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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2.

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT.

IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO. 3 AT GUWAHATI.

DISTRICT-KAMRUP

Title Suit Case No. 363/2010

Present:        Naguib Ahmed. A.J.S
M.Sc (Agriculture), LL.B

Munsiff No.3, Kamrup,  
Guwahati.

20th day of August, 2013

Md. Mir Jasimuddin Ahmed,
S.O: Late Chandu Ahmed,
R.O: Hatigaon, Guwahati-38
District: Kamrup (M), Assam.…….…………………..……….........: Plaintiff(s)

-Versus-

1. Sri. Narayan Baishya,
S.O: Late Tanu Ram Baishya,
R.O: Rangia Town near PWD Office
P.O: Rangia.
District: Kamrup, Assam.

Present Residence at: 
Fatashil Ambari
Near Rang Pathar Rajahuwa Namghar,
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House No. 15, Guwahati-25. 
District: Kamrup, Assam.

2. Smti. Usha Baishya,
W.O: Sri Hangsha Baishya,
R.O: Christian Basti,
Bye Lane Sammannay Path, Guwahati-5
House No.8 (Usha Sri Nibas)
District: Kamrup(M), Assam.…………………………..……...: Defendant(s)

3. Sri. Tikendrajit Deka.
S.O: Late Praneswar Deka
R.O: Betakuchi village,
P.S: Gorchuk, Guwahati-34.
District: Kamrup(M), Assam.

4. Sri. Tirtha Deka
S.O: Late Praneswar Deka
R.O: Betakuchi village,
P.S: Gorchuk, Guwahati-34. 
District: Kamrup(M), Assam.

5. Sri. Ronen Borkakoty.
S.O: Late Bhabani Borkakoty.

6. Sri. Rathindra Borkakoty.
S.O: Late Bhabani Borkakoty.

7. Sri. Rupen Borkakoty.
S.O: Late Bhabani Borkakoty.

8. Sri. Rajiv Borkakoty.
S.O: Late Bhabani Borkakoty.

9. Sri. Rupam Borkakoty.
S.O: Late Bhabani Borkakoty.

All are resident of: 
Kumarpara, F.A. Road,
Guwahati-9.
District: Kmarup (M) Assam.

10. Meer Somejuddin Ahmed
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S.O: Late Chandu
R.O: Hatigaon.
P.S: Dispur,
Guwahati-38.
District: Kamrup, Assam.………………………...: Proforma  Defendant(s)

                                                    

 This suit coming on for final hearing on 14.08.2013 in the presence of:

Sri. B.C. Talukdar

Sri. B. Sarma : Advocate for the plaintiff(s).

And

Sri. B. Sarma : Advocate for the defendant(s).

and having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered the 

following Judgment. 

JUDGEMENT
(Suit for declaration, permanent injunction etc.)

1. Plaintiff’s  case: The  plaintiff  filed  the  plaint  and pleaded  that  he 

purchased a plot of land measuring 1K 10L covered by Dag No. 1153 (O) of 

K.P Patta  No.  60 (O)  of  village  Betakuchi,  under  Mouza Beltola  District 

Kamrup (Assam). The plaintiff purchased the said plot of land measuring 1K 

10L from the vendor and pattadar Sri Chanchal Borkakoty  in the year 2002 

by way of a registered sale deed bearing sale deed No. 8035/2002 and took 

possession  of  the  land  from  the  vendor.  The  said  land  is  described  in 

Schedule-A of the plaint. Before the purchase of the Schedule-A  land the 

father of the Proforma Defendant Late Praneswar Deka since deceased was 

the  tenant  under  the  original  pattadars  namely  Aswini  Borkakoty,  Rohini 

Borkakoty,  Chanchal  Borkakoty,  Ranen  Borkakoty,  Rathindra  Borkakoty, 

Rupen Borkakoty, Rajiv Borkakoty and Rupam Borkakoty. The said tenant 

also under a mutual agreement attorned the plaintiff as owner of the land and 

delivered vacant possession of the land. Apart from the Schedule-A land the 
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plaintiff also purchased the analogous land measuring 1K 10L analogous to 

the  Schedule-A  land  from the  same  vendor  Chanchal  Borkakoty,  by  the 

registered sale deed No. 8034/2002 and took possession of the land from the 

vendor and their tenants and thus the plaintiff becomes the recorded pattadar 

of the land measuring 3K covered by said Dag No. 1153(Old) of K.P Patta 

No. 60 (Old) of Village Betakuchi under Mouza Beltola.  The Schedule-A 

land is 2nd class Basti land. The plaintiff after purchase of the said Schedule-

A  land kept the land reserved for further construction and for that purpose, 

developed the land for construction and have made regular visit to the land 

and thus the plaintiff retained his possession over the land. 

2.   The  plaintiff  also  pleaded  that  in  the  settlement  operation  the 

settlement  staff  found the plaintiff’s  title  and possession of  his  purchased 

land and granted the final patta being the Patta No. 111, with the new dag 

Number  2656,  2660  and  2662  of  Village  Betakuchi,  Mouza-  Beltola 

described in the Schedule-A of the plaint along with the land purchased by 

the plaintiff vide sale deed No. 8034. As there is no land except the land 

purchased by the plaintiff the final Patta No. 111 was jointly issued in the 

name of original pattadars and Mir Somojuddin Ahmed. 

3.  The plaintiff further pleaded that the Defendant No.1 claimed to have 

purchased a plot of land measuring 1K 10L from the adjacent Dag No.1101 

of K.P Patta No. 108 of Village Betakuchi from Praneswar Deka and Nalini 

Deka the father and mother of the Proforma Defendant No.3 and Defendant 

No.4 and similarly the Defendant  No.2 Smti.  Usha Baishya,  Sister  of the 

Defendant No.1 also claimed to have purchased the land measuring 2K of 

said Dag No. 1101 from the parents of the Proforma Defendant No.3 and 

Defendant  No.4  in  the  year  1992 vide  registered  sale  deed number  5447 

dated 14.08.1992 and deed number 2394 dated 08.04.1992 respectively. The 

land claimed to have purchased by the said Defendant No.1 and Defendant 

No.2 is standing just northern boundary of the Schedule-A land and there was 

no demarcating boundary in between the Schedule-A land and the defendants 

land at the time of purchase of the Schedule-A lands. 

4.  The plaintiff also pleaded that subsequently on 04.05.2010 when he 

visited  the  Schedule-A  land  the  plaintiff  found  that  the  defendants  had 

encroached the Schedule-A land and have constructed a brick walls in the 

southern boundary of Schedule-A land. The Defendant No.1 and Defendant 
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No.2 claimed the suit land under their purchased land of Dag No. 1101, but 

infact  the  said  suit  land  is  covered  under  Dag  No.  1153  (Old)  and  the 

defendants  by  force,  taking  the  advantage  of  absence  of  boundary  wall, 

encroached the suit land with the intention to grab the suit land. 

5.  The plaintiff further pleaded that the suit-land was originally under 

the  occupation  of  one  Sri  Praneswar  Deka  since  deceased  who  was  the 

recorded tenant and had obtained the Khatian No. 215 in respect of the lands 

covered by suit Dag No. 1153 under the original pattadars and under mutual 

agreements  in  between the pattadars  and  khatiandars the said  khatiandar 

Praneswar Deka gave up possession of the patta lands to different purchasers 

at different times. The suit land was also under occupation of the Proforma 

Defendant  No.3 and Defendant  No.4.  At present  there are no land of  the 

pattadars in Dag No. 1153 of Patta No. 60 (Old) as all the lands covered by 

the said  Dag No.  1153 have  already  been disposed  off  by  the  respective 

pattadars/ owners and therefore the continuity of the Khatian Patta No. 215 

originally issued in the name of Praneswar Deka becomes infructious and is 

liable to be cancelled. The Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2 have been 

forcefully  occupying  the  suit  land  by  raising  unauthorized  bricks  wall 

thereon.

6.  Plaintiff’s prayer:  The plaintiff has therefore filed the suit praying 

for a decree of:

i. Declaring the plaintiff’s right, title and interest over the suit 

land of Schedule-A.

ii. A  decree  of  delivery  of  Khas  possession  of  the  suit  land 

mentioned in Schedule-A.

iii. A decree of permanent injunction.

iv. A decree of cancellation of Khatian No. 215 in respect of the 

suit land presently standing in the name of the father of the 

Proforma Defendant No.3 and Defendant No.4.

v. A decree for correction of the K.P Patta No. 111.

vi. To issue commission to determine the boundary of the Dag 

No. 1153(Old) and the boundary of Dag No. 1101 (O) relying 

on the old survey of the village.
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vii. Other relief.

viii. Decree for cost.

7.   Defendant  No.1’s  and  2’s  Version: The  Defendant  No.1  and 

Defendant No.2 filed the Written-Statement and pleaded that the suit is not 

maintainable in the facts and as such, the same is liable to be dismissed. The 

defendants categorically denies taking delivery of possession in respect of 

land measuring 99 Are under new Dag No. 2662 and land 52 Are under New 

Dag No. 2660 at Village Betakuchi under Mouza- Beltola which is a part of 

Schedule-A as stated in the plaint. The land totaling 1.51 Are under these two 

new dags were in continuous possession of  the defendants  since  the year 

1992 along with their own purchased land measuring 2K under Dag No. 1101 

(Old) and 1K 10L under Dag no. 1101 (Old) with knowledge and acquisance 

with the true owners namely Bhabani Borkakoty now against the Proforma 

Defendant  No.5  to  Proforma  Defendant  No.9  adversely  by  physical 

possession.  The  father  of  the  Proforma  Defendant  No.3  and  Proforma 

Defendant  No.4 sold away the land to the defendants  vide sale  deed No. 

2394/1992 dated 08.04.1992 measuring 2K under Dag No. 1101 (Old) of 

Patta No. 108 and another piece of land 1K 10L under the said dag and Patta 

vide sale Deed No. 5447/1992 dated 14.08.1992.  

8.  Defendant  No.3’s  and  4’s  Version:  The  Defendant  No.3  and 

Defendant  No.4 filed  the Written-Statement  and pleaded that  the  plaintiff 

purchased a plot of land measuring 1K 10L covered by Dag No. 1153 (Old) 

of K.P Patta No. 60 (old) of Village Betakuchi under Mouza Beltola District 

Kamrup vide registered sale Deed No. 8035/2002 dated 21.11.2002 and took 

delivery  of  possession  from  the  vendor  Sri  Chanchal  Borkakoty.  Before 

purchase  of  the  Schedule-A  land  by  the  plaintiff  the  said  land  was  in 

occupation of Late Praneswar Deka, as a tenant under the pattadars Aswini 

Borkakoty,  Rohini  Borkakoty,  Chanchal  Borkakoty,  Rana  Borkakoty, 

Rathindra  Borkakoty,  Rupen  Borkakoty,  Rajiv  Borkakoty  and  Rupan 

Borkakoty and the tenant Praneswar Deka delivered vacant possession of the 

Schedule-A land to the plaintiff. Praneswar Deka and Smt. Nalini Bala Deka, 

who is the father and mother of these defendants sold way the land measuring 

1K 10L to the Defendant No.1 Sri Narayan Baishya and land measuring 2K 

covered by Dag No. 1101 of K.P Patta No. 108 of Village Betakuchi, under 

Mouza Beltola to the Defendant No.2, Smti. Usha Baishya with well defined 
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boundaries out of the total land measuring 2B 12L vide registered sale deed 

no.  5447  dated  14.08.1992  and  registered  sale  deed  no.  2394  dated 

08.04.1992 respectively and delivered vacant possession thereon, within the 

boundaries as mentioned in the said sale deeds within the boundaries of Dag 

No. 1101. The Defendant No.3 is also one of the attesting witnesses in the 

said two sale deeds. After the purchase of the respective plots of land by the 

Defendant  No.3  and  Defendant  No.4  the  possession  of  the  lands  were 

delivered by demarcating the boundaries of Dag No. 1101 and Dag No. 1153 

with the help of Bhagban Deka (Mandal) and there was no any permanent 

demarcating boundary wall in between the said two dags. Previously the suit 

land was under occupation of Praneswar Deka as tenant and on his death 

these defendants continued to occupy the suit land till its transfer in the year 

2002 by the owner/ pattadar Chanchal Borkakoty to the plaintiff. 

9.  Issues: Upon perusal  of  the  pleadings  the  following  issues  were 

framed by my predecessor-in-office on 18.01.2011. 

1. Whether the plaintiff  has right,  title  and interest  over the suit 

land mentioned in Schedule-A of the plaint?

2. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get the decree as prayed for in 

the plaint?

3. To what relief in the plaintiff entitled?

10. Discussions,  Decisions  and  Reasons  thereof: I  have  also  heard 

arguments advanced by both the counsels at length.

11.  Issue  No.1  and 2:  For  better  appreciation  of  the  evidence  these 

issues  are  taken  up  for  discussion  together.  Moreover  in  the  present 

circumstances of this case these two issues appear to be the most important 

one and hence taken up for discussion first. PW-1 Mir Jasimuddin Ahmed is 

the plaintiff in the instant case. He deposed in his cross-examination that he 

executed two sale deeds as asked by the pattadar. One is 8034/2002 and the 

other is 8035/2002. He was handed over the possession of the suit-land on 

the day of execution of the sale-deeds. He did not obtain the sale permission 

and  same  was  obtained  by  the  pattadar.  Exhibit-3 is  of  1993.  The 

endorsement in  Exhibit-3 (Ga) is correct as per Government requirement. 

However in Exhibit-3 it has not been mentioned as to how much land is in 

the share of the different pattadars. The Mandal was not present at the time of 
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delivery of possession. In his evidence-in-chief he stated that Dag No. 1153 

contains 1B 1K 17L land but he has not  stated as to how much land are 

respectively in the share of Chanchal Borkakoty and others. He denied the 

suggestion that Chanchal Borkakoty did not have land amounting to 3K to be 

sold to others. He denied the suggestion that as he does not have land as per 

the sale, he has not furnished the sale permission. The pattadar showed him 

the said documents and submitted the same at the time of registration.

12. PW-1 exhibited the following documents.

Exhibit-1 : Certified copy of sale deed No. 8032/02.

Exhibit-1(9) : Certified copy of sale deed No. 8034/02.

Exhibit-2(a) : Sale permission of Deputy Commissioner.

Exhibit-2(b) : Permission of G.M.D.A.

13.  PW-2  Tapan  Goswami deposed  in  his  cross-examination  that  he 

signed the sale deed on 28.011.2002 and the sale deed was executed on the 

same date. There are no official persons on the day when the possession of 

the  suit  land  was  handed  over  to  the  plaintiff.  PW-3 Rupam Bhagowati  

deposed in his cross-examination that Mandal and other official persons were 

not present at the time when the possession of the suit land was handed over 

to the plaintiff. 1B 17L of land was divided amongst 8 pattadars. He does not 

know how much land is in the share of each of the pattadars. He has not filed 

any no objection as a co- pattadar at the time of sale. Chanchal Borkakoty did 

not have 3K of land to sell to the plaintiff and for that reason he executed two 

documents.  He does not  know if  the plaintiff  filed his  suit  when no land 

proportionate to the sale could be found.  PW-4 S.  Rahman is  an official 

witness and is the extra writer in the office of the Sub Registrar Kamrup. In 

his examination he deposed that he has brought the original copy of Exhibit- 

1 and  Exhibit-1 (9).  Exhibit-  1(A) is  the original copy of  Exhibit-1 and 

Exhibit-1(B)  is  the  original  copy  of  Exhibit-1(9).  Exhibit-1(A)  was 

executed between Chanchal Borkakoty and the plaintiff.  Exhibit-1(B)  was 

also  exhibited  on  the  same  day  between  Chanchal  Borkakoty  and  the 

plaintiff. In his cross-examination he deposed that he was not present when 

Chanchal  Barkakakti  signed  the  Exhibit-1(a)  and  Exhibit-1(b). DW-1 

Narayan Baishya is one of the defendants in the instant suit.  In his cross 

examination he deposed that he along with his sister purchased land in 1992 
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in Patta No. 108 (Old). He purchased 1K 10L and his sister purchased 2K 

land. He purchased the land from Praneswar Deka. He has not filed the patta 

in the instant case. He denied the suggestion that Praneswar Deka was not the 

pattadar and he did not have the right to sale the land. His sister has her land 

adjacent to his land. 1101 was the earlier Dag No. of present Dag No. 2660 

and 2662. He does not know from whom the plaintiff purchased his land. He 

has filed the evidence of DW-3 who was present at the time when the land 

was possessed by him. He denied the suggestion that Pransewar Deka did not 

hand over possession of land of Dag No. 1153.       

14. DW-1 exhibited the following documents.

Exhibit-A : Photocopy of sale deed

Exhibit-B : Photocopy of sale deed 

Exhibit-C : Photocopy of a G.M.D.A.

Exhibit-D and E : Revenue paying receipt.

15.  DW-2 Harmeswar Kalita  deposed in his cross-examination that he 

knows about the possession of the suit land. The defendant possessed the suit 

land prior to Durga Puja in the year1992. Defendant No.1 has ½K of land and 

Defendant No.2 took possession over 2K of land in Dag No. 1101 and Patta 

No. 108. Parneswar, Ajit Kalita, Tikendra Nath were present at the time of 

taking over  his  possession.  The Defendant  No.1 and Defendant  No.2  has 

possession over the land as per the sale deed.  DW-3 Ajit Kalita deposed in 

his  cross-examination  that  he  knows  the  suit  land  consisting  of  3K  10L 

covered by Dag No. 1101 and patta No. 108. Narayan purchase 1K 10L of 

land and Usha Baishya purchased 2K of land. The defendant did not take 

possession of the land beyond the purchased land.  DW-4 Tikendrajit Deka 

supported the plaintiff case when cross examined by the plaintiff. Thereafter 

he was cross-examined by Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2. He in such 

cross examination deposed that in T.S. 363/2010 he deposed on behalf of the 

plaintiff. Chanchal Borkakoty has 8 brothers and all the brothers have 1B 1K 

17L of land amongst themselves. 

16.   I have also heard the arguments advanced by both the counsels at 

length. Now stitching everything on record it seems that the plaintiff claims 

that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  plot  of  land  measuring  1K 10L from the 

vendor Chanchal  Borkakoty in the year 2001 by registered sale  deed No. 
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8035/2002.  Thereafter  the  plaintiff  also  purchased  an  analogous  land 

measuring 1K 10L analogous to the Schedule-A land from the same vendor 

Chanchal Borkakoty vide sale deed No. 8034/2002. Thereafter the plaintiff 

took possession of the land from the vendor and thus the plaintiff became the 

recorded pattadar of the land measuring 3K. However Defendant No.1 and 

Defendant No.2 denies the claim of the plaintiff and submitted that the land 

under the two dags was in continuous possession of the defendants since the 

year 1992. The Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2 however do not have 

any counter claim in the instant suit. 

17.  Now at the cornerstone it needs to be decided as to whether the claim 

of the plaintiff as regards the Schedule-A land could be substantiated or not. 

The claim of the plaintiff is over the Schedule-A land and the Schedule-A 

land comprises of 1K 10L of land covered by Dag No. 1153(O) of K.P Patta 

No.  60(o)  of  Village Betakuchi  Mouza-Beltola.  Let  me  now consider  the 

materials  on  record.  Exhibit-1 is  the  deed of  sale  by  which  the  plaintiff 

purchased the land as mentioned in Schedule-A from the vendor Chanchal 

Borkakoty.  The said document  has  also  been proved through the original 

documents exhibited as Exhibit-1(A).  Exhibit- 1(A) is the original copy of 

Exhibit-1. The Schedule   of the said exhibit is the same as the Schedule-A 

of the plaint. The said document goes to show that the said plot of land has 

been  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  vendor  Chanchal  Borkakoty. 

Thereafter Exhibit-3 goes to show that the name of Chanchal Borkakoty has 

been mentioned in endorsement-Ga  of the said document. Accordingly the 

vendor’s title has been established by the said document.  Exhibit-4  is the 

patta  as  regard  the  suit-land  containing  the  name  of  the  vendor  and  the 

plaintiff as pattadars. Accordingly  Exhibit-1 (A),  Exhibit-3  and  Exhibit-4 

go to show that the vendor Chanchal Borkakoty is the recorded pattadar and 

Exhibit-4 thereafter states the name of the plaintiff as a subsequent pattadar. 

However  the  said  documents  remain  unchallenged  and  hence  the  same 

remain unrebutted. Exhibit-4 states the plaintiff as the recorded pattadar over 

the suit  land. Hence considering the materials on record it  seems that  the 

plaintiff is a recorded pattadar over the suit land.

18.  The plaintiff  however has relied upon  1. P.Bhusan Mandal Vs S.  

Ranjan  Chakravarty  AIR  1976  Calcutta 2. H.W.  Jat  Vs  B.K.  Harijan 

(2009) 16 S.C.C. 517 3. R. Mathew Vs joseph AIR 1997 Karela 42 and 4.  
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V.M. Pillai Vs Vedambal AIR 1986 Madras 106. The plaintiff relies upon 

the aforesaid authorities to negate the Defendant No.1 and Defendant No.2’s 

version of adverse possession. However in absence of any counter-claim and 

considering the fact that the plaintiff has been able to substantiate their claim 

independently of the Defendant  No.1 and Defendant  No.2’s  version,  such 

authorities  need  not  be  taken  up  for  consideration  under  the  present 

circumstances  of  the  case.  More-over  the  Defendant  No.3  and  Defendant 

No.4  pleaded  that  previously  the  suit  land  was  under  occupation  of 

Praneswar Deka as tenant and on his death the said defendants continued to 

occupy the suit land-by cultivating seasonal crops till its transfer in the year 

2002  by  the  owner/  pattadar  Chanchal  Borkakoty  to  the  plaintiff.  The 

defendants delivered vacant possession to the plaintiff.  Such pleadings are 

corroborative of the plaintiff’s claims

19.  Consequently  the  materials  on  record  establishes  the  claim of  the 

plaintiff that the plaintiff purchased the plot of land measuring 1K 10L from 

the vendor Chanchal Borkakoty in the year 2001 by the registered sale deed 

No. 8035/2002. Accordingly the plaintiff has the right, title and interest over 

the suit land of Schedule-A and is entitled to the delivery of Khas possession 

of the suit land mentioned in Schedule-A.

 Accordingly these issues are decided and go in favour of the plaintiff.

20.  Issue No. 3: Under the present circumstances of the case and on the 

basis of the decisions arrived at the previous issues it is redundant to discuss 

further on this issue. The plaintiff under the present circumstances of the case 

is not entitled to any further relief beyond the reliefs as stated above. The 

Patta No. 111 determines the right title interest of the plaintiff over the suit-

land. 

 Accordingly this issue is decided. 

21.  ORDER
 In the conclusion the suit is decreed on contest with cost.

 Accordingly the suit  is  decreed declaring that  the plaintiff  has the 

right, title and interest over the suit land of Schedule-A  and the plaintiff is 

also entitled to the delivery of Khas possession of the suit-land mentioned in 

Schedule-A. A decree for permanent injunction is hereby passed.
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 No other  reliefs  are warranted in  the present  circumstances  of  the 

case.

Prepare decree accordingly. 

   Given under my hand and seal of this court on 20thday of August,  

2013.

Naguib Ahmed
Munsiff No.3, Kamrup,

Guwahati.

APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witnesses

1. PW-1: Mir Jasimuddin Ahmed 

Exhibit-1 : Certified copy of sale deed No. 8032/02.
Exhibit-1(9) : Certified copy of sale deed No. 8034/02.
Exhibit-2(a) : Sale permission of Deputy Commissioner
Exhibit-2(b) : Permission of G.M.D.A.

2. PW-2: Tapan Goswami. 

3. PW-3: Rupam Bhagowati. 

4. PW-4: S. Rahman.

Defendant’s Witnesses

1. DW-1: Narayan Baishya. 

Exhibit-A : Photocopy of sale deed
Exhibit-B : Photocopy of sale deed 
Exhibit-C : Photocopy of a G.M.D.A.
Exhibit-D and E : Revenue paying receipt.

2. DW-2: Harmeswar Kalita . 

3. DW-3: Ajit Kalita. 

4. DW-4: Tikendrajit Deka.
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Case laws considered

1. P.Bhusan Mandal Vs S. Ranjan Chakravarty AIR 1976 Calcutta.

2. H.W. Jat Vs B.K. Harijan (2009) 16 S.C.C. 517. 

3. R. Mathew Vs joseph AIR 1997 Karela 42. 

4. V.M. Pillai Vs Vedambal AIR 1986 Madras 106. 

Naguib Ahmed
Munsiff No. 3, Kamrup,

Guwahati.
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