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HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT.

District :- Bongaigaon.

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE ::::: BONGAIGAON.

Present :-     Smti M.C.Bordoloi,
         Civil Judge,
         Bongaigaon.

                     Saturday, the 20th day of February, 2016.

                  Title Suit No. 26 of 2011.

1. Sri Kajal Sutradhar,

S/O Late Nagen Ch Sutradhar,

Resident of A.O.C.Road, Bongaigaon Town.

P.O. & Dist – Bongaigaon.

2. Sri Ashim Kumar Saha.

S/O Late Nabadeep Ch Saha.

R/O T.R.Phookan Road,  Bongaigaon Town,

P.O. & Dist – Bongaigaon.

  Plaintiffs.

                  V E R S U S

1. Smti Santa Chakraborty.

W/O Late (Dr) Sasanka Bhusan Chakraborty.

2.Sri Pankaj Kr Chakraborty,

S/O Late Jyotish Ch Chakraborty.               
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3. Sri Jagadindra Chakraborty.

S/O Late Jyotish Ch Chakraborty.

All are Resident of A.O.C.Road, Bongaigaon Town.

P.O. & Dist – Bongaigaon.

4. Smti Minakshi Chakraborty,

W/O Late Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty.

5. Sri Ashutosh Chakraborty.

S/O Late Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty.

6. Smti Manisha Bhala (Chakraborty),

D/O Late Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty.

Serial No.4,5 and 6 are the legal heir and heiress of late Mrinal Kanti 

Chakraborty and all the resident of C.B, 41-D, MIG Flat, Shallimar Bagh, 

Delhi-88.

Defendants.

This suit coming for final hearing on 20.1.2016.

(I) Given date or dates
     in the presence of

Mr. H.P. Karmakar,                                             Advocate for plaintiffs.
                     

Mr Samir Kumar Sarkar,                    Advocate for defendants.
      

 and having stood for consideration to this Court on 

the 20th day  of February, 2016  the Court delivered the following Judgment:
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  T.S.26/2011.

    ::: J U D G M E N T :::

1. This is a suit  for specific performance of contract.

2. The   plaintiff's  case,  as  set  out  in  the  plaint  is  given 

hereinunder :

3. That   one  Dr  Jyotish  Ch Chakraborty (since  deceased) 

owned and possessed a plot of land measuring 3 kathas 4  lechas  situated at 

Bongaigaon town, Part V, under dihi Birjhora revenue circle, covered by dag no. 

446 (old), 19(new) and patta no. 277(old), 180(new), khatian no. 137 and that 

after the death of the said owner on 20.11.1986 the said properties devolved 

upon Dr Sasanka Bhusan Chakraborty  (since deceased) Pankaj Kr Chakraborty, 

Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty (since deceased) and Jagadindra Chakraborty.  That 

Dr  Sasanka  Bhusan  Chakraborty  died  on  29.6.1993  leaving  behind  the 

defendant no.1 and two children and that  said defendant no.1 alongwith the 

other defendants entered into an agreement for sale of the aforesaid plot of land 

on 2.5.2005 with the plaintiff, in presence of witnesses due to their financial 

stringency fixing the sale consideration at Rs. 51,31,734/- ( Rupees Fifty one 

lakh thirty one thousand seven hundred thirty four) only and in consequence 

thereof the plaintiff paid an amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- (Rupees two lakhs ) only 

in cash at the time of execution of the agreement for sale. It is the case of the 

plaintiff that it was agreed upon by the parties that the plaintiff was to obtain 

necessary permission for sale within two months and execute sale deed within 

the stipulated period and accordingly the plaintiffs after obtaining the necessary 

permission from the Deputy Commissioner, Bongaigaon and the Bongaigaon 

Development Authority, when  required the defendant to execute the sale deed 
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in respect of the suit land the defendants sought further time of six months for 

registration, but even thereafter the defendant on the ground of illness of the 

defendant no.1 sought further six months time for execution of the sale deed.  It 

is the further case of the plaintiff  that  on the request of the defendants,  the 

plaintiff further paid an amount  of Rs. 1,29,500/- each to the defendant no.1, 2 

and 3 and Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty (since deceased) thereby making payment 

of Rs. 5,18,000/- (Rupees five lakhs eighteen thousands ) only through banker 

cheque.  It is also averred by the plaintiff that defendant no.1 further received an 

amount of Rs. 40,000/- in cash on 7.11.2005 and issued a money receipt to that 

effect  and  that  the  plaintiffs  advanced in  total  an  amount  of  Rs.  7,58,000/- 

(Rupees seven lakhs fifty eight thousand ) only to the defendants for purchase 

of the suit land.  It is also alleged by the plaintiffs that defendant no.1, 2 and 3 

on being approached by  the plaintiffs on 2.8.2006 for execution of the sale deed 

in their favour, in respect of the suit land refused to execute the suit land and 

also refused to refund the advanced amount. It  is averred that  the plaintiffs 

were informed about the institution of  a suit in the Court of Civil Judge vide 

no.  Title  Suit  29/2006  by  one  daughter  of  the  original  owner,  seeking 

declaration of her share, learning about which the plaintiffs had been compelled 

to institute the suit for specific performance of contract.   It is also averred by 

the plaintiff that Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty predecessor-in-interest of defendant 

no. 4 to 6 vide his letter dated 25.7.2006 sought time for execution of the sale 

deed till 21.8.2006 for registration.  But the same has not been complied and 

instead execution being refused,  the plaintiff compelled  to institute the instant 

suit for a decree  for specific performance of the contract, decree of permanent 

injunction alongwith costs of the suit and other reliefs.
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4. Defendant no.1 entered appearance but failed to file her 

written statement within the statutory period of 90 days following which one of 

my learned predecessor-in-chair vide order dated 3.2.2012 directed the suit to 

proceed in absence of defendant no.1's written statement. 

5. Defendant no.2 and 3 contested the suit by filing written 

statement.  While defendant no.4, 5 and 6 failed to enter appearance despite 

publication of notice through National News Daily, following which one of my 

learned  predecessor-in-chair  vide  order  dated  4.7..2012  directed  the  suit  to 

proceed  exparte against the defendant no.4, 5 and 6. 

6. Defendant  no.2  and  3  in  their  joint  written  statement 

raised  the  plea  of  absence  of  cause  of  action,  non-maintainability,  under 

valuation, bar by the principles of waiver,  acquiescence and estoppel etc.  The 

defendant  denying  the  plaintiff's  case  averred  that  the  defendant's  never 

requested the plaintiff to make any payment of any further advance money to 

the tune of Rs. 1,29,500/- each thereby making a total payment of Rs. 5,18,000/- 

through banker cheque and pleaded ignorance in respect of any further advances 

to the tune of Rs. 40,000/- made by them paid to the defendant no.1, in cash. 

The defendants admitting the execution of the agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005 

averred that the inability of the plaintiff to obtain necessary permission and to 

make payment  of  the  balance  consideration  amount  within  a  period of  four 

months as stipulated in the agreement for sale the defendants became reluctant 

to sell the scheduled land though they were ready and willing to return back the 

advanced amount of Rs. 2,00,000/- @ Rs. 50,000/- each by the defendants but 
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the plaintiffs failed to receive back the said amount and instead started allegedly 

politicising the matter for which the sale deed against the suit land could not be 

executed within time.  It is also averred that the plaintiffs were made proforma 

defendants  in  Title  Suit  no.  29/2000  and were  aware  of  the  said  case.  The 

defendants  denying  the  plaintiff's  case,  of  their  intentional  violation  of  the 

agreement  for  sale  to  cause  wrongful  loss  to  the  plaintiff  averred  that  the 

plaintiff lacked readiness and willingness to perform  their part of the contract. 

The defendants prayed for dismissal of the suit  

7. Upon  perusal  of  the  pleadings  and  upon  hearing  the 

learned counsels  of  both  sides,  one  of  my learned predecessor-in-chair  vide 

order dated 5.3.2013 framed the following issues for adjudication : 

Issues

1. Whether there is cause of action for the suit ?

2. Whether the defendant no. 1,2 and 3 entered into an  

agreement for sale of land measuring 3 kathas 4 lechas in 

favour of the plaintiffs for Rs. 51,31,734/- and whether  

the defendants received Rs. 2,00,000/- on 2.5.2005 ?

3. Whether the defendants became joint owner and 

possessors and pattadar of the scheduled plot of land on 

the death of Dr Sasanka Bhusan Chakraborty and Mrinal 

Kanti Chakraborty ?

4. Whether the plaintiffs further paid an advance amount 

of Rs. 1,29,500/- only each of the defendants i.e 

defendant  no.1,2 and 3 and Mrinal  Kanti  Chakraborty  
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totalling Rs. 5,18,000/- only through banker's cheques and 

bank's payable orders/drafts etc ?

5.  Whether  the  defendant  no.1  also  received  further  

advance of Rs. 40,000/- in cash on 7.11.2005 from the  

plaintiffs by issuing money receipt ?

6. Whether the plaintiffs are ready and willing to pay the 

balance amount of consideration as agreed as per 

agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005 to the defendants ?

7.Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to get a decree for  

specific performance of the written agreement for sale in 

respect of the suit lands ?

8. Is there any other relief/reliefs to which the plaintiffs  

are entitled under the law and equity ?

8. Thereafter  pursuant to  a petition filed by the defendant 

no.2 and 4 under order 14 rule 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure  (hereinafter 

C.P.C in short )read with order 7 rule 11 read with section 151 CPC, seeking an 

order for framing preliminary issue and for disposal of the suit after deciding 

the preliminary issues.  However, this Court after consideration of the facts and 

the question of maintainability so raised while declining  to dispose of the suit 

on  the  basis  of   a  preliminary  issue,  vide  order  dated  22.6.2015  framed  3 

numbers  of  additional  issues  for  adjudication.   The  same  are  enumerated 

hereinafter :

 Additional Issues

1) Whether the instant suit is maintainable in its present 

form and manner ?
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2)  Whether  the  agreement  for  sale  dated  2.5.2005  is  

enforceable in law in view of the deciding the same as  

null and void in Title Suit no. 29/2006 through the order 

and judgment dated 6.5.20134 passed by the Civil Judge, 

Bongaigaon ?

3) Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to get any relief as 

prayed for in view of admitted fact that the agreement for 

sale dated 2.5.2005 is declared as null and void, 

fraudulent and illegal in Title Suit no. 29/2006 ?

9. The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  its  case  adduced  the 

evidence  of  two  witnesses  and  also  adduced  documentary  evidence.   The 

defendant side declined to adduce any evidence either oral or documentary.

10.  I have heard the learned counsel of both sides and also 

perused the evidence available on  record.

11. My decision  on  the  above  issues  so  framed  alongwith 

reason are given hereinunder :

                        Discussion, Decision and reasons therefor

12. Issue no. 1 :

Issue no.1 relates to the question of presence of cause of 

action for the suit.

Perusal of the plaint discloses that plaintiff had filed  the 

instant suit praying a decree  for specific performance of contract against the 

defendant on the ground that the defendants have entered into an agreement for 
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sale with the plaintiff in respect of the suit land, for a  total consideration fixed 

at Rs. 51,31,734/-  (Rupees fifty one lakhs thirty one thousand seven hundred 

thirty four ) only and pursuant thereto the plaintiff had made payment of Rs. 

2,00,000/- on 2.5.2005 and that plaintiff at the request of the defendants made 

further payment of Rs. 5,18,000/- to the defendants @ Rs. 1,29,500/- each  to 

defendant no. 1, 2, 3 and Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty (since deceased) through 

banker cheque and drafts and another amount of Rs.  40,000/- in cash to the 

defendant no.1 thereby claiming payment of Rs. 7,58,000/- in total and that the 

defendants despite receiving the said amount failed to execute the registered 

sale deed in respect of the suit land and ultimately declined to execute the sale 

deed in respect of the suit land.

On  the  other  hand,  the  defendants  while  admitting  the 

execution of the agreement for sale on 2.5.2005 and the receipt of the advanced 

consideration  amount  of  Rs.  2,00,000/-  denied  having  received  any  further 

payment from the plaintiff and alleged that it was due to the alleged inaction 

and unwillingness of the plaintiff that the sale deed could not be executed.  

Perusal of the rival claims of the parties discloses that a 

substantial issue as to whether the plaintiffs made a payment of Rs. 7 lakhs and 

odd to the defendants and whether they were ready and willing to perform their 

terms of contract  and whether the defendants failed intentionally to  perform 

their contract has arisen in the instant case, thereby requiring  adjudication and 

decision on merits.  Accordingly, a cause for the 'lis' is unfolded.  I am but to 

hold that there is a cause of action for the suit.  However whether the plaintiff 

could prove the 'cause of action' successfully or not will be addressed in the 

length of the judgment. 
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The issue is decided in the affirmative in favour of the 

plaintiff.

13. Issue no.2 .

Issue no.2 relates to the question  whether the defendant 

no. 1,2 and 3 entered into an agreement for sale of land measuring 3 kathas 4 

lechas in favour of the plaintiffs for Rs. 51,31,734/- and whether the defendants 

received Rs. 2,00,000/- on 2.5.2005.

PW 1 exhibited Ext 1being the agreement dated 2.5.2005 

which is  the  certified copy of  the  agreement  for  sale.   Perusal  of the  same 

discloses that the said agreement was executed on the 2nd day of May, 2005 

between the plaintiff and defendant no.1, 2, 3 and Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty 

(since  deceased)  for  sale  of  the  suit  land  belonging  to  Dr  Jyotish  Ch 

Chakraborty and that a consideration amount fixed for sale was Rs. 51,31,734/- 

( Rupees  fifty one lakhs thirty one thousand seven hundred thirty four ) only 

and  against  said  consideration  fixed  Rs.  2,00,000/-  was  advanced  by  the 

plaintiff the receipt of which was acknowledged vide Ext 1. 

Perusal  of  the  written  statement  of  the  defendants  also 

discloses  that  execution  of  the  agreement  dated  2.5.2005  is  admitted  in 

paragraph 14 and 15 of the written statement  and the  receipt  of the earnest 

money pursuant to such agreement on 2.5.2005 is also admitted.  

Hence, in view of the above admitted position, I am but to 

hold that the agreement for sale of the suit land was executed on 2.5.2005 and 

that the defendant received Rs. 2,00,000/- on the said day.

The issue is decided in the affirmative in favour of the 

plaintiff.    
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14. Issue no. 3

Issue no.3 relates to the question whether the defendants 

became joint owner and possessors and pattadar of the scheduled plot of land on 

the death of Dr Sasanka Bhusan Chakraborty and Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty.

That the suit land originally belonged to Dr Jyotish Ch 

Chakraborty  is  not  in  dispute.   That  said  Jyotish  Ch  Chakraborty  (since 

deceased) left behind Pankaj Kr Chakraborty, Mrinal Kantai Chakraborty and 

Jagadindra Chakraborty is admitted by the defendants in their written statement. 

But from the plaintiffs own averment in the plaint, it is seen that  daughters of 

the original owner were also alive.  Plaintiff had failed to prove by adducing 

evidence as to whether said Minati Bhattacharjee had no share in the suit land. 

That  Dr  Sasanka  Bhusan  Chakraborty  expired  leaving  behind  the  defendant 

no.1,  and  his  children  and  that  Mrinal  Kanti   Chakraborty  expired  leaving 

behind defendant Nos. 4, 5 and 6 respectively is also not in dispute. Case record 

of Title Suit No. 29/2006 which was received on requisition discloses that one 

of the legal heir of the original owner Minati Bhattacharjee who had instituted 

the  said  suit  was  denied  share  in  the  suit  land,  owing  to  'non-joiunder  of 

necessary parties.'.   The  said finding has not  been proved to  be reversed in 

appeal.   Therefore,  the  presence  of  other  legal  heirs  of  the  original  owner 

besides the one's arrayed in Title Suit no. 29/2006 had interest in the suit land. 

Plaintiff in the instant case failed to prove by leading cogent evidence that  the 

defendants became joint owners and possessors of the suit land to the exception 

of the surviving daughters of Jyotish Ch Chakraborty. 

Hence, in the above circumstances, the issue is decided 

against the plaintiff. 
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15. Issue no.4 

Issue no.4 relates to  the question whether the plaintiffs 

further paid an advance amount of Rs. 1,29,500/- only each to the defendants i.e 

defendant no.1,2 and 3 and Mrinal Kanti Chakraborty thereby making a further 

payment  totalling  Rs.  5,18,000/-  only  through  banker's  cheques  and  bank's 

payable orders/drafts etc.

PW 1 in  his  evidence-in-affidavit  averred that  after  six 

months of the execution of the alleged agreement dated 2.5.2005 they had made 

payment  of  Rs.  1,29,500/-  each  to  defendant  no.1,2,  3  and  Mrinal  Kanti 

Chakraborty (since deceased) through banker cheque and bank draft on various 

dates and thereby made a total payment of Rs. 5,18,000/-.  In support of his 

claim, PW 1 failed to exhibit any bankers cheque nor the payment of money  by 

draft had  been proved, by calling the records from the bank.  Further there is no 

averement as to vide which bank's banker cheque,  the payment was  made.  

Hence, in the above circumstances, in the absence of any 

documentary evidence, I am constrained to hold that plaintiff has failed to prove 

the payment of advance amount of Rs. 5,18,000/- through banker cheque to the 

defendants.

The issue is decided in the negative against the plaintiff. 

16. Issue no.5 

Issue no. 5 relates to  the question whether the defendant 

no.1 also received further advance of Rs. 40,000/- in cash on 7.11.2005 from the 

plaintiffs by issuing money receipt.

PW  1  averred  that  on  7.11.2005  plaintiffs   made  an 

advance payment of Rs. 40,000/- to the defendant no.1 and that the defendant 
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no.1 issued a money receipt  of the amount so tendered.  PW 1 has identified 

Ext 3 as  money receipt. PW 1 failed to exhibit the signature of the recipient in 

Ext 3.  Without proving the signature of the recipient in Ext 3, Ext 3 remains a 

mere scrap of paper.  Further plaintiff also failed to adduce the evidence of the 

witnesses who were allegedly present at the time of execution of the money 

receipt viz Ext 3.  

Hence, in the above circumstances, Ext 3 not being duly 

proved, can not be acted upon.  Accordingly the issue is decided in the negative 

against the plaintiff.

17. Issue no. 6  

Issue  no.6  relates  to  the  question  of  readiness  and 

willingness of the plaintiff to pay the balance amount of consideration as agreed 

per agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005, to the defendants .

Perusal of Ext 1  and also considering the admission of 

the defendant in respect of the execution of Ext 1, it is seen that the suit land 

was agreed to be sold against the fixed consideration of Rs. 51,31,734/-.  It is 

averred  by  the  plaintiff  that  they  are  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  balance 

consideration of payment and also to perform their part of the contract.  

On the contrary,  the defendants alleged inaction by the 

plaintiffs  and the  inability  of the  plaintiffs  to  make payment  of the  balance 

amount. 

Readiness and willingness on the part of the plaintiffs is 

averred in their plaint.  But it must be borne in mind that mere averment as to 

the  readiness and willingness will not suffice and same should  be reflected in 

the conduct of the parties as well. It has been averred by the plaintiff that they 
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being  ready and willing to  perform their  part  of  the  contract  had  obtained 

necessary permission for sale of the suit land from the Deputy Commissioner, 

Bongaigaon.   But  such  securing  of  permission  has  been  disputed  by  the 

defendants side.

It is the trite of law that the plaintiff is to prove his or her 

case.  Plaintiff though has averred that they had sought permission from the 

Deputy Commissioner and thereafter approached the defendants requiring them 

to execute the suit land but defendant has failed to lead any evidence to show 

that the permission for sale of the suit land was obtained by them or that they 

had made preparation for drafting the sale deed or that they had arranged for the 

requisite money.  As decided in issue no.4 plaintiff has failed to show that they 

had made an additional payment of Rs. 5,18,000/- as claimed by them.

Considering the amount of money involved in the alleged 

transaction the plaintiff  was required to arrange for the money and to approach 

defendants. But evidence on record do not indicate such arranging  of money by 

the plaintiff.

Hence, in the above circumstances, I am but to hold that 

the conduct of the plaintiffs do not reflect their readiness to discharge their part 

of the contract.

The issue is decided in the negative against the plaintiff.

18. Additional issue no. 2  :

Additional issue no. 2 deals with the  question whether 

the instant suit is maintainable in its present form and manner and whether the 

agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005 is enforceable in law in view of the same 

been adjudged  null and void in Title Suit no. 29/2006 through the order and 
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judgment dated 6.5.20134 passed by the  Civil Judge, Bongaigaon.

To address the issue, the records of Title Suit no. 29/2006 

is required to be perused which has been received on requisition.

Now,  perusal  of  the  judgment  passed  in  Title  Suit  no. 

29/2006, it is seen that issue no. 8 and 11 revolved arounds the question as to 

whether the agreement for sale dated 2.05.2005 was fraudulent in view of the 

plaintiff's signature not being voluntarily put therein and whether it was illegal 

and void ab-initio.

One  of  my  learned  predecessor-in-chair  after  careful 

scrutiny of the evidence and pleadings came to a finding that the plaintiff in 

Title Suit no. 29/2006, i.e Minati Bhattacharje did not execute the agreement 

and that her signature was fraudulently obtained for which the said agreement 

was adjudged  void and not tenable in the eye of law.

Perusal  of  the  judgment  discloses  that  the  suit  of  the 

plaintiff  seeking declaration of her share  though was dismissed for the non-

joinder of parties but the fact remains that the agreement for sale date 2.5.2005 

was adjudged illegal and not tenable in the eye of law.  The issue in respect of 

legality or illegality of the alleged agreement dated 2.5.2005 was a material 

issue in the said case and was not just an incidental issue.  Accordingly, the 

decision of the issue adjudging the agreement dated 2.5.2005 cannot be said to 

be one not having binding effect in the present case.  The learned counsel for 

the plaintiff in the course of argument has submitted that they had appealed 

against the decision of this Court in Title Suit no. 29/2006, but despite giving 

liberty to produce the order passed in such appeal, they failed to produce such 

order or to even produce a filing slip before this Court.
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Hence,  in  the  above circumstances,  the  adjudication  of 

this Court in respect of the  alleged agreement for sale remains on record and 

the same will bar the present suit as well.

In view of the adjudication in Title Suit No. 29/2006 of 

the alleged agreement for sale being illegal and not tenable in law, the same 

cannot be enforced.

The issue is decided against the plaintiffs.

19. Additional Issue no. 1  

Additional  issue  no.1  relates  to  the  question  of 

maintainability of the present suit.

Considering  my  decision  in  issue  no.3,4,5,6  and 

additional  issue  no.  2,  3  I  am  but  to  hold   that  the  plaintiff's  suit  is  not 

maintainable.

The issue is decided against the plaintiff.

20. Issue no.7, 8 and additional issue no. 3

Issue no. 7 relates to question whether the plaintiffs are 

entitled to get a decree for specific performance of the written agreement for 

sale in respect of the suit lands, issue no. 8 relates to the question whether the 

plaintiffs are entitled to reliefs under law and equity and additional issue no.3 

relates to the questions whether the plaintiffs are entitled to get any relief in 

view of admitted fact that the agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005 is declared as 

null and void, fraudulent and illegal in Title Suit no. 29/2006.

In view of my decision in issue no.3,4,5,6 and additional 

issues no.1 and 3 I  am constrained to  hold that  plaintiff  is not entitled to a 

decree for specific performance of contract and is not entitled to get any relief 
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for execution of the registered sale deed. 

Though  the  evidence  on  record  as  well  as  from  the 

decision arrived at in issue no.2, it is seen that defendants received an amount of 

Rs. 2,00,000/- from the plaintiffs on 2.5.2005, but considering that the suit of 

plaintiffs itself not being maintainable no relief under equity can be granted to 

the plaintiffs.

The  issue  nos.7,8  and  additional  issue  no.3  are 

accordingly decided in the negative against the plaintiff. 

21.       O  R   D   E   R

 In the result, the plaintiff's suit is dismissed on contest 

without costs.

             Decree  be prepared accordingly.

 Given under my hand and the seal of this Court on the 

20th day of February, 2016.

                    
                             

         ( M.C.Bordoloi )
          CIVIL JUDGE,
           Bongaigaon.

Dictated & corrected by me,
   

    

( M.C.Bordoloi )
Civil Judge,
Bongaigaon.
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 A  P  P  E  N  D  I X

Plaintiff's witnesses :

PW 1  -    Kajal Sutradhar.

PW2    -   Ashim Kumar Saha.. 

Defendant's witnesses :

Nil.

Court witness

Nil

Plaintiff's exhibit

Ext  1 – Agreement for sale dated 2.5.2005.

Ext 2 – Affidavit dated 28.12.1994 sworn by Smti Usha Chakraborty. 

Ext 3 – Money receipt dated 7.11.2005 issued by Smti Santa Chakraborty.

Ext 4  – Letter dated 22.7.2006.

Defendant's exhibit

Nil.

 ( M.C.Bordoloi )
     Civil Judge,

    Bongaigaon.


