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 HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/CASE 
 

          District: Dhubri  
 
                                   IN THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO-1, DHUBRI 
 
Present: Nur Jamal Hoque, AJS 
             Munsiff No-1 
             Dhubri 
                Tuesday 12th  day of March, 2014 
                                                               T.S NO-116/2003 
                             Foyzur Rahaman and others  V/S  Hobibor Rahaman and others 
 
This suit coming on for argument on-21/2/14  in presence of:- 

    Mr. A. Latif                                                 LD     Advocate for the plaintiff  
    Mr. K. Anam, A.K Paul                               LD advocate for the defendant 
 

 And having stood for consideration to this day, the court delivered the following judgment:- 
         JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
                      “This is suit for declaration of right, title, interest, confirmation of possession, 
cancellation, sale deed, partition, correction of record of right and for permanent injunction.”  

1.Plaintiffs case in a nutshell is that  original owner of suit A schedule land was Late Baha'ullah 
Dewani who dies 50 years back leaving behind Abdul Jobbar Sarkar, Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir 
Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul Jalil Sarkar, Isabuddin Sarkar and Nayan Ali. That after death of 
said seven sons of Rahamutullah Dewani the plaintiffs and proforma defendant's no-1 to 19 
posessiing suit A schedule. That suit A schedule land is 53 B and each sons of late Rahamatullah 
Dewani got 7B 2K 17 ½ L of land and during their life time Abdul Jobbar Sarkar and Nayan Ali 
sold out 10B and 8B of land respectively in excess of their share from A schedule land to 
Habibor Rahaman and others and said land described in B schedule of plaint. That remaining 
five brothers namely Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul Jalil Sarkar and 
Isabuddin Sarkar got each 7B each from remaining 35 B of land. That as per Muslim Law of 
inheritance plaintiffs and proforma defendants got C schedule land and they jointly got 5B of 
suit land and share of plaintiff no-1 is 1B-3K-6 2/3 L of land. That plaintiff no-2&3 got 2B and 
1B of land respectively and plaintiff no-4&5 got 3B-1K-13 1/3L of land  and plaintiff no-6&7 got 
1B-1K- 16 4/11 L of land. That plaintiffs and proforma defendants have got their right, title, 
interest and possession over C schedule land, out of which plaintiff are entitled to get 9B-1K- 16 
12/33L of land. That defendant's having no right, title, interest over suit land all of  sudden along 
with their man and power entered in to the suit land on-15/11/02 and made attempt to disposes 
the plaintiffs and proforma defendants from the suit land. That on inquiry plaintiffs discovered 
that sale deed no-1639/66, 1731/75, 837/66 was executed in favor of the defendants on some 
portion of the suit land with out knowledge of plaintiffs that neither the plaintiff nor the proforma 
defendants executed any sale deed in the favor of the defendants. The execution of sale deed no-
1639/66 and 1731/75 is liable to be canceled. Hence this suit.  
2. The defendants contested the suit filling written statements both in law and facts. The 
defendants with the plea of maintainability, res-judicata etc denied entire averments of plaint 
save and except those are specifically admitted in the written statement. The defendants further 
pleaded that while claiming the absolute right of Rahamullah Dewani the plaintiff must explain 
the insertion of name of Lutfa Nessa in Khatian no-421. That the title of the defendants 
challenged through the sale deeds of 1966 and correction of records of the defendant's is  
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more than 30 years old, irrespective of validity or invalidity of the sale deed, the defendant have 
acquired valid title only by virtue of long 36 years of possession and entire land of the 
defendant have now been recorded under the different draft pattas. The defendant's further 
pleaded that suit for partition not maintainable due to none impleading of all the co-shares  as 
main defendants in this suit. That the plaintiff being party of T.S No-247/89, they being 
contested it over long 15 years was well aware about each and every facts including the fact of 
registered sale deeds of defendants sought to be canceled and hence no fresh cause of action 
could be arose on-15/11/02. Hence upon the above defendant's prayed dismissal of suit.  

3.  Upon the above pleadings my predecessor in office framed following issues:- 
 
             ISSUES                             

1. whether this suit is maintainable? 
2. Whether there is a cause of action for the suit? 
3. Whether the suit is barred by principles of res-judicata? 
4. Whether the suit is under valued? 
5. Whether the suit is barred by limitation? 
6. Whether on-15/11/02 the defendants allegedly tried to dispossess the 

plaintiffs and the proforma defendants from the suit land? 
7. Whether the registered sale deed no-1639/66 dated-16/11/66, deed no-

1731/75 dated-23/1/75 and registered sale deed no-837/66 dated-27/6/99 are 
illegal and liable to be canceled? 

8. Whether plaintiffs have right, title, interest over suit land? 
9. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to a decree for partition of suit land? 
10. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the reliefs as prayed for? 

 
4. In this case plaintiff side adduces both oral and documentary evidences before the court. 

In the other hand defendants side also adduces both oral and documentary evidences 
before this court. 

5. I have heard the arguments put forwarded by plaintiff and defendant side. I have also 
perused the pleadings of both sides along with the entire evidences on records and 
written argument submitted by defendant side.  

 
                    DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS FOR SUCH DECISION 
 

6. ISSUE NO-1 &3  MAINTAINABILITY OF SUIT& PLEA OF RES-JUDICATA 
Both the issues above are co-relates and same in nature and discussion and decision of one 
issues will decide the fate of other issues, that is why both the issues above are taken together for 
discussion and decision. The defendants in their written statement pleaded that by transposition 
or by regrouping the plaintiff, defendant and proforma defendant of T.S No-247 of 1986 or by 
addition of new reliefs in the earlier set the subject matter could be changed nor the further 
effect of section-11 of C.P,C can be averted by creating confusion. Hence this suit is barred by 
res-judicata. The defendant's in their written statement further categorically stated that this suit 
is not maintainable due to non-disclosure of material facts as to relationship between the 
plaintiffs, defendants and their connection with  their predecessor and clear picture of 
inheritance and share therefore. In this case both the plaintiff and defendant adduces both oral 
and documentary evidences before this court. I have carefully gone through the oral and 
documentary evidences, where I find that this suit has been filed based on Khatian no-421, Dag 
No-938 in respect of 53 B of land  which has been recorded in the names of Lutfa Begum, Abdul 
Jabar Sarkar, Basiruddin vide Ext-F and that Khatian prepared in the year 1961-62. Ext-A is the 
certified copy of Judgment passed by my predecessor in office in T.S No-247/86 and Ext-A 
revealing the fact that formerly T.S No-247/86 was filed two sons of Jabbar Sarkar and two sons  
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of Basiruddin Sarkar against the present defendants namely Mozammel Haque, Habibur 
Rahaman, Pyar Ali, Montu Miah, Chinu Ram Ghosh, Ghinuram Ghosh, heirs of late Nayan Ali, 
heirs of Late Golam Ali, heirs of Late Lutfan Nessa, Mozammel Haque with making proforma 
defendants no-1&2 sons of Aynal Hague, State of Asam, Nurul Hoque, Nur Nehar Hoshenera 
and Johirun Nessa and said suit was ended with dismissal.  
It further reveals that in respect of 53Bof land same khtian no-421, Dag No-938 described in 
schedule land 18B of land sold to strangers described in schedule B and rest 35 B of land 
showing the shares of plaintiffs and proforma defendants filed the instant suit by regrouping the 
members of earlier plaintiffs, defendants and proforma defendants by a self inconsistent plaint, 
where in out of 53B of land of khatian no-421, they admitted sale of 18B of land described in 
schedule B and remaining 35B described in schedule C to be the suit land of five co-shares. The 
plaintiffs in T.S No-247/86 and in the present suit did not explain the relationship between the 
three khtiandars of Ext-F namely Lutfan Nessa, Abdul Jabbar and Basiruddin. In both the suits 
the plaintiffs claims that suit property belongs to late Rahamatulla Dewani who was survive by 
his seven sons and who inherited suit A schedule land. The plaintiff in the present suit contended 
that during the life of Abdul Jobbar Sarkar and Nayan Ali sold out 18B of land and they prayed 
declaration over rest 35 B of land and for cancellation of registered sale deed no-1639/66, 
1731/75 and registered sale deed no-837/66.  
During the trial plaintiffs side examined three witnesses as PW-1, PW-3 and PW-4 and all of 
them started their evidence from unidentified locality devoid of starting point and proceed on 
with an headless and aimless destination. The witnesses kept profound impression of their utter 
lack of knowledge as to contents of plaint and as such their evidences are not admissible in 
evidences. As PW-1 in his cross-examination deposed that---'' I did not see the records of suit 
land. I do not know suit land is recorded in whose name. I have heard that suit  is with respect 
53B. I don't know Lutfa Nessa and Rahamatulla Dewani formerly owned the suit land. I don't 
know who are possessing how much of land. I can not say who is cultivating the suit land. I don't 
know in whose name record is prepared. I don't know what is written in my evidence. This suit is 
made for dispossessing the plaintiff by defendant about 9/10 years ago. I don't know possession 
of any one. I don't know about the previous suit with respect to the land.'' 
Similarly PW-3 in his cross-examination deposed that----'' with respect to the same suit land 
there was a earlier suit T.S No-247/1986. The said suit No-247/86 was dismissed. I don know the 
aforesaid suit was filed with respect to how much land and of what khatian.” In the same way 
PW-4 in his cross-examination failed to stand with his own examination in chief. PW-4 even 
failed to say anything about the suit land and record of suit land. Upon the above testimonies of 
all three witnesses it can be safely decide here that there testimonies not anyway help the 
plaintiffs to succeed over their case.  
If we carefully peruse the Ext-A documents, there it is found that present plaintiffs filed T.S No-
247/86 against the present defendants in respect of same subject matter and about claiming same 
reliefs and said suit dismissed after 15 years of hearing. Now the plaintiffs re-grouping the 
plaintiffs, defendant's and proforma defendants and claiming some additional reliefs filed 
present suit. That will not help the plaintiff from escaping the liability of res-judicata. It has 
categorically appears before this court that pleadings of earlier suit and the pleadings of this 
suit almost are same and both the parties litigating under the same title irrespective to the same 
subject matter. The plaintiffs of this suit and plaintiffs of earlier suit are same and plaintiffs in 
earlier suit prayed cancellation of sale deed no-1639/66, 1880/69 and 1927/75 and now the 
plaintiff prayed cancellation of sale deed no-1639/66 along with two other deeds. That shows the 
reliefs claimed by plaintiffs in this suit almost are same. The entire claims of the plaintiffs based 
upon the suit A schedule land and that has been finally decided in earlier suit No-247/86 and suit 
of plaintiff was dismissed. Now the plaintiffs can not claim their right, title,interest over suit A 
schedule land, which has already been decide in earlier suit. Plaintiff are legally barred from the 
rule of estoppal to claim declaration of their right, title, interest over the suit land, as such  
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facts already decided in T.S No-247/86. The plaintiffs in T.S No-247/86 did not challenged the 
original sale deed no-837/66 on which the deed no-1937 of 1975 was executed. But in this suit 
plaintiff only challenged the deed no-837/66 leaving cancellation of sale deed no-1937/75. 
Which is not maintainable. In this case plaintiff very cleverly claimed cancellation of sale deed 
no-837/66, 1731/75 and 1639/66 leaving other sale deed no-1880/69 and 1927/75, as in earlier 
T.S No-247/86 plaintiff claims over both such deed dismissed. That shows plaintiff filed this suit 
suppressing materials facts of two sale deed no-880/69 and 1927/75. As such suit of plaintiff is 
not maintainable. More also   suit is not maintainable due to non-disclosure of material facts as 
to relationship between the plaintiffs, defendants and their connection with  their predecessor 
and clear picture of inheritance and share therefore.  
To sum up the oral and documentary evidences of plaintiffs side it clearly appears before the 
court that subject matter, parties, reliefs of present suit and earlier suit No-127/86 are same and 
identical. The question involved in this suit and questions involved in earlier suit also same and 
identical. That is why this suit is also barred by res-judicata.  
Therefore in the light of all the above discussion I am of considered opinion that plaintiff suit is 
barred by res-judicata and not maintainable. Hence both the issues above are answered in 
negative and against the plaintiff.  

7. ISSUE NO-2&6 :- Cause of action and Whether on-15/11/02 the defendants allegedly tried to 
dispossess the plaintiffs and the proforma defendants from the suit land 
Both the issues above are co-relates and same in nature, that is why both issues are taken 
together for discussion and decision. Plaintiffs in this suit shows cause of action  contending that 
on-15/11/02 the defendants allegedly tried to dispossess the plaintiffs and the proforma 
defendants from the suit land. Whereas in view of discussion and decision made in issue no-1 
and 3 it has already appears that this suit is not maintainable and suit is barred by res-judicate. 
If so, then question of arising cause of action afresh after the decision of T.S No-247/86 does not 
arise. Admittedly T.S No-247/86 filed by the plaintiffs ended on-10/10/2001 in way of dismissal 
of suit of plaintiffs and immediately after that how fresh cause of arises in the year 2003. More 
also right, title, interest of plaintiffs over suit C schedule land not declared in T.S No-247/86. 
That indicates that plaintiffs have got no right, title, interest over the suit land and accordingly 
question of attempt to dispossess the plaintiff over from suit does not arise.  
Therefore in the light of all the above discussion and in view of discussion and decision made in 
issue no-1&3 it can be safely decide here that instant suit has no cause of action and no attempt 
was made by the defendant's on 15/11/02 to dispossess the plaintiff and proforma defendant's 
from the suit land. Hence both the issues above are answered in negative and against the 
plaintiffs. 
 
8. ISSUE NO- 4 UNDER VALUATION 
 The defendants in their written statement alleged that suit is bad for under valuation, but they 
failed to plead specifically as to why the suit is not valued properly. The defendants also failed to 
prove anything in this case, that can show that suit is bad for under valuation. After 
consideration of entire case records and nature of dispute between the parties I also don't find 
anything on records which can prove the fact that this suit is bad for under valuation. Hence this 
issue is answered in affirmative and in favor of plaintiffs. 
9.  ISSUE NO-5 LIMITATION 
This issue related to bar of limitation. The plaintiff filed this suit for declaration of right, title 
and interest on the pleading that the same has been eluded on the attempt of forcible 
dispossession  on- 15/11/2002 from C schedule land by the defendants. The plaintiff further 
pleaded their knowledge of sale deeds as prayed by the plaintiff to cancel on the same date. The 
plaintiffs in this suit prayed for declaration for right, title and interest over suit C schedule land 
contending that suit A schedule land was Late Rahamatullah Dewani who dies 50 years back 
leaving behind Abdul Jobbar Sarkar, Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul  
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Jalil Sarkar, Isabuddin Sarkar and Nayan Ali. That after death of said seven sons of 
Rahamutullah Dewani the plaintiffs and proforma defendant's no-1 to 19 posessiing suit A 
schedule. That suit A schedule land is 53 B and each sons of late Rahamutallah Dewani got 7B 
2K 17 ½ L of land and during their life time Abdul Jobbar Sarkar and Nayan Ali sold out 10B 
and 8B of land respectively in excess of their share from A schedule land to Habibor Rahaman 
and others and said land described in B schedule of plaint. That remaining five brothers namely 
Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul Jalil Sarkar and Isabuddin Sarkar got 
each 7B each from remaining 35 B of land. That as per Muslim Law of inheritance plaintiffs and 
proforma defendants got C schedule land and they jointly got 5B of suit land and share of 
plaintiff no-1 is 1B-3K-6 2/3 L of land. That plaintiff no-2&3 got 2B and 1B of land respectively 
and plaintiff no-4&5 got 3B-1K-13 1/3L of land  and plaintiff no-6&7 got 1B-1K- 16 4/11 L of 
land. That plaintiffs and proforma defendants have got their right, title, interest and possession 
over C schedule land, out of which plaintiff are entitled to get 9B-1K- 16 12/33L of land. That 
defendant's having no right, title, interest over suit land all of  sudden along with their man and 
power on the suit land on-15/11/02 and made attempt to disposes the plaintiffs and proforma 
defendants from the suit land. Hence it is presumed that suit A schedule land is entire suit 
property.  
Articles 58 of Limitation Acts attracts where any declaration is sought for. The period of 
limitation is 3 years and it begins to learn when the right to sue accrues. In this case in hand  it 
already appears from the discussion and decision of issue no-1&3 that earlier plaintiffs filed one 
suit against the present defendants in respect of same subject matter and said suit was instituted 
in the year 1986 vide T.S No-247/86 and said suit was dismissed on contest. That proves the fact 
that plaintiffs was have constructive notice or knowledge of fact that sale deeds as alleged 
executed in the year 1996, 1975 and 1979 in favor of defendant's in several times. PW-1 in his 
cross-examination categorically deposed that ---''by this suit he want to cancel  two sale deeds 
the said two sale deed are of the year 1966 and 1975. According to the plaint I came to know 
about these two deeds twenty years ago. I don't know in which year I have filed this suit. Ext-1 
is the certified copy of sale deed and certified copy of said deed was obtained on-2/4/86, Ext-2 
is the certified copy of sale deed which I obtain on-2/8/86.” 
The testimony of PW-1 clears the fact that plaintiffs was have sufficient knowledge about the fact 
of sale deed in the year 1986 and now in the year 2003 after a long gap plaintiffs prayed 
cancellation of those sale deed by filling instant suit. That indicate this suit is clearly barred 
under law of limitation. More also plaintiffs in T.S No-247/86 prayed cancellation of sale no-
1639 and again in the instant suit plaintiffs prayed cancellation of that said sale deed along with 
other two deeds. In respect of prayer of cancellation of sale deeds Article-59 of Limitation Act 
will be applicable and period of limitation will be 3 years from the date of accrue knowledge 
about those deeds. It already appears and proved before this court that plaintiffs acquired their 
knowledge about all the three deeds above in the year 1986 when PW-1 collected the certified 
copies of Ext-1&2 and sale deed no-1639 at the time of T.S No-247/86. Admittedly this suit is 
filed by plaintiffs after 17 years from accrual of knowledge of those sale deeds. That indicates 
this suit is barred under law of limitation.  
Therefore in the light of all the above discussion I am of considered opinion that plaintiffs suit is 
barred by law of limitation. Hence this issue is answered in negative and against the plaintiffs.  
10.  ISSUE NO-7&8 :- Whether the registered sale deed no-1639/66 dated-16/11/66, deed no-
1731/75 dated-23/1/75 and registered sale deed no-837/66 dated-27/6/99 are illegal and liable 
to be canceled & Whether plaintiffs have right, title, interest over suit land:- 
Both the issues above are co-relates and same in nature, that is why both issues are taken 
together for discussion. It has already appears before this court at the time of deciding issue no-
1&3 that plaintiffs in T.S No-247/86 prayed cancellation of sale deed no-1639/66 dated-16/11/66 
and that prayer of plaintiff was dismissed and said judgment pronounced by my predecessor is 
still in force and plaintiffs side till date failed to submit any contrary finding  
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against such judgment. So, whether sale deed no-1639/66 is illegal or liable to be canceled 
question of deciding that facts does not arise. Plaintiff filed this suit claiming declaration of their 
right, title, interest over the suit land as described in C schedule of plaint contending that 
original owner of suit A schedule land was Late Rahamatullah Dewani who dies 50 years back 
leaving behind Abdul Jobbar Sarkar, Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul 
Jalil Sarkar, Isabuddin Sarkar and Nayan Ali. That after death of said seven sons of 
Rahamutullah Dewani the plaintiffs and proforma defendant's no-1 to 19 posessing suit A 
schedule. That suit A schedule land is 53 B and each sons of late Rahamutallah Dewani got 7B 
2K 17 ½ L of land and during their life time Abdul Jobbar Sarkar and Nayan Ali sold out 10B 
and 8B of land respectively in excess of their share from A schedule land to Habibor Rahaman 
and others and said land described in B schedule of plaint. That remaining five brothers namely 
Abdul Latif Sarkar, Basir Sarkar, Joynal Abedin, Abdul Jalil Sarkar and Isabuddin Sarkar got 
each 7B each from remaining 35 B of land. That as per Muslim Law of inheritance plaintiffs and 
proforma defendants got C schedule land and they jointly got 5B of suit land and share of 
plaintiff no-1 is 1B-3K-6 2/3 L of land. That plaintiff no-2&3 got 2B and 1B of land respectively 
and plaintiff no-4&5 got 3B-1K-13 1/3L of land  and plaintiff no-6&7 got 1B-1K- 16 4/11 L of 
land. That plaintiffs and proforma defendants have got their right, title, interest and possession 
over C schedule land, out of which plaintiff are entitled to get 9B-1K- 16 12/33L of land. That 
defendant's having no right, title, interest over suit land all of  sudden along with their man and 
power on the suit land on-15/11/02 and made attempt to disposes the plaintiffs and proforma 
defendants from the suit land. That on inquiry plaintiffs discovered that sale deed no-1639/66, 
1731/75, 837/66 was executed in favor of the defendants on some portion of the suit land with 
out knowledge of plaintiffs that neither the plaintiff nor the proforma defendants having on the 
suit land executed any sale deed in the favor of the defendants.  
The plaintiffs in earlier suit vide No-247/86 also claimed same thing under the same above 
pleadings. But the prayer of plaintiffs along with their suit was dismissed my predecessor vide its 
judgment dated-10/10/2001 and said judgment still in force and plaintiff side failed to prove 
anything before this court showing the fact that said judgment is set aside in  any higher forum 
and even said judgment not challenged by the plaintiffs in any higher forum. So, question further 
declaration of right, title, interest of plaintiffs and proforma defendants over the suit land does 
not arise. The documentary evidences exhibited by the defendants side in this suit clearly 
revealed that name of all the defendant's recorded over suit khatian vide Ext-F and plaintiffs side 
not pleaded anything against those recoding of the names of defendants over settlement records. 
Rather PW-3 in his cross-examination admitted the fact that 18B of land purchased by Habibor 
Rahaman through two sale deeds and Mozammel Haque is the father Habibor Rahaman. Ext-1 is 
the sale deed stands in the name of Mozammel Haque and Ext-2 is  in the name of Piar Ali. PW-
1 further deposes that Mantu Miah purchase land but he don't know from whom Mantu Miah  
purcahse land. The plaintiffs of this suit failed to prove the fact as to why the sale deed no-
1639/66, 1731/75, 837/66 are illegal and liable to be canceled. The plaintiffs side even failed to 
prove their exclusive title over suit C schedule land.  
As per Ext-F, which has not been challenged by the plaintiffs side  clearly reveals before this 
court new Khatiandar Mozammel Haque purchased 7B -3K; new khtaindar no-5 Habibor 
Rahaman got 8B share, New Katiandar no-6 Mantu Miah got 2B share and khatiandar no-8 
Piayar Ali got 7B-3K-4 and later on the share of Piayer Ali SK khatiandar no-8 was replaced by 
Khatiandar no-9 Chinu Ram and Khatiandar No-10 Ghinu Ram with respect to 7B-4K-4L of 
land. Hence total sale is 25B 2K-4L and entire sale is from the share of Abdul Jobbar Sarkar 
and Basiruddin Sarkar both son of Rahamatullah Dewani, hence their must have share of 
original khatiandar unsold 27B-2K-16L, wherein their must have share of original khatiandar 
Lutfan Nessa Bibi, but plaintiffs in this suit claimed to have possessed their share 35B of land 
which is not tenable. The plaintiffs side in this suit not clarify the fact about the share of 
khatiandar Lutfan Bibi.  
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Therefore in the light of all the above discussion and in view of discussion and decision made in 
issue no-1&3, plaintiffs side failed to prove their right, title, interest over entire C schedule land. 
Plaintiffs side further failed to prove the fact that sale deeds no--1639/66, 1731/75, 837/66 are 
illegal. Hence both issues above are answered in negative and against the plaintiffs.  
11. ISSUE NO-9&10:-RELIEFS 
   Both the issues above are co-relates and same in nature, that is why both 
issues are taken together for discussion and decision. In the light of discussion and decision 
made in all the foregoing issues plaintiffs are not entitled to get partition of suit land and 
another reliefs as prayed for. Hence both issues above are answered in negative and against the 
plaintiffs.  
              ORDER 
 
12. In the result plaintiff suit is dismissed on contest with cost. 
13.  Prepare a decree accordingly.  
14.  Judgment is pronounced and delivered in open court under the hand seal of this court on   
12th day of March , 2014. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   MUNSIFF NO-1 

                  Dhubri  
    
 
                                                       APPENDIX 
 
 

1. PLAINTIFFS WITNESSES           PW- 1 Nalu Bepari 
                                                                       PW-3 Ribadul Hoque 
      PW-4 Nur Islam SK 
      PW-5 M.H Mondal 
      PW-6 Dulal Chandra Das 
      PW-7 Soni Pegu 
                                                             

2. DEFENDANTS WITNESSES:-     DW-1 Habibur Rahaman 
         

3. PLAINTIFFS EXHIBITS    : -                  Ext-1 to 2 C.C of sale deeds 
      Ext-3,4,5,6 are rent receipts 
       

4. DEFENDANTS EXHIBITED: -         Ext-A Judgment and Decree of T.S No-247/86 
                                                            Ext-B &C Draft Patta 
                                                          Ext-D&E Revenue receipt 
                                                        Ext-F Certified copy of Khatian no-421 

 
 
 MUNSIFF NO-1 
                                                                                                           Dhubri 


