
Title Suit No.- 26 of 2006

HIGH COURT FORM NO. J (2) HEADING OF JUDGEMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT 

PRESENT : -  Smt. Saraswati Johori Padun, LLM, AJS.

Munsiff No-1, Tinsukia

On this 10th  day of January, 2018

               Title Suit No- 26 of 2006

    Md. Isa (deceased) 

Represented by :           1. Md Majid

    2. Md. Basit

    3. Tahira Fatma

    4. Safika Fatma

    5. Abida Fatma

    6. Wahida Begum

    7. Ismat Jahan (being minor rep. by Wahida Begum)

…………………Plaintiffs

          Vs.

    Md. Abul Basar (deceased)

Represented by :           1. Mst. Khari Begum

    2. Md. Maha Alom

    3. Mst. Noor Alom @ Noori

    4. Mst. Saira

……………..Defendant

This suit/case coming on for final hearing on …........... in the presence of :

Mr. B. Dutta, Advocate for the Plaintiff and

Mr. P. Deb, Advocate for the Defendants

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

1



Title Suit No.- 26 of 2006

J U D G M E N T

1. This suit was instituted in the year 1995 and numbered as T.S. no. 06

of 1995. Later on the suit was renumbered as T.S. 26 of 2006.. This suit

was originally instituted by Md Moosa and Md. Isa against Md Abul

Basar for recovery of khas possession of suit premises by recovering

arrears of rent and compensation. During the pendency of the suit the

first  Plaintiff Md. Moosa died and as no step was taken for substitution

of his legal heir, suit was abated against him and his name struck off

from the Plaint after a lapse of ninety days period of limitation vide

order dated 22.01.2015 by my Ld. Predecessor in Office. Md. Isa also

died and the names of his legal heirs were substituted in his place.The

Defendant Abul Basal also died during the pendency of this suit and

the case proceeded after substituting his legal heirs. This suit is now

between the legal heirs of the parties.

2. Plaintiffs’ Case in brief:

The Plaintiffs’ case in brief is that the plaintiff possesses and owns

various properties in and outside of Tinsukia Town including the plots of

land under Dag Nos. 1028 & 1032 of PP No. 18, Dag Nos. 1033 & 1035

of PP No. 422, Dag Nos. 1036, 1037, 1038 1068, 1069, 1073, 1076,

1077 and also 1080 under PP No. 153 as shown in the Survey Map of

1933, 6th of Tinsukia Town, and it was then within Rungagora Mouza of

Lakhimpur District  and after  creation of  Tinsukia District  it  is  under

Tinsukia Town Mouza and many houses stands on these plots of land

which are let out to different tenants under the plaintiffs.

The defendant came into occupation of the suit premises described

in the schedule in the month of September, 1976 as a monthly tenant

initially at the monthly rent of Rs. 15/- according to English Calendar

month  only  for  one  room,  payable  immediately  on  expiry  of  each

English  Calendar  month  but  not  later  than  1st seven  days  of  each

succeeding month for which the rent falls due. The defendant executed
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an Ekrarnama on 08.09.1976 in favour of the plaintiffs agreeing inter

alia to pay the monthly rent regularly, not to sub-let the premises to

any other person or persons and/or not to part with the possession of

the premises to any third party without the prior written consent of the

plaintiffs,  not  to  make  any  addition,  alteration,  constructions,

reconstructions in the suit  premises to deliver the vacant  and khas

possession  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiffs  whenever  he  would  be

asked to do so and/or whenever the defendant shall  be liable to be

evicted from the suit premises due to violation of any terms of tenancy

by him. 

The  defendant  initially  taken  on  monthly  lease  only  one  room

measuring 15' X 12' with common tube-well etc. at a monthly rent of

Rs. 15/- which is subsequently enhanced to Rs. 500/- as the defendant

took  on  lease  some  more  houses  i.e.  6  houses  for  the  use  and

occupation  of  himself  and  his  family  on  the  earlier  terms  and

conditions as agreed by the defendant.  The defendant is very much

irregular in respect of payment of monthly rent and have failed and

neglected to make payment of the rent on and from the month of April,

1990  in  spite  of  repeated  demands  by  the  plaintiffs,  their  agents,

employees,  made on various date. Thus the defendant has become

heavy defaulter in respect of payment of the monthly rent and is liable

to be evicted from the suit premises.  The defendant from the month of

February, 1992 has let out some rooms to some other persons for his

wrongful gain without the consent of the plaintiffs violating the terms

of tenancy. 

The defendant made some changes in the suit premises by raising

partition  wall  and  thus  created  more  rooms  for  which  the  basic

description of the suit  premises have been changed. The defendant

has caused substantial damages to the suit premises by his rough and

negligent use of the same.  The plaintiff's avers that the suit premises

is  bonafide requires  by  them for  construction  of  the  buildings.  The
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defendant has violated the terms of tenancy - (I) by not paying the

monthly rent from the month of April, 1990 till date; (II) by sub-letting

the rooms to the different persons without the consent of the plaintiffs

for his wrongful gain and (III) by making alteration in the suit premises

and as such the defendant rendered himself liable to be evicted from

the suit premises. 

3. Defendant's case in brief:

The  Defendants in their written statement denied all the allegation

made by the plaintiff and amongst other things submitted that the suit

is  hit  by the principles laid down under the Assam Non-Agricultural

Urban Areas Tenancy Act.

The defendant further submits that originally one Basa Mia took the

land measuring more or less 3 Kathas 3 Lessas under Dag No. 2673

and PP No. 33  situated at Dhekiajuri Masjid Patti, Tinsukia Town, which

is bounded by: - on the North – Najir Ahmed, on the South- Road, on

the East- Swapan Roy and on the West- Nalani Das, on yearly lease

from Md. Ibrahim before 50 years at the lease rent of Rs. 5/- per year

and thereafter constructed houses at his own cost with due consent

and knowledge of said Md. Ibrahim after developing the land by filling

earth and out of which some houses were used by him as his residence

and  some  house  let  out  to  different  persons  on  rent.  The

defendant further submits that houses are duly recorded in the Record

of Tinsukia Municipal Board, and originally the house were numbered

as Holding No.  1636 of Ward No. VI and subsequently re-numbered as

1650; thereafter as 1977; and thereafter as 2311 of Ward No. VI and

then numbered as 2753 of Ward No. 15 and then again changed to

Holding No.  3546.  The said  holding was  originally  registered in  the

name of Basa Mia and after his demise the holding transferred in the

name of his wife Bibi Fatema. And after the demise of Bibi Fatema her

daughter  Mohabia  Khatoon,  wife  of  Abul  Basar  (the  defendant)  has

become the  absolute  lawful  owner  of  the  said  holding  i.e.  the  suit
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premises  and  accordingly  paying  the  Municipal  Taxes  regularly  and

which is paid up-to-date. 

The defendant submits that the defendant being the husband of

Mahabia Khatoon has been in occupation of the suit premises along

with his family members and being the husband of Mohabia Khatoon

who is the lawful owner of the said holding, he and his wife have every

right to enjoy, occupy and repair/re-construct the same and also have

the  right  to  let  out  the  said  houses  to  other  persons  without  any

interference  either  from  the  plaintiffs  or  from  anybody  also.  The

defendant's wife (Mohabia Khatoon) during the life time of Md. Ibrahim

paid the land rent regularly to him, but after his demise due to family

disputes,  with regard to the partition of the properties amongst the

heirs of Late Md. Ibrahim, she was unable to pay the land rent to any

one for the above reason of  family disputes.  The defendant  further

submits that the plaintiffs not being the sole owners of the land-in-

question and also they are not being the owner of  holding (houses

mentioned in the schedule) and the defendant not being the tenant

under the plaintiff as alleged, the plaintiffs are not entitled to any relief

as claimed. The defendant's wife is ready to pay the arrears of lease

rent to the rightful heirs of late Md. Ibrahim.  The defendant submits

that the suit of the plaintiffs being false, fabricated and vexations, is

liable to be dismissed with compensatory cost as provided u/s 35 A of

CPC. Therefore, the defendant prayed to dismiss the suit with cost in

favour of the defendants for the ends of justice. 

4. Initially the Plaintiffs had filed evidence of two witnesses but as the

PW2 Md Majit did not come up for cross-examination his evidence was

expunged  by  my  Learned  Predecessor  in  office.  The  Plaintiffs  also

adduced documentary evidence to prove his case. The defendant side

examine  three  witnesses  and  adduced  documentary  evidence.

Evidence of DW3 was expunged.
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Points for Determination:

5. Upon the pleadings of the parties my Learned Predecessor in office 

framed the following issues for determination.

I. Whether the suit is maintainable in law?

II. Whether the Plaintiffs have right to sue?

III. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of the heirs of Md.

Ibrahim Bibi Fatema and Basa Mia?

IV. Whether  the  suit  is  bad  for  want  of  notice  under  the

provisions  of  Assam Non-Agricultural  Urban  Areas  Tenancy

Act?

V. Whether there is any cause of action for this suit?

VI. Whether the plaintiffs are the owners of the suit premises?

VII. Whether the defendant is a tenant under the plaintiffs, if so,

whether he is defaulter in payment of rent?

VIII. Whether Mohibia Khatoon is the owner of the holding (suit

premises)?

IX. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled for the decree as prayed?

X. To what other relief, the parties are entitled?

6. I have heard the learned counsel for the Plaintiffs and have perused

the case record and documents exhibited in detail.

7. DECISION ON ISSUE NO.I & V:

The  original  Defendant  Md.  Abul  Basar  in  his  written  statement

contended that the instant suit is not maintainable in law and facts.

However, the he has not specified as to how the instant suit is not

maintainable in law and facts. In the Plaint the Plaintiffs have asserted

that the Defendant being tenant under them have defaulted to pay
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rent  in  respect  of  suit  premises.  The  plaintiffs  asserted  that  the

Defendant has violated the terms of tenancy agreement by sub-letting

it, changing its character by constructing a partition wall. Apart from

that  the  Plaintiffs  also  averred  that  the  suit  premises  is  bonafide

required them for  construction of  building.  However,  the Defendant

denied that he is the tenant under the Plaintiffs and as such not liable

to  pay  rent  to  them.  Thus,  there  is  a  cause  of  action  of  dispute

between the parties in respect of suit premises. As such I find this suit

maintainable and this issue is decided in the affirmative in favour of

the plaintiff and against the defendant. 

DECISION: Issue no. I & V are decided in affirmative and in favor of

the Plaintiffs.

8. DECISION ON ISSUE NO.II:

There is no dispute that the original Plaintiffs Md. Moosa and Md. Isa

were  the  sons  of  Late  Md.  Ibrahim under  whom Md.  Basa Mia  the

predecessor-in-interest of Defendants became tenant. The Defendants

in the written statement has also admitted that the land was taken on

lease by Md. Basa Mia from Md. Ibrahim who was the original landlord

of the suit land. On his death his right over the suit has devolved on his

legal heirs and Plaintiff deceased Md. Isa and Md. Moosa, being two of

his legal heirs have inherited their right over the suit premises. Thus,

both the Plaintiffs had right to sue in respect of suit premises. After the

death of Md. Isa the names of his legal heirs have been substituted in

his place who have stepped into his shoes and as such they being the

legal representatives of the deceased Md. Isa have right to sue.

DECISION : Issue no. II is decided in affirmative and in favour of the

Plaintiffs
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9. DECISION ON ISSUE NO. III:

It is already noted that name of one of the Plaintiffs Md. Moosa was

struck off as no step was taken for substitution of his legal heirs. Hence

at present we are only concerned with present Plaintiffs (legal heirs of

Md Isa) and Defendants(legal heirs of Abul Basar). 

In the written statement the Defendant alleged that the suit is bad

for non-joinder of the heirs of Md. Ibrahim Bibi Fatema and Basa Mia.

PW1 Md. Basit   during his cross-examination stated that his father Md.

Isa left behind two sons and three daughters and Wahida Begum and

her  daughter.  During  trial  original  defendant  died  and his  wife  Mst

Kharia Begum@ Mahabia Khatoon have been substituted along with his

sons Md. Maha Alom and Md. Noor Alom @ Noori and daughter Mst.

Saira. That apart in the written statement filed by deceased Abul Basar

it is clearly mentioned that after the demise of Bibi Fatema w/o of Basa

Mia her daughter (present defendant no.1) Mst. Mahabia Khatonn has

become  the  absolute  owner  of  the  suit  premises.  That  apart  for

eviction of a tenant, anyone of the legal heirs having joint right, title

and interest over the property can file a suit for ejectment and there is

no necessity of joining of all the legal heirs. However, that is not the

case in the instant case as all the legal heirs of both sides have been

impleaded by  way of  substitution. Thus,  all  necessary  parties  have

been finally substituted.

Decision : This issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of the

Plaintiffs. 

10. DECISION ON ISSUE NO. IV :

Another issue to be decided is that whether the suit is bad for want

of notice under the provisions of Assam Non-Agricultural Urban Areas

Tenancy Act.
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PW1 in his evidence-in-chief filed on affidavit reiterated whatever

was stated in the Plaint.  He stated that  his  father  Md. Isa and Md.

Moosa  possessed  and  owned  various  properties  in  and  outside  of

Tinsukia Town including the plots of land under Dag Nos. 1028 & 1032

of PP No. 18, Dag Nos. 1033 & 1035 of PP No. 422, Dag Nos. 1036,

1037, 1038 1068, 1069, 1073, 1076, 1077 and also 1080 under PP No.

153 as shown in the Survey Map of 1933, 6th of Tinsukia Town, and it

was  then  within  Rungagora  Mouza  of  Lakhimpur  District  and  after

creation of Tinsukia District it is under Tinsukia Town Mouza and many

houses stands on these plots  of  land which are  let  out  to  different

tenants under the plaintiffs(MD. Isa and Md. Moosa).

PW1  stated  that  the  deceased  defendant  Abul  Basar  came into

occupation of the suit premises  in the month of September, 1976 as a

monthly tenant initially at the monthly rent of Rs. 15/- according to

English  Calendar  month  only  for  one  room  measuring  15’  x  12’,

payable immediately on expiry of each English Calendar month but not

later than 1st seven days of each succeeding month for which the rent

falls due. PW1 further stated that Abul Basar executed an Ekrarnama

on 08.09.1976 in favour of the plaintiffs agreeing inter alia to pay the

monthly rent regularly, not to sublet the premises to any other persons

or not to part with the possession of the suit premises to third party

without  prior  written  consent  of  Md.  Isa(since  deceased)  and  Md.

Moosa,  not  to  make  any  addition,  alteration,  constructions,

reconstructions, in the suit premises, to deliver khas possession of the

suit  premises  whenever  asked  to  do  so.  The  rent  of  Rs.  15/-  was

enhanced to Rs. 500/- p.m. as Abul Basar had taken six more houses

on  rent  for  use  and occupation  for  himself  and  family.  Pw1 further

stated that deceased Abul Basar was very much irregular in paying

rent and had neglected to pay rent on and from April 1990 inspite of

repeated  demands  by  deceased  Md  Isa  and  Md.  Moosa  and  their

agents. 
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PW1 exhibited Ekrarnama or tenancy agreement dated 08.09.1976

to prove that deceased Abul Basar had taken suit premises on rent.

Perusal  of  Ext.1  reflects  that  it  is  a  unilateral  agreement  allegedly

executed  by  deceased  Abul  Basar.  But  Abul  Basar  in  his  written

statement had denied his signature. During cross-examination it has

come forth that PW1 was a minor in 1976 when Ext.1 is alleged to

have been executed. There is no date in Ext.1. PW1 admitted during

his  cross-examination  that  he  was  not  present  during  execution  of

Ext.1. He further admitted that the alleged signatures were not put in

his presence. PW1 also did not claim in his evidence that he knows the

signature of deceased Abul Basar. PW1 also did not examined his uncle

Md.  Moosa  to  prove  execution  of  Ext.1.  neither  did  the  Plaintiffs

examined  any  person  who  had  seen  execution  of  Ext.1  by  the

Defendant  (Abul  Basar).That  apart  the  schedule  given  in  the  plaint

differs from the schedule given in the Ext.1. Pw1 further admitted in

his  cross-examination  that  Nalani  Ranjan  Das  shown  in  western

boundary  in  the Plaint  is  shown in  eastern boundary in  Ext.1.  That

apart the Size of houses are not mentioned to fortify the claim of the

Plaintiffs that houses were let out to the predecessor-in-interest of the

Defendants. Furthermore the area of the land is also not mentioned in

Ext.1. There is also no mention of the holding number of the houses

alleged to have been let out either in plaint or in Ext.1. PW1 cannot say

in whose name the holding number are. 

Furthermore there is nothing on case record to show that all  the

documents exhibited by PW1 were filed with the Plaint. Perusal of the

case record reflects that no permission was sought for by the Plaintiffs

side to exhibits the documents exhibited. The same point is admitted

by the PW1. PW1 admitted that he has no knowledge as to whether the

documents  exhibited  by  him  was  filed  along  with  the  Plaint.  PW1

further admitted during his cross-examination that no reference has

been made of exhibited documents in the plaint.  PW1  do not know

whether notice was issued to produce originals of Ext.  1 to 25. The
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Plaintiff side did not explain the reason for not filing the documents

with the Plaint. Further no reason was showed by the Plaintiff for delay

in filing the documents.  The Plaintiff failed to explain as to why no

leave was taken from the Court to file the documents exhibited. The

plaint only referred to Ext.1 i.e. ekrarnama and other documents filed

by the Plaintiffs do not find its reference in the Plaint and the Palintiff

cannot  be allowed to  lead  evidence of  the fact  not  pleaded in  the

plaint.

Thus, it is clear that the provision of Order VII Rule 14(3) CPC was

not complied with by the Plaintiffs so far as Ext. 1 to 25 are concerned.

As such Ext.3 to Ext.25 cannot be admitted into evidence and so not

taken  up  for  consideration  in  the  discussion.  That  apart  as  the

documents were not filed with the plaint the defendant also did not get

opportunity to reply on the documents in the written statement.

So  far  as  Ext.  26,  27  &  28  are  concerned  it  is  the  compared

signature  of  the  Defendant  Maha  Alom.  On  this  point  the  Learned

counsel for the Defendant submitted that specimen signature cannot

be taken of  unadmitted signatures  of  the Defendants.  To  fortify  his

submission  he  referred  to  the  Judgment  of  sureme  court  in  O.

bharathan v. K. Sudhakaran & Anr.  , (1996) 2 SCC 7404.  

The giving of notice to Defendant is also not proved as Plaintiff 

failed to take leave of this Court to exhibit Ext.6. That apart even if we 

consider Ext. 6 it cannot be of any aid to the Plaintiffs case as it has 

not been proved as per law of evidence.

On the  other  hand the  Defendants  have  denied  that  they  have

taken any house on rent and DW1 and Dw2 in their evidence in chief

reiterated the facts stated in the written statement filed by deceased

Abul Basar. However during cross-examination DW1 stated that she do

not know the contents of her evidence filed on affidavit. DW2 in his

evidence  has  also  alleged  that  Ext.1  is  a  forged  one.  Dw2  further
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stated in his evidence in chief also denied the signature of Abul Basar

in documents exhibited by the Plaintiffs.  Furthermore he denied his

signature on Ext.15, 18,19,20 & 21. To prove that Plaintiffs are not the

owners  of  the  suit  premises  Dw2  exhibited  Municipal  Tax  Receipts

marked as Ext. A series. Notice of Demand issued Tinsukia Municipal

Board  marked as  Ext.  B,  C  &  D.  Ext.  A  series  shows  that  Tinsukia

Municipal board was in received of tax in respect of holding no. 3456 of

Ward no. 15 from Basa Mia. Ext, E is the valuation list of the year 1995

in respect of holding no.3456 of Ward no.15. In Ext. E the name of Md.

Ibrahim  is  mentioned  as  the  owner  and  name  of  Bibi  Fatema  is

mentioned as the names of occupier. Of the said holding. The holding

is described as “rented dwelling house C.IR. bamboo wall, kutcha floor-

12’x18’ …..roofing bamboo wall, kutcha floor -9’x28’….cookshed same

description…..rented dwelling home…..roofing , bamboo, wall, kutcha

floor-10’x100’…..cookshed  same  description-  7’x55’……”…..  in  the

column no.19 it  is mentioned as land rent of Rs. 132 p.m. DW4 Sri

Subhash  Dey  Sarkar  ,  the  Municiality  Tax  Daroga  proved  the  Ext.H

which is the holding register of Ward no.15 for the period of 1975-76.

He deposed that holding number 3456 is found registered in the name

of Basa Mia and Bibi Fatema.  DW4 also proved Ext.E. he deposed that

in Ext. E the name of Md. Ibrahim is mentioned as the owner of the

land and Basa Mia and Bibi Fatema are mentioned as occupier of 0B-

3K-OL of land. From Ext. E proved by DW4 it is also found that Basa Mia

and Bibi Fatema were occupying land on lease for the rent of Rs. 132

P.M. DW4 further deposed that holding no. 3546 was earlier numbered

as 1977 of Ward no.6. DW4 knows the signature of the then chairman

who put his signature on Ext. E and H.

From the consideration of the Plaintiffs evidence it is crystal as clear

that they could not prove that the Defendant Deceased Abul Basar had

taken a  room on  rent.  The  Plaintiffs  also  could  not  prove  that  any

notice was issued to the Defendant for eviction as required under the

law. However, from the evidence of Defendants it has become clear
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that Md. Basa Mia had taken a vacant land on lease and as such the

provision of Assam Non-agricultural Urban areas Rent Control Act will

apply. Under the said Act as per Section 11 the landlord is bound to

issue notice one month before instituting suit for recovery of arrear.

But in the instant suit no such notice was issued to the Defendant. 

On the basis of above discussion I hold that the instant suit is bad

for want of notice to the Defendants.

11.  DECISION ONISSUE NO. VI, VII & VIII

From  my  decision  on  above  issue  it  is  clear  that  father  of  the

original Plaintiffs Md. Ibrahim was the owner of the land of holding no.

3456.  But  the Plaintifs  are  not  the owner of  holding no.  3456.  The

defendants are the tenant under the Plaintiffs after the death of their

predecessor-in-interest.  From the evidence  of  the Defendants  it  has

become clear that originally Md. Ibrahim was the owner of the land and

Basa  Mia  and  Bibi  Fatema  was  the  occupier  of  holding  no.  3546.

Mahabia Khatun is the daughter of Basa Mia. So she has inherited the

rights enjoyed by her father in respect of holding no. 3546.

ORDER

12. In the result, the suit is dismissed with cost.  It is hereby declared

that the suit is bad for want of notice under the Assam Non-Agricultural

Urban Areas Control Act. 

Prepare decree accordingly. The instant suit is disposed of ex-parte.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court this 10th  day of January

2018.

Munsiff no.1, Tinsukia
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APPENDIX

A. PLAINTIFFS’  WITNESSES

PW1- Md. Basit

PW2- Md. Majid (expunged)

B. PLAINTIFFS’ EXHIBIT

Ext.1- Ekrarnama dated 08.09.1976.

Ext.2- Survey map of 1933, 6th part of Tinsukia Town, 
   Rangagora Mouza, Lakhimpur District.

Ext.3- Letter dated 21.11.1990 issued by Abdul Basar to Md. 
     Moosa and Md. Isa.

Ext.4- Letter dated 16.12.1983 addressed to ASEB.

Ext.5-  Letter dated 05.08.1985 addressed to ASEB.

Ext.6- Letter dated 09.03.1987 issued by Md. Moosa to Abul 
     Basar sent through registered post.

Ext.6(i)- Postal Registration receipt.

Ext.6(ii)- A/D Card.

Ext.7- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-327 dtd. 04.10.1976.

Ext.8- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-328 dtd. 05.10.1976.

Ext.9- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-460 dtd. 23.05.1977.

Ext.10- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-809 dtd. 16.02.1979.

Ext.11- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-1047 dtd. 16.04.1980.

Ext.12- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-1391 dtd. 22.03.1982.

Ext.13- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-1479 dtd. 21.11.1982.

Ext.14- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-1518 dtd. 04.02.1983.

Ext.15- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-1795 dtd. 24.11.1984.

Ext.16- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-2150 dtd. 24.03.1987.

Ext.17- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-2162 dtd. 25.04.1987.

Ext.18- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-2294 dtd. 17.02.1988.

Ext.19- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-2607 dtd. 13.07.1989.
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Ext.20- Counter folio of rent receipt No. A-2610 dtd. 15.07.1989.

Ext.21- Counter folio of rent receipt dtd. 10.01.1990.

Ext.22- Counter folio of rent receipt dtd. 06.02.1990.

Ext.23- Counter folio of rent receipt dtd. 06.03.1990.

Ext.24- Counter folio of rent receipt dtd. 10.04.1990.

Ext.25- Relevant entries made in the khatas in the account of Abul 
Basar partly in Mahajani Hindi and Partly in English.

Ext.26- Signatures of Maha Alam in Assamese given before court 
on 12.03.2015.

Ext.27- Signatures of Maha Alam in English Given before Court on 
12.03.2015.

Ext.28- Written Statement filed by Abdul Basar, father of Moha 
Alam.

C. DEFENDANT WITNESSES

DW1- Smt. Kharun Nessa @ Mahabia Khatoon

DW2- Moha Alam

DW3- Md. Basiruddin Ahmed (expunged)

DW4- Sri Subhash Dey Sarkar

D. DEFENDANT’S EXHIBIT

Ext.A(1) to A(71) – Municipal Tax payment receipt.

Ext.B & C- Notice of Demand issued by Tinsukia Municipal 

  Board to Basa Mia.

Ext.D- Assessment Notice of Tinsukia Municipal Board issued   

     to Basa Mia.

Ext.E- Certified Copy of valuation list for the year 1975-76 of 

     holding No. 3546, Ward No. 15 in the name of Basa Mia   

     and Bibi Fatima

Ext.F- Summons issued from Court.

Ext.G- Certificate.

Ext.H-  Holding Register.
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