as per application dated 26-

03-2003  and  on  registration  of  a  case  No.  88m  /  02-03  ,  the 

Learned  Circle  Officer  ,  Nagarbera  Revenue  Circle  vide  order 

dated  12-03-2003  was  pleased  to  convert  the  entirety  of  land 

measuring 9 Bigha 3 Katha 4 Lecha against the ekchana patta No. 

125 into K.P.Patta No. 430. The plaintiff stated that the defendant 

No. 2 inspite of his knowledge about the possession of the suit land 

in the hands of the plaintiff and existence of landed records passed 

the  order  dated  12-03-2003  out  of  motivation,  collusively  for 

illegal  gain.  The  power  to  issue  Pata  is  vested  in  the  Deputy 

Commissioner.  It  is  also  stated  in  the  plaint  that  the  defendant 

unauthorisedly constructed a shed over the suit land and the same 

was not attached along with the disputed land as defendant No. 1 

pursuaded to the I/O that the shed was a residential house. It  is 

therefore  prayed  that  decree  may  be  passed  declaring  that  the 

plaintiff has possessory right over the suit land and to declare that 

the settlement of the suit land in the name of the defendant No. 1 is 
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illegal and to issue precept to Revenue Authority for revocation of 

K.P.Patta No. 430 issued in the name of defendant No. 1 and to 

grant permanent injunction against the defendant No. 1 . 

                    The defendants appeared and filed written statement . The 

defendant   No.  1  in  his  written  statement  stated  that  the  plaintiff  has 

instituted the suit galvanising the untruth, false and fabricated statement with 

a view to grab the land of the answering defendant.  The plaintiff  has no 

right, title and interest on the suit land as alleged and the unregistered deed 

shown as annexure 1  is false, fabricated manippulated and fraudulent one in 

as  much as the answering defendant  never executed any deed /  Paper in 

favour of the plaintiff . The defendant stated that he has been in continious 

possession over the suit land and denied the possession of the plaintiff over 

the  suit  land.  The  defendant  No.  1  further  stated  that  the  plaintiff  filed 

criminal cases against the present defendant including eight others falsely 

and  after  trial  the  defendant  No.  1  was  acquitted  by  Learned  Judicial 

Magistrate 2nd Class , Kamrup from charges u/s 447/506 I.P.C. by its order 

and judgment dated 13-10-2006. The defendant  No. 1 further stated in his 

written statement hat originally the land was ek chaninia and the same was 

under the possession of the defendant No. 1 since the days of his father and 

by paying land revenue to the authority. On strength of application the land 

authority directed the defendant No. 1 to pay premium and then settled the 

land with him converting eksonnia Patta into Kheraj Patta. The defendant 

has constructed a Tin Chali House and used to reside therein.  It is therefore 

prayed to dismiss the suit of the plaintiff.  
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       The defendant No. 2 and 3 stated in their  written statement that on 12-

03-2003at village Pijupara of Nagarbera Mouza a Revenue Adalat was held 

to on the Revenue matters at the spot. As per the procedure on that day i.e. 

on 12-03-2003 the defendant No. 1 made an application before the Revenue 

Adalat for conversion of his land of Annual Patta No. 38 Dag No. 252 total 

land 9 Bighas 3 Kathas 4 Lechas to a Myadi Patta. On he said application on 

that day itaelf the concerned Lat Mandal made a report based on which the 

then circle officer Nagarbera Revenue Circle passed his order on the day 

itself i.e. on 12-03-2003 for conversion of the Annual Patta to a Myadi Pattta 

on  payment  of  Premium.  As  per  the  procedure  the  register  for  recept  , 

registration etc are not taken to the Revenue Adalat and as such no petition 

could be  registered  at  the Revenue Adalat.  However  after  closure  of  the 

Revenue Adalat all acts of that Adalat are being regularised at the office of 

the Circle  Officer  concerned.  Hence on 12-03-2003 also  no register  was 

taken to the Revenue Adalat held at village Pijupara.The application made 

by the defendant No. 1 could not be registered at the Adalat. Thereafter on 

26-03-2003 while the defendant No. 1 came to deposit the premium as was 

ordered  on  Revenue  Adalat  ,  the  application  dated  13-03-2003  was 

registered and the ordered premium was accepted. On receipt of premium 

the land of the aforesaid Dags have been converted to K.P.Patta No. 430 and 

necessary records were corrected to that effect. Hence there was no illegality 

or fraud. It was therefore prayed to dismiss the suit of the plaintiff.  

Based  upon the  pleadings  of  both  the  parties  and the  documents  on  the 

record, the following issues are framed in the suit by my predecessor:-

6

6



ISSUES:-

1) Whether the suit is maintainable ?

2) Whether there is  cause of action for the suit?

3) Whether the suit is properly valued and proper court fee is paid?

4) Whether the plaintiff has possession over the suit land?

5) Whether the K.P.Patta issued in the name of the defendant No. 1 is 

illegal and void and it is liable to be cancelled?

6) Whether the plaintiff is liable to the reliefs claimed in the suit? 

DISCUSSION, DECISSION AN REASONS THEREOF:-

I  have  perused  the  evidence  on  record  and  gone  through  he  exhibits 

submitted  by  both  the  parties.  The  plaintiff  adduced  the  evidence  of 

4(four)  witnesses and were cross examined. The defendant side adduced 

the evidence of  4(Four)  witnesses and they were cross examined.. 

ISSUE  No. 1 :

This issue relates as to whether the suit is maintainable .

                In the written statement the defendant has made assertions in  

simplicitor that the suit is not maintainable. Nothing is explained in the 

written statement as to how the suit is not maintainable. Mere denial is 

not  sufficient.  Denial  should  be  specific  and  it  should  be  explained. 

Moreover the defendant has failed to adduce any evidence in support of 

such contention. 

Under the facts and circumstances this issue is decided in affirmative.
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ISSUE No. 2

This issue relate as to whether there is any cause of action for the suit.

With regard to the cause of action, the Hon'ble Apex Court in Kunjan 

Nair Sivaraman Nair Vs. Narayanan Nair and Ors. reported in (2004) 

3 SCC 277 held at para 16 as thus :

"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 action. In the wider sense, it means the necessary 

conditions  for  the  maintenance  of  the  suit,  including not  only  the 

infraction of the right, but the infraction coupled with the right itself. 

Compendiously  the  expression  means  every  fact  which  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'. "

              In the present case before us the contention of the plaintiff is that  a 

deed of sale was originally executed by the defendant No. 1 in the Year 1975 

for sale of land measuring 2 Bighas 4 Lechas , covered by Dag No. 252 and 

191 situated at village Pijupara under Mouza Nagarbera in the district of 

Kamrup, Assam and accordingly possession of the suit land was given to 

him but the said sale deed was lost in the devastating flood in the year 1988. 

As a result a second deed of sale was executed by the defendant No. 1 , in 

presence of witnesses on 01-02-1999 in respect of sale of the suit land.  But 
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defendant No. 1 clearly denied that any such deed in respect of the suit land 

was ever executed by him. Moreover the plaintiff in his pleadings also stated 

that the defendant No. 2 passed order dated 12-03-2003, thereby allotting he 

suit land in the name of the defendant No. 1 , acted out of motivation,  and 

collusively for his illegal gain. 

          In view of the above discussion it is seen that the plaintiff has narrate 

a bundle of facts which would be necessary for the plaintiff  to prove, in 

order to support his right to the judgment. On the other hand the defendants 

have denied the allegations made by the plaintiff. Hence there is cause of 

action for the suit. 

This issue is decided in affirmative.

ISSUE nO. 3 

This issue relates as to whether the suit is properly valued and proper court 

fee is paid.

The provisions of Section 7 (iv) of the court Fees' Act, 1870 would apply for 

the purpose of declatory decree and consequential relief  and for injunction. 

The plaintiff is at liberty to state the amount for which he values the relief 

sought. This is the position of law. But the plaintiff should not value the suit 

arbitrarily.

                    It is seen from the case record that the suit is for declaration and  

consequential relief and for permanenent injunction. The suit is valued at Rs. 

1000/- for the purpose of jurisdiction .For declaration the court fee is  by the 

plaintiff at Rs. 22.00 and for consequential relief the court fee of Rs. 132.85 

is paid. So far as injunction is concerned, the court fee of Rs. 11.00 is paid. 

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative.
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    ISSUE NO. 4 

This issue relates as to whether the plaintiff has possession over the suit 

land.

                   PW1, Shri bNipendra Chandra Talukdar in his evidence in chief  

stated that the defendant No. 1 proposed to sell the land measuring 2 Bighas 

4 Lechas , covered by Dag No. 252 and 191. The consideration of the suit 

land was fixed at  Rs.  1,000/- and it  was in the year 1975. A deed  was 

executed   in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  vendor/  defendant  No.  1  , 

acknowledging the receipt of sum of Rs. 1,000/-.The possession of the suit 

land was handed over to the plaintiff on the date of execution of the sale 

deed, i.e. on 12-03-1975. But in the year 1988, there was a devastating flood 

the  defendant  No.  1   had  to  loose  money,  documents  along  with  the 

unregistered deed executed by the defendant No. 1 in respect of the suit land. 

After subsequent request from the plaintiff , the defendant No. 1 along with 

the plaintiff  on 01-02-1999 came to “Tarani Sangha” attached to the office 

of C.J.M. , Kamrup and the deed was drafted by one Shri Bhaben Ch Das, a 

petition writer. Thereafter the defendant No. 1 put his signature in presence 

of two witness namely Dharani Kalita and Jyoti Prasad Das. There was no 

dispute  regarding  occupation  and  enjoying  the  suit  land.  But  on  16-03-

2004the defendant No. 1 accompanied by his accomplices first dismentled 

the fencing and tried to construct a new fencing to establish their occupation. 

They also erected a shed , measuring 9ft X 8 ft, of C.I.Sheet roof and  having 

bamboo post and Taarza wall. Pw1 exhibit ed the following documents:-

1.   Exhibit 1 is the photo copy of the  sale deed dated 01-02-1999.

2. Exhibit 1(1) is the signature of Shri Manik Chandra Talukdar.

10

10



3. Exhibit 1(2) is the signature of  witness Shri Dharani Talukdar and 

Shri Jyoti Prasad Das.

4. Exhibit 2 is the photocopy of the Ejahar dated 21-03-2004.

5. Exhibit 3 is the Chargesheet  No. 9-04 submitted by police .

6. Exhibit 4 is the Copy od Jammabandi.

 I have perused Exhibit 1 , which is the alleged sale deed dated 01-02-

1999 and in the recital portion of the deed it is mentioned that due to 

want of money on the present day, the possession of said land mentioned 

in  the  schedule  is  handed over  to  the  defendant  No.  1  .  It  is  further 

mentioned in the Exhibit 1 that the right of possession of the aforesaid 

land was already sold in the year 1975 but as the defendant No. 1 is 

related, the same was transferred orally. 

              Hence the document exhibited by the plaintiff itself points to the  

fact that there was no written deed executed by the defendant No. 1 in the 

Year 1975 .  It also creates a doubt as to whether there was any delivery 

of possession on the Year 1975 in respect of the suit land.

     PW2 , Shri Dharani Kalita deposed in his examination in cross that 

he was a attesting witness in the deed executed in the Year 01-02-1999 

and he was also a attesting witness in respect of the deed executed in the 

year  1975.  Whereas  the  plaintiff   neither  in  his  pleadings  nor  in  his 

evidence as pw1 ever mentioned that Shri Dharani Kalita was a attesting 

witness in the deed executed in the Year 1975. Moreover the recital in the 

Exhibit 1 points to the fact that there was no written deed executed in the 

Year 1975.   PW2  further stated that he did not know the name of the 
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writer of the sale deed and that he had not gone through Exhibit 1 or 

asked the scribe about the recitals in Exhibit 1. 

                Hence  the  plaintiff  fails  to  create  a  high  degree  of 

preponderance  of  probability  that  pw2  is   a  attesting  witness  in  the 

subsequent deed executed in the Year 1999.  

     

             PW3 , Shri Krishna Das  supported the case of the plaintiff in his 

evidence in chief. But during his cross examination he stated that the deed 

between Manik Ch Talukdar and Nripendra Ch Talukdar was made in the 

presence of himself and Manik Ch Talukdar and Nripendra Talukdar and 

none others and that he was a attesting witness.  But the plaintiff in his plaint 

as well as in the evidence of PW1 and PW2 did not state anywhere that Pw3 

was a attesting witness in Exhibit 1. 

PW4,  Shri  Jiten  Maloo  also  supported  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  in  his 

evidence in chief. But he was not present at the time of execution of the deed

           During his cross examination he stated that there is a tin Chali house 

belonging to Manik Chandra Talukdar standing over the suit land.

        

Again it is seen from the case record that the Annexure 1 , which is a 

document filed and relied upon by the plaintiff, though appears to be a 

copy of Exhibit 1, is not signed by the defendant No. 1 .But in Exhibit 1 

filed by the PW1, the same document contains the signature of defendant 

No. 1.  This further raises a question as to how the annexure 1 , which is 

not signed is subsequently signed by the defendant No. 1 .

                         Further DW1 exhibited the following documents to prove his  

possession over the land:-
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i) Exhibti  Ka is the copy of Jammabandi of dag No. 252, 500, 191 

and 242 of Patta No. 430.

ii) Exhibit Kha (i) to Kha (iv) are the revenue paying receipt.

iii) Exhibit Ga is the Judgment dated 13-10-2006 passed in G.R.Case 

No. 1153/04.

iv) Exhibit  Gha  is  the  order  of  Executive  Magistrate  dated  14-11-

2006.

v) Exhibit  Unga  is  the  letter  of  centenary  celebration  of  121  No. 

Pijupara  L.P. School.  

               It is seen from Exhibit Ka that the suit land is mutated in the  

name of the defendant No. 1 . Though mutation does not confer any right 

but  indicates  that  the  defendant  No.  1   is  in  possession  of  the  land. 

Exhibit Kha (i) to Kha (ii) points that the revenue are paid on behalf of 

defendant No. 1 in respect of suit land. Exhibit Ga further points to the 

fact  that   in  a  criminal  case  instituted  by  the  plaintiff  accusing  the 

defendant  No.  1  of  commiting  illegal  trespass  into  the  suit  land,  the 

Learned  Court  acquitted  the  defendant  No.  1  of  the  alleged  charges. 

Further  by the order  of  the Executed Magistrate,  exhibited as Exhibit 

Gha,  it  is  seen  that  the  Executive  Magistrate  after  going  through  all 

documents and evidence came to the conclusion that the defendant No. 1 

was in possession of the suit land . 

              Hence the defenant No. 1 through his evidence is able to 

establish a higher degree of preponderance of probability that there was 

no delivery of possession to the plaintiff by executing any deed of sale in 

the Year 1975. Hence this issue is decided in negative.
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ISSUE NO. 5.

This issue relates as to whether the K.P.Patta issued in the name of the 

defendant No. 1 is illegal and void and it is liable to be cancelled.

The  plaintiff  in  his  pleadings  submitted  that  on  perusal  of  the 

Jammabandi it is reflected that as per application dated 26-03-2003 and 

on registration of a case No. 88m / 02-03 , the Learned Circle Officer , 

Nagarbera Revenue Circle vide order dated 12-03-2003 was pleased to 

convert the entirety of land measuring 9 Bigha 3 Katha 4 Lecha against 

the ekchana patta No. 125 into K.P.Patta No. 430. The plaintiff stated 

that the defendant No. 2 inspite of his knowledge about the possession of 

the suit land in the hands of the plaintiff and existence of landed records 

passed  the  order  dated  12-03-2003  out  of  motivation,  collusively  for 

illegal gain.

             On the other hand the defendant No. 2 and 3 as well as DW4 in 

his evidence on affidavit submitted that 12-03-2003at village Pijupara of 

Nagarbera  Mouza  a  Revenue  Adalat  was  held  to  settle  the  Revenue 

matters at the spot. As per the procedure on that day i.e. on 12-03-2003 

the defendant No. 1 made an application before the Revenue Adalat for 

conversion of his land of Annual Patta No. 38 Dag No. 252 total land 9 

Bighas 3 Kathas 4 Lechas to a Myadi Patta. On he said application on 

that day itself the concerned Lat Mandal made a report based on which 

the then circle officer Nagarbera Revenue Circle passed his order on the 

day itself  i.e.  on 12-03-2003 for  conversion of  the Annual  Patta  to  a 

Myadi Pattta on payment of Premium. As per the procedure the register 

for receipt , registration etc are not taken to the Revenue Adalat and as 
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such no petition could be registered  at  the Revenue Adalat.  However 

after  closure  of  the  Revenue  Adalat  all  acts  of  that  Adalat  are  being 

regularised at the office of the Circle Officer concerned. Hence on 12-03-

2003 also no register was taken to the Revenue Adalat held at village 

Pijupara.The  application  made  by  the  defendant  No.  1  could  not  be 

registered at the Adalat. Thereafter on 26-03-2003 while the defendant 

No. 1 came to deposit the premium as was ordered on Revenue Adalat , 

the  application  dated  13-03-2003  was  registered  and  the  ordered 

premium was accepted. On receipt of premium the land of the aforesaid 

Dags have been converted to K.P.Patta No. 430 and necessary records 

were corrected to that effect.

            Exhibit P is the copy of Citha for K.P.Patta No. 430 Dag No. 191  

and 252 of village Pijupara under Nagarbera Mouza.

 Moreover as seen from issue No. 4, the plaintiff has failed to establish 

that he was in possession of the suit land. During his cross examination 

PW1 stated that he was a Kanangoo and Annual Patta land can be settled 

with  its  possessor  and  can  also  be  converted  into  Myadi  with  its 

possessor. He had filed objection against the order of the Circle Officer 

passed in favour of defendant No. 1 but he had not sated about the same 

in  his  plaint  or  in  his  written  statement,  nor  exhibited  the  objection 

petition. 

             In view of the above discussion it is seen that the  K.P.Patta 

issued in the name of the defendant No. 1 is not illegal and void and  is 

not liable to be cancelled. Hence this issue is decided in negative.
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ISSUE NO. 6:-

7) This issues relates as to whether the plaintiff is liable to the reliefs 

claimed in the suit. 

As the plaintiff failed to establish his  possession  over the suit land and the 

execution of any deed of sale in his favour by the defendant No. 1 , he is  not 

entitled to decree  for declaration of possessory right over the suit land  as 

prayed for in the plaint.  Moreover  it is also seen from the issue No. 5 that 

the settlement of suit land in the name of the defendant No. 1 is not illegal or 

void. Nor the plaintiff is entitled for injunction as prayed for . Hence the 

plaintiff is not entitled to any other reliefs as prayed for in the plaint. The 

suit of the plaintiff is dismissed with cost.

ORDER

The suit of the plaintiff is dismissed with cost.

He is not entitled for decree  for declaration of possessory right over the suit 

land  as prayed for in the plaint.  Nor the plaintiff is entitled for injunction as 

prayed for . Hence the plaintiff is not entitled to any  reliefs as prayed for in 

the plaint.

 Prepare decree accordingly.

                Given under my hand and seal of the court on this the 15th  day of 

December ,2011.

                                                                     Mrs Audri Bhattacharyya,

                                                                     Munsiff No. 2, Kamrup
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Appendix

List of Plaintiff witness:

1. Shri Nripendra Chandra Talukdar

2. Shri Dharani Kalita.

3. Shri Krishna Das.

4. Shri Jiten Maloo

List of witness of the defendant.

1. Shri Manik Chandra Talukdar.

2. Shri Hem Chandra Kalita.

3. Shri Dimbeswar Talukdar.

4. Shri Loknath Mahanta.

 List of documents exhibited by plaintiffs:-

7. Exhibit 1 is the photo copy of the  sale deed dated 01-02-1999.

8. Exhibit 1(1) is the signature of Shri Manik Chandra Talukdar.

9. Exhibit 1(2) is the signature of  witness Shri Dharani Talukdar and 

Shri Jyoti Prasad Das.

10.Exhibit 2 is the photocopy of the Ejahar dated 21-03-2004.

11.Exhibit 3 is the Chargesheet  No. 9-04 submitted by police .

12. Exhibit 4 is the Copy of Jammabandi.

List of documents exhibited by the defendant :-

i) Exhibt  Ka is the copy of Jammabandi of dag No. 252, 500, 

191 and 242 of Patta No. 430.
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ii) Exhibit Kha (i) to Kha (iv) are the revenue paying receipt.

iii) Exhibit  Ga  is  the  Judgment  dated  13-10-2006  passed  in 

G.R.Case No. 1153/04.

iv) Exhibit Gha is the order of Executive Magistrate dated 14-

11-2006.

v) Exhibit  Unga is the letter of centenary celebration of 121 

No. Pijupara  L.P. School.  

vi)  Exhibit P is the copy of Citha for K.P.Patta No. 430 Dag 

No.  191  and  252  of  village  Pijupara  under  Nagarbera 

Mouza.

                                                                     Mrs Audri Bhattacharyya,

                                                                     Munsiff No. 2, Kamrup.
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