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Title Suit No. 21 of 2013 
Plaintiff       : Smt. Mira Nandi Dutta 
Defendants  : Sri Bijoy Nandi and others 

 
FORM NO.(J) 2 

 
Heading of Judgment in original suit/case 

 
 

                 In the Court of Civil Judge, Tinsukia 
 
 
Present  :- Smti N.A Ahmed 
 
 
 

Title Suit No.21 of 2013 
   Wednesday, 24th January, 2018 

  
 
Smt. Mira Nandi Dutta……………..........................Plaintiff 

 
 
 
                              -Vs- 

 
1) Sri Bijoy Nandi, 
2) Sri Bipul Nandi, 
3) Sri Pranab Nandi, 
4) Sri Prabir Nandi……….…………………………..Defendants 
5) Smt. Anjali Nandi Bhowal, 
6) Smt. Sabita Nandi Das, 
7) Smt. Chandana Nandi Dutta……..Proforma defendants 
 

This suit/case coming on for final hearing on 17.01.2018 in the 

presence of : 

 
 Sri Bhaskar Dutta, Advocate for the Plaintiff; and 
 

Sri Naresh Prasad, Advocate for the defendants 
 

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

J U D G M E N T 
 

1. The plaintiff has instituted this suit for declaration, partition, possession 

along with cost and other reliefs.  
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2. The case of the plaintiff in brief as narrated in the plaint is that Sri 

Bhupendra Ch. Nandi (since deceased) was the absolute lawful owner and in 

possession of the plot of land measuring 0 bigha 2 kathas 5 lessas covered by 

Dag No.1510, P.P. No.47 situated at Rangagora Road together with the residential 

building and commercial premises standing thereon, which is hereinafter referred 

to as suit property. Sri Bhupendra Ch. Nandi (since deceased) on his death on 

13.11.1991 had left behind Smt. Kanak Prabha Nandi (since deceased), the 

plaintiff, the defendants and proforma defendants as his legal heirs and 

successors who are the class-I legal heirs of Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi and thus 

the plaintiff, defendants and the proforma defendants became the joint owners of 

the suit property in equal share and each entitled to 1/8th share by right of 

inheritance. The case of the plaintiff is that the buildings on the suit land were 

constructed by her father and let out to different persons for commercial purpose 

and after death of her father, the defendant Nos.1, 2, 3 and 4 got their names 

mutated in respect of the suit land by concealing the existence of the daughters 

i.e., the plaintiff and the proforma defendant Nos.5, 6 and 7. The plaintiff on 

several occasions approached the defendants for her 1/8th share and when they 

did not pay any heed, she filed a revenue appeal being Revenue Appeal No.6 of 

2011 before the Deputy Commissioner, Tinsukia on 17.11.2011 against the 

mutation order and on receipt of the Notice of the said case, the defendants on 

17.08.2012 approached the plaintiff and told that the matter shall be settled 

amicably and all the daughters shall get their due shares and accordingly the 

plaintiff refrained from dragging the appeal proceeding. On 20.05.2013 when the 

plaintiff asked the defendants for partition of the suit property, they denied the 

same and threatened her with dire consequences in case they claim any share in 

the suit property. The defendants also threatened to alienate the suit property. 

Hence, the suit has been filed for declaration that the plaintiff is the legal heir of 

Bhupendra Ch. Nandi (since deceased) and entitled to inherit the properties 

standing in the name of her deceased father, declaration of plaintiffs right, title, 

interest and possession of her 1/8th share of the suit property by way of partition 

alongwith other reliefs.  
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3.  The defendants contested the suit by filing written statement taking the 

pleas that the suit is not maintainable, that the plaintiff has no right to sue, that 

the suit is hit by the provision of Law of Limitation, that there is no cause of 

action for the suit, that the suit is bad under the provision of Assam Land and 

Revenue Regulation, 1886. The ownership of Late Bhupen Ch. Nandi in respect of 

the land and an Assam Type Residential House standing thereon has been 

admitted. It has also been admitted that the plaintiff along with the defendants 

and proforma defendants are the Class-I legal heirs of Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi. 

The filing of the Revenue Appeal No.6 of 2011 by the plaintiff has been admitted. 

The case of the plaintiff that after the death of Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi, the 

plaintiff along with the defendants and the proforma defendants and their mother 

became the joint owners in equal share has been denied. It has also been denied 

that the defendants got their names mutated in respect of the suit land by 

concealing the existence of their sisters. The case of the plaintiff that on 

17.08.2012 the defendants approached her and assured to settle the matter 

amicably has been denied. The contention of the defendants is that Late 

Bhupendra Ch. Nandi never owned the residential building and the commercial 

premises standing on the suit land. Their contention is that the plaintiff has 

instituted a false, fabricated, concocted and vexatious suit and as such, the suit is 

liable to be dismissed.  

 

4. Along with the written statement, the defendants also filed their counter 

claim contending that during the life time of Dr. Bhupen Ch. Nandi (since 

deceased) and his wife Late Kanak Prabha Nandi, on 14.08.1991 they had called 

all their children in his house and in presence of the plaintiff, the defendants and 

proforma defendants and their respective husbands and wives and in presence of 

some of their close relatives and friends had expressed their last WILL and desire 

openly to avoid all disputes in anticipation concerning inheritance of their estate. 

By their last WILL and desire, they had disinherited all their married daughters 

from inheriting the land and house and bequeathed the land and house to all 

their four sons on the context that all their married daughters had been given  
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plentiful gifts at the time of their marriage with the financial assistance of his 

sons and their husbands are also well established. That Late Dr. B.C Nandi and 

his wife had openly asked their children whether their last WILL and desire is 

required to be reduced into writing, but all of them including the plaintiff and 

proforma defendants unanimously and unitedly had expressed that no written 

WILL is required and as such, no written WILL was executed by them. The case 

of the defendants is that as per the last WILL and desire of their parents the 

defendants have applied for mutation of their names in the revenue records and 

accordingly their names had been recorded and thereafter in the first part of the 

year 1997, the defendants decided to build a multi storied RCC building on their 

landed property both for residential as well as commercial purpose and for the 

said purpose they obtained necessary construction permission on 18.08.1997. 

Thereafter the defendants dismantled their old Assam Type House and built up a 

multi storied RCC residential cum commercial building on the said plot of land at 

their own cost and expenses and thereafter got their names mutated in the 

Municipal records and their building is recorded in Holding No.2033 of Ward No.9 

of Tinsukia Municipal Board, Tinsukia. That the defendants after completion of 

the building have let out the shops to different tenants and are in occupation of 

the residential part of the building with their respective family members. The case 

of the defendant is that they have acquired the ownership over and in respect of 

the land left by Late Dr. B.C. Nandi and their names have been mutated and 

corrected in the revenue records and they have constructed the multi storied RCC 

residential cum commercial building over the said plot of land at their own cost 

and expenses around Rs.35 lakhs and they are absolute lawful owners thereof 

and the plaintiff has no right, title, interest and possession over and in respect of 

the said land and building and has no manner of right to claim for partition. 

Accordingly, prays for dismissal of the suit of the plaintiff and for declaration that 

they at their own cost and expenses have constructed the multi storied RCC 

residential cum commercial building, for declaration that the defendants are the 

lawful owners of the suit property, for declaration that the plaintiff and all persons  
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claiming through her has no right to interfere and intervene the peaceful 

possession and occupation of the defendants over and in respect of the suit 

property along with the relief of permanent injunction and other reliefs.  

  

5. The plaintiff filed their written statement against the counter claim of the 

defendants stating that the counter claim is not maintainable and also denying 

the case of the defendants that on 14.08.1991 their parents in presence of all 

their children and in presence of their close relatives and friends had expressed 

their last WILL and desire whereby they had disinherited all their married 

daughters from inheriting their land and house and bequeathed the land and 

house to all the four sons and that the same has been accepted by the plaintiff 

and the other daughters. The contention of the plaintiff is that the claim of the 

alleged oral WILL and desire of the parents is nothing but a fanciful story. The 

contention of the plaintiff is that after the death of their parents, she along with 

the defendants and the proforma defendants became the joint owners of the suit 

land and house by right of inheritance and succession having joint and equal 

right, title and interest over the same. That the defendants have no right and 

authority to make the RCC building on the entire suit land and as such, the 

constructions made by the defendants is illegal and such constructions does not 

confer upon them any right, title and interest over the respective shares of the 

plaintiff and the proforma defendants. The contention of the plaintiff is that the 

defendants without partitioning the suit land as well as without taking any 

permission or consent from the plaintiff and the proforma defendants constructed 

the RCC building and used the same for their own enjoyment and benefit by 

depriving the other co-owners from their legitimate claim and enjoyment, making 

liable the defendants to compensate the other co-owners by apportionment of 

rental income of commercial building and value of illegal occupation of the 

defendants over and in respect of the shares of other co-owners. Accordingly, 

prays for dismissal of the counter claim.  

 

6. The defendants have filed their amended written statement cum counter 

claim contending that the total area of the suit property/land is 0 bigha 2 kathas  
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5 lessas and the said suit property falls within medium density and category of 

land is second class trade centre. That the Assam Notified Urban Areas Building 

Rules 2014 provides for regulation of commercial building and as per Regulation 

67(1), the minimum Plot size for commercial area should be 1797.57 sq. ft. and 

the minimum wide should be 7.5 meter i.e., 24.60 sq. ft. That the share if any 

liable to be partitioned i.e., 1/8th share in the total suit property shall not be 

capable of partition due to the aforesaid rules. Against the amended written 

statement cum counter claim, the plaintiff filed her written statement admitting 

the building rules 2014, but she has specifically and categorically denied that the 

suit property is incapable to be partitioned due to the building rules.  

 

7. The proforma defendant No.6 filed her written statement admitting the 

contents of the plaint and praying to pass the Judgment and Decree in favour of 

the plaintiff.  

 

8.  Upon the pleadings of the parties, my Ld. Predecessor in office framed 

the following issues:- 

1. Whether this suit and counter claim are maintainable in law and 

in the present form? 

2. Whether the mutation over the suit land of the defendant Nos.1 

to 4 is illegal? 

3. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to 1/8th share over the suit land 

and RCC building over the suit land? 

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the 1/8th share of rents and 

profits collected by the defendants from the commercial rented 

premises since death of their father Late Bhupendra Chandra 

Nandi? 

5. Whether the defendants constructed the multi storied RCC 

building over the suit land at their own costs and the defendants 

are the lawful owner of the suit property? 

6. Whether the plaintiff and the defendants are entitled to the 

relief/reliefs as prayed for? 
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ADDITIONAL ISSUES- 

1. Whether the share of the plaintiff i.e., 1/8th share of suit land is 

capable to be partitioned as per Assam Notified Urban Areas (other 

than Guwahati) Building Rules, 2014 ? 

 

9.  Plaintiff examined four(4) witnesses on her behalf. However evidence of 

PW2 was expunged as she did not present herself to face cross-examination. The 

plaintiff side tendered seven(7) nos. of documents as evidence. The defendant 

side examined one(1) witness and exhibited seven(7) nos.of documents. Heard 

argument advanced by the learned counsels of both the sides.  

  

DISCUSSIONS, DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF 

 

Issue No.1- Whether this suit and counter claim are maintainable in law 

and in the present form? 

10.  The defendants in their written statement contended that the suit is not 

maintainable in law, in fact and in its present form. The plaintiff in her written 

statement against the counter claim contended that the counter claim is not 

maintainable in law and in fact. But neither the plaintiff nor the defendants gave 

any reason as to how and in what manner the suit and the counter claim is not 

maintainable. I also find nothing in the record to hold that the suit of the plaintiff 

and the counter claim of the defendants is not maintainable. It is accordingly held 

that the suit and the counter claim are maintainable in law and in the present 

form.  

 Decision:- The suit and the counter claim are maintainable in law and in 

the present form. This issue is accordingly decided in the affirmative in favour of 

the plaintiff.   

 

Issue No.2- Whether the mutation over the suit land of the defendant 

Nos.1 to 4 is illegal? 
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Issue No.3- Whether the plaintiff is entitled to 1/8th share over the suit 

land and RCC building over the suit land? 

The two issues being inter-related are taken up together for discussion. 

11.   It is not in dispute that the plaintiff, defendants and the proforma 

defendants are the surviving legal heirs of Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi who was 

the absolute lawful owner of the plot of land measuring about 0 bigha 2 katha 5 

lessas covered by Dag No.1510 of P.P. No.979 situated at Rangagora Road, 

Tinsukia town. The case of the plaintiff is that their father Late Bhupendra Ch. 

Nandi was the owner of the aforesaid land together with the building (residential) 

and commercial premises standing thereon. The further case of the plaintiff is 

that their father constructed the buildings from his own accord by investing huge 

amount. The case of the defendants on the otherhand is that their father Late 

Bhupendra Ch. Nandi was the owner of the land and an Assam Type residential 

house which stood upon the said land. The contention of the defendants is that 

the RCC residential cum commercial building had been constructed on the said 

plot of land at their own cost and expenses after obtaining due permission from 

the Tinsukia Development Authority. The plaintiff subsequently in their written 

statement against the counter claim admitted that the defendants obtained the 

construction permission in their names and raised the RCC building on the suit 

land by dismantling the old house. The contention of the plaintiff however as 

raised in the written statement against the counter claim is that the construction 

permission was obtained by the defendants without taking any prior permission 

or consent from them and that the defendants have no right and authority to 

make the RCC building on the entire suit land.  

 

12. The plaintiff as PW1 during her cross-examination stated that at the time 

of death of her father, the suit house was an Assam type house. That five rooms 

of the said house were given on rent to different shop keepers and same were 

situated infront of the house. That her father expired on 26.11.1991 and her 

mother expired on 17.06.1999. That during the life time of her mother, the said 

five rooms were dismantled and the part of the house used for residence 

remained in existence. That during the dismantling of the said shops, they the  
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sisters raised objection when their brothers assured to give them their share after 

construction. During her further cross, PW1 stated that at the time of 

construction, they did not raise any objection before the TDA as their brothers 

assured to provide them their share after the construction. PW1 during her cross 

stated that in the petition of Misc(J) case No.1 of 2015 arising out of the instant 

suit, she stated that the defendants have constructed the RCC building over the 

suit land. DW1 Sri Prabir Kumar Nandi during cross stated that they did not 

obtain any written consent from their mother and four sisters before demolishing 

the Assam type house. That after demolishing the Assam type house, they have 

constructed a residential building having three stories and also constructed a 

commercial building facing Rangagora Road.  

 

13. The mutation of the name of the defendants in the land records in respect 

of the suit land is an admitted fact. It is also not in dispute that the plaintiff filed 

an appeal before the Deputy Commissioner, Tinsukia bearing Revenue Appeal 

No.6 of 2011 against the Mutation Order passed in favour of the defendants in 

the Mutation Case No.79 of 1995-1996. The case of the plaintiff is that after the 

filing of the Revenue Appeal, the defendants approached her and requested her 

to settle the matter amicably and also agreed to give the share to all the 

daughters of Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi and as such, they agreed not to continue 

with the appeal. The case record of the Revenue Appeal No.6 of 2011 has been 

exhibited as Ext.7 and the same reveals that it was filed on 21.12.2011 and the 

same still pending for disposal. The plea raised by the defendant is that their 

parents i.e., Late Bhupendra Ch. Nandi and Late Kanak Prabha Nandi during their 

life time on 14.08.1991 in presence of all their children and other close family 

members expressed their Will and desire to bequeath the land and the house to 

all their four sons and by the said last Will and desire, they had disinherited all 

their married daughters from inheriting the land and house. The said plea of the 

oral WILL has been denied by the plaintiff in toto. DW1 Sri Prabir Nandi during 

cross stated that in respect of the said land and building no probate had been 

obtained by them and their mother during her life time and their sisters did not  
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execute any registered instrument to transfer the said land in their favour. That 

their parents at the time of their death did not leave behind any testamentary or 

non-testamentary instrument relating to the said land and the house. DW1 during 

cross stated that the claim of oral WILL was taken by them for the first time 

while filing their defence in the instant suit on 01.07.2014. That they did not file 

any probate application with regard to the said WILL. DW1 during cross stated 

that the land was mutated in the name of their four brothers on 26.09.1995 by 

excluding the name of their mother and four sisters. That before applying the 

mutation, they did not obtain any legal heir certificate from the competent 

authority to substantiate the fact that they are the only legal heirs of their Late 

father Bhupendra Ch. Nandi. That at the time of applying for mutation, they four 

brothers made a declaration that their father left behind him their four brothers 

as his legal heirs and successors, but they did not submit any document 

regarding their legal heirship. That at the time of applying for mutation, their 

mother and their four sisters were alive. That the declaration so made before the 

Circle Officer that their father had left behind only their four brothers as his legal 

heir and successor is a false declaration.  

 

14. What transpires from the aforesaid discussion is that during the lifetime of 

their mother (since deceased) and their four sisters, the defendants mutated 

their name in respect of the land left behind by their father by making a false 

declaration before the Circle Officer. The plea of the oral WILL as discussed also 

could not be proved by the defendants either by way of oral or documentary 

evidence. It is accordingly held that the mutation of the names of defendant 

Nos.1 to 4 in respect of the suit land is illegal. It is also held that the plaintiff is 

entitled to one-eight share over the suit land. From the discussion already made, 

it is revealed that the plaintiff has admitted that the existing building on the suit 

land has been constructed by the defendants. The case of the defendants is that 

they had constructed the said building at their own cost and expenses amounting 

to Rs.35 lakhs. PW1 during cross stated that they did not contribute financially 

for the said construction as their brothers told that the constructions had been  

 

 



 11 

Title Suit No. 21 of 2013 
Plaintiff       : Smt. Mira Nandi Dutta 
Defendants  : Sri Bijoy Nandi and others 

 

done with the money received in Salami from the shop keepers. However, the 

same is not the pleaded case of the plaintiff and hence cannot be considered. 

During cross of DW1, it was elicited from him that they did not produce and 

submit any statement of account and the Income Tax Return to substantiate their 

investment for the purpose of construction of the building. However in the 

absence of any pleading of the plaintiff to the effect that the construction on the 

suit land had been done with the Salami received from the shopkeepers and in 

view of her admission that the building on the suit land had been constructed by 

their brothers, it can be concluded that the defendants had constructed the 

building on the suit land with their own cost and expenses. Moreover, as stated 

by plaintiff during her cross that they did not raise any objection before the TDA 

at the time of construction. During the cross-examination of DW1, the plaintiff 

has also not disputed the solvency of the defendants or their capacity to spend 

money. It thus can be held that the defendants have constructed the building on 

the suit land. However, the question that falls for consideration is whether the 

defendants can claim in law to have become the absolute owner of the suit 

property only on the basis that they have constructed the building at their own 

costs and expenses. In my considered opinion, the defendants cannot claim to 

have become the absolute owner of the suit property. It would in that case be a 

case of unilateral improvement of the property by co-owner. The defendants in 

such a case, at the best have a claim for contribution from the other co-owners, 

but they cannot claim to have become absolute owner of the property. It is thus 

held that the plaintiff is also entitled to her one-eight share over the RCC building 

standing over the suit land. The plea on the part of the defendants that the suit 

property is incapable of being partitioned is a matter to be considered at the time 

of passing final decree. In the light of the discussion so made, it is held that the 

mutation over the suit land of the defendant Nos.1 to 4 is illegal. It is also held 

that the plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share over the suit land and the RCC 

building over the suit land.  

Decision:- The mutation over the suit land of the defendant Nos.1 to 4 is 

illegal. It is also held that the plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share over the suit  
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land and the RCC building over the suit land. The said two Issues accordingly 

decided in favour of the plaintiff.  

 

Issue No.4- Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the 1/8th share of rents 

and profits collected by the defendants from the commercial rented 

premises since death of their father Late Bhupendra Chandra Nandi? 

15. It is not in dispute that the building on the suit land is a residential cum 

commercial building. It is not in dispute that the commercial building have been 

rented out to various shopkeepers. It has already been discussed and held that 

the building on the suit land had been constructed by the defendants, but they 

cannot claim to be the absolute owner thereof as the construction had been done 

on the land of which the plaintiff along with the proforma defendants are also the 

owners. It is thus held that the plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share of the rents 

and profits collected by the defendants from the commercial rented premises 

constructed by them till the partition of the suit property.  

 Decision:- The plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share of the rents and 

profits collected by the defendants from the commercial rented premises 

constructed by them till the partition of the suit property. The said Issue is 

accordingly decided in the affirmative in favour of the plaintiff. 

 

Issue No.5- Whether the defendants constructed the multi storied RCC 

building over the suit land at their own costs and the defendants are 

the lawful owner of the suit property? 

16. It has already been discussed and held that the multistoried RCC building 

on the suit land had been constructed by the defendants at their own cost, but 

the defendants cannot claim themselves to be the lawful owners of the suit 

property.  

 Decision:- The defendants constructed the multi storied RCC building at 

their own costs. The defendants cannot claim themselves to be the lawful owners 

of the suit property. The said Issue is accordingly decided partly in favour of the 

defendants.  
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Issue No.6- Whether the plaintiff and the defendants are entitled to the 

relief/reliefs as prayed for? 

17. In view of the discussion and decision aforesaid made, it is held that the 

plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share over the suit land and the building both 

residential as well as commercial standing thereon. The plaintiff is entitled to 

one-eight share of the rents and profits collected by the defendants from the 

commercial rented premises constructed by them till the partition of the suit 

property. The plaintiff is also entitled to the costs of the suit. The defendants are 

entitled to the declaration that they had constructed the multi-storied building on 

the suit land at their own costs and expenses. 

Decision- The said issue accordingly decided in favour of the plaintiff and 

partly in favour of the defendants. 

 

Addl. Issue- Whether the share of the plaintiff i.e., 1/8th share of suit 

land is capable to be partitioned as per Assam Notified Urban Areas 

(other than Guwahati) Building Rules, 2014 ? 

18. Whether the suit property is capable of being partitioned or not is a 

matter to be considered at the time of passing the final decree. The said issue is 

accordingly decided. 

 

     O R D E R  

19.   In the light of the discussion aforesaid made and decisions reached in the 

foregoing issues, the suit of the plaintiff is decreed on contest with cost. The 

counter-claim of the defendants is also partly decreed. The plaintiff is entitled to 

the following declarations- 

i) Plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share over the suit land and the building 

both residential as well as commercial standing thereon.  

ii) The plaintiff is entitled to one-eight share of the rents and profits 

collected by the defendants from the commercial rented premises constructed by 

them till partition of the suit property is effected.  

iii) The mutation order dated 26.09.1995 passed in Mutation case no.79 of 

1995-96 in favour of defendant nos.1,2,3 and 4 is void, illegal and inoperative in 
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law 

iv) The plaintiff is also entitled to the cost of the suit. 

 

20. The defendants are entitled to the declaration that they constructed the 

multi-storied building on the suit land at their own costs and expenses. 

 

21. Prepare preliminary decree accordingly.  

 

22. Issue precept to the Deputy Collector, Tinsukia to effect partition of the 

suit property comprising the land and buildings in terms of the preliminary decree 

and submit compliance report thereof. 

 

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 24th day of January, 

2018. 

 

Dictated and corrected by me. 
 
 
       (N.A Ahmed)             (N.A Ahmed) 
  Civil Judge, Tinsukia            Civil Judge, Tinsukia 
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A P P E N D I X 
 

 PLAINTIFF EXHIBITS- 
 

Ext.1- Summon in name of Circle officer,Tinsukia 

Revenue Circle 

Ext.2- Authority letter 

Ext.3- Copy of Chitha 

Ext.4- Jamabondi copy 

Ext.5- Authority letter 

Ext.6- Table of contents of case record of Revenue 

Appeal no.6 of 2011 

Ext.7- Case record of Revenue Appeal no.06 of 2011 

 

 DEFENDANT EXHIBITS:-  

    Ext.A- Record of Misc(J) C/no.1 of 2015 

    Ext.B- Plaint 

    Ext.C- Revenue Paying Receipts 

Ext.D- Certified copy of mutation order passed in   

Mutation case no.79 of 1995-96. 

Ext.E- Handwritten jamabondi of PP no.979 

Ext.F- Municipal Tax Paying Receipts 

Ext.G- Building construction permission of TDA 

 

 PLAINTIFF WITNESS:- 

    PW1- Smt. Mira Dutta Nani 

    PW3- Sri Tarun Phukan 

    PW4- Smti Sewali Neog 

   

 DEFENDANT WITNESS:- 

    DW1 Sri Prabir Nandi 

 

         Civil Judge 
                    Tinsukia 
 
 

     


