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Assam Schedule VII, Form No 132

HIGH COURT FORM NO. (J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/ CASE

District: Nagaon, Assam

In the Original Court of the Munsiff, Hojai

Present:  JAGAT DAS, A.J.S.

Tuesday, the 5th day of May, 2015

Title Suit No-35/06

1. Sri Pardesi Chouhan

2. Sri Ram Narayan Chouhan

Both are sons of Late Babulal Chouhan

Vill: Tintoli Laskar Pathar

Mouza: Lanka

Dist: Nagaon, Assam ...……….. Plaintiffs

                        Versus

1.  Sri Koloni Chouhan

S/o.  Late Ram Charita Chouhan

2.  Sri Gathai Chouhan

S/o. Late Nagina Chouhan

Both of 

Vill: Tintoli Laskar Pathar

Mouza: Lanka
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Dist. Nagaon, Assam................Defendants

3. Samsuddin Ahmed

4. Wajuddin Ahmed

5. Rajibuddin Ahmed

6. Hafizuddin Ahmed

7. Zahiruddin Ahmed 

All are sons of Hazi Khusakuddin 

Vill: Uttar Laskar Pathar

Mouza: Lanka

Dist: Nagaon, Assam.................................Proforma Defendants

This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on 10/4/2015 in the 

presence of 

N. R. Sen & Oli Talukder.................... Advocate for the Plaintiffs

And

A. Chandra Das.......................... Advocate for the defendants

                                     

And having stood for consideration to this day the Court delivered the 

following judgment:

JUDGMENT

This  is  a  suit  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  for  declaration  of  title  and  for 

confirmation of possession and for precept.

Case of the Plaintiffs:
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Case  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  nut  shell  as  revealed  from the 

plaint is that an area of land measuring 15 Bighas 2 Kathas 8 Lessas 

in dag New 205, 215,204,216/ Old 97, 99, 123, 124 of P.P no 65/39 of 

village Uttar Laskar Pather, Mouza Lanka, Dist- Nagaon, Assam is the 

suit land which is morefully described in the schedule attached in the 

plaint. That the suit land was originally covered by Annual Patta no 13 

and 36, Dag no 95/112 and 96/111 of village Uttar Laskar Pathar. The 

area of the land was 15 Bighas 2 Katha 8 Lessas in total in all the dags. 

That the annual patta no 36 was subsequently converted to A.P. no 49 

and the A.P. no 13 was also converted to A.P. no 20 but the dag no 

remained same.

That the A.P. no 13/36 (old), 20/49 (new) originally stood in the name 

of Late Ram Charita Chauhan, the father of the defendant no 1 and the 

grandfather of the defendant no 2 and the defendant no 1 and in the 

name of  Nagina Chouhan,  father  of  the  defendant  no  2,  who were 

minors at that time and were in care and custody of their father Ram 

Charita Chouhan who died in about 30/35 years back. During the life 

time of Ram Charita Chouhan, he sold entire land in A. P. no 13 Dag no 

95/112 and A.P no 36, dag no 96/111 along with some other land to 

Master  Samsuddin  Ahmed  /Wajuddin  Ahmed/  Rajibuddin 

Ahmed/Hafizuudin Ahmed/ Zahiruddin Ahmed, the proforma defendant 

no 3 to 7 vide sale  deed no 698/1956 and delivered possession  to 

them. The said sale deed was executed by Ram Charita Chouhan for 

self and on behalf of his minor sons namely Koloni Chouhan and Nagina 

Chouhan on 17-2-56. After the sale, the proforma defendants used to 

possesses the same by them to the knowledge of all and without any 

disturbance from any quarter. The proforma defendants again on 28-2-

58 vide registered sale deed no 1839 had sold the land covered by A.P 

no 13 dag no 95/112 (old)  97/123 (new) land measuring 7 Bigha 2 

katha 13 Lessas and land measuring 7 Bighas 4 kathas 15 Lessas, total 

15  Bigha  2  katha  8  Lessas  to  Basani  Chouhan,  the  mother  of  the 

plaintiffs  and  delivered  possession  to  her.  Thus  the  mother  of  the 
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plaintiffs  became the owner of  the suit  land and since then land is 

under  the  possession  of  her.  After  death  of  Basani  Chouhan  the 

plaintiffs  became  the  owner  and  started  to  possess  the  same  by 

cultivating over the land and by paying land revenue of the land.

That in the meantime the suit patta was converted to periodic patta 

by the Govt. from annual patta. As the land was originally belonged to 

the  defendant  predecessor  so  the  A.  P.  No  49  when  converted  to 

periodic patta no 65 it was converted to the name of Nagina Chauhan, 

father  of  the  defendant  no  2   and  the  annual  patta  no  20  at  the 

convention of the same to P.P. no at 39 was converted  to the name of 

the defendant no 1. In fact at the time of convention of patta from A.P. 

to PP the defendants had no title and possession but the defendants by 

misleading the Revenue Authority had managed to obtain the P.P. from 

A.P. That the defendants taking advantage of such mutation of their 

names, with a view to dispossess the plaintiffs from the suit land had 

filed  a  proceeding  u/s  145/146  Cr.P.C  on  7-5-2005  in  the  court  of 

Executive Magistrate at Sankardev Nagar, Hojai which was numbered 

as M.R. 122/05.  That the plaintiffs are in possession of the suit land by 

right of purchase by their predecessor in interest and the defendants 

cannot claim any right over the suit land. The defendant since the day 

of filing M.R. 122/05 are threatening the plaintiffs to dispossess them 

from the suit land and denying the plaintiffs right, title and interest 

over the suit land. Hence this suit.

Case of the Defendants:

Upon receipt of summons the defendant no 1, 2, contested 

the suit by filing written statement and the names of the proforma 

defendant no 3 to 7 were deleted from the plaint vide order dated 30-

6-2009.

In their written statement the defendant no 1 and 2 took the pleas 

amongst others that there is no cause of action for the suit, the suit is 

not maintainable, suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties and 
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the  suit  is  barred  by  the  principles  of  waiver,  estoppels  and 

acquiescence and also denied the entire case of the plaintiff.

Further the contesting defendants stated in their written statement the 

true state of affairs as that the father of the plaintiff namely, Babu Lal 

Chouhan and the defendant no 1 Koloni  Chouhan and father of  the 

defendant no 2 namely, Nagina Chouhan were brothers and the name 

of their father was Ram Charita Chouhan who had died about 15/20 

years ago leaving behind his one son namely Nanku Chouhan apart 

from Babu Lal, Koloni and Nagina.  Babu Lal died about 12/13 years 

back leaving behind his two daughters apart from the plaintiffs.  Nanku 

Chouhan died 11/12 years ago leaving behind his five sons namely, 

Laghu, Basun, Gopal, Gopi and Dilip as his legal heirs.  Nagina Chouhan 

died about 9/10 years ago leaving behind his two legal heirs namely, 

Gathai  and  Bhula  Chouhan.  During  the  life  time  of  Ram  charita 

Chouhan his sons were got separated. Koloni and Nagina Started to 

live together. Babulal and Nanuk lived separately.  Their father Ram 

Charita Chouhan lived along with his sons Nagina and Kolony. Suit land 

measuring 7 Bighas 4 kathas and 15 leassa covered by of  Dag No 

205/215 of P.P. No. 65 is the self acquired property of the father of the 

defendant no 2 Late Nagina Chouhan. Nagina was the pattadar and 

possessor of the land of Dag. After paying premium of the land the 

same was converted into periodic patta no 65. After death of Nagina 

Chouhan the land was possessed and owned by his son namely Bhula 

Chouhan and defendant no 2 Gathai Chouhan by right of inheritance. 

Land measuring 2 kathas 13 Lessas covered by dag no 204/216 of P.P. 

no  39  is  the  self  acquired  property  of  the  defendant  no  1  Koloni 

Chouhan  and  the  same  has  been  owning  and  possessing  by  him. 

Originaly the above mentioned land was belonged to Eksona dag no 

97/123.  After  payment  of  premium  same  was  converted  to 

abovementioned Periodic Patta in the name of Koloni Chouhan. That 

suit land was not ancestral property and Ram Charita Chouhan has no 

right over the said land and he had/has no right of transfer of the said 
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land. The defendants have landed property in Bura gaon of Morigaon 

district as well. Hence they have to look after their property in both the 

places. As the defendants have to look after their lands in two different 

places they had given the lands about 4/5 years back to the plaintiffs 

for looking after and for doing cultivation over the suit land as adhiar. 

As most part of the land at Buragaon was taken away by erosion of 

Brahmaputra  River  they  decided  to  come  here  and  accordingly 

informed the plaintiffs. The plainitiffs refused to vacate the suit land by 

handing over possession of the same and threatened them that they 

would dispose them from their other lands of their village. Hence they 

have prayed for dismissal of the plaintiffs case.

Counter claim of the defendants & written statements of the 

plaintiffs:

Further the defendant has prayed for treating their written statements 

as their counter claim under order 8 Rule 6(A) CPC and has prayed for 

declaration  of  their  right,  title  and  interest  and  recovery  of  khas 

possession of the schedule ‘A’ land attached in  their counter claim and 

for permanent injunction. 

Accordingly  the plaintiffs  of  the original  suit  filed written statement 

against the counter claim of the defendants wherein the plaintiffs took 

the  pleas  amongst  others  that  there  is  no  cause  of  action  for  the 

counter claim, the counter claim is not maintainable, suit is bad for non 

joinder of necessary parties and the suit is bad for waiver, estoppels 

and acquiescence and also denied the entire case of the plaintiff. The 

defendant filed the written statements on 20-3-06 and the prayer of 

counter  claim was  filed  on  15-11-06  in  a  much  belated  stage  and 

prayed for dismissal of the counter claim with cost.

 Issues

 Upon the basis of pleadings of the either parties the following 

issues   were framed for determination:
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1. Whether there is any cause of action for filing this suit?

2. Whether the suit is maintainable?

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

land (described in the schedule of the plaint)?

4. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get a decree as prayed for?

5. To what relief/ relief(s) the plaintiff is entitled to?   

During  trial  plaintiff  side  has  examined  three  witnesses 

including  the  plaintiff  himself  as  PW-  1  besides  exhibiting 

certain documents. 

The  defendant  side  examined  as  many  as  four  witnesses 

besides exhibiting certain documents.

I  have carefully perused the written argument submitted by 

the plaintiff side and also perused the Case Record minutely.

Discussions, Decision and Reasons thereof:

Issue No 1:

The plaintiffs in their plaint it is claimed that the their mother 

namely Basoni Chouhan (since deceased) had purchased a plot of land 

measuring 7 Bighas 2 Katha 13 Lessas covered by A.P no 13 dag no 

95/112 (old)/ 97/123 (new) and land measuring 7 Bighas 4 Kathas 15 

Lessas,  covered  by  A.P  no  36,  dag  no  96/111  (old)  99/124  (new) 

totaling  15  Bighas  2  Kathas  8  Lessas  land  from  the  profroma 

defendants on 28-2-58 vide registered sale deed no 1839 and took 

possession of the suit land. Thus the mother of the plaintiffs became 

the owner of the suit land and since then land is under the possession 

of  her.  After  death of  Basani  Chouhan the plaintiffs  being the legal 

heirs of Basoni Chouhan became the owner and started to possess the 
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same by cultivating over the land and by paying land revenue of the 

land which is denied by the defendant. So, there exist allegations and 

counter allegations between the parties which demands adjudication 

by the court. As there exists dispute between the parties hence there is 

cause of action for the suit.

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative.

Issue no 2:

This  suit  is  filed by the plaintiff  for  declaration  of  right,  title, 

interest  and  confirmation  of  possession  of  the  suit  land.  The 

defendants in their written statement it is averred that the suit is not 

maintainable.  But  after  perusing  the  pleading  of  the  defendants  no 

where it is found anything which can prove the defendants plea of non 

maintainability.  Moreover,  according  to  Order  8  Rule  2  of  CPC 

defendant is under obligation to state all facts which would show that 

the suit is not maintainable but in the case in hand no such facts have 

been pleaded by the defendant.

Hence this issue is decided in negative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Issue no 3 

The plaintiffs in their plaint it is claimed that the plaintiff’s mother 

namely Basoni Chouhan (since deceased) had purchased a plot of land 

measuring 7 Bighas 2 Katha 13 Lessas covered by A.P no 13 dag no 

95/112 (old)/ 97/123 (new) and land measuring 7 Bighas 4 kathas 15 

Lessas,  covered  by  A.P  no  36,  dag  no  96/111  (old)  99/124  (new) 

totaling  15  Bighas  2  kathas  8  Lessas  land  from  the  profroma 

defendants on 28-2-58 vide registered sale deed no 1839 and took 

possession of the suit land. Thus the mother of the plaintiffs became 

the owner of the suit land and since then land is under the possession 

of her. After death of Basani Chouhan the plaintiffs became the owner 

and started to possess the same by cultivating over the land and by 

paying land revenue of the land. The plaintiffs further pleaded that the 
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A.P. no 13/36 (old), 20/49 (new) originally stood in the name of Late 

Ram  Charita  Chauhan,  the  father  of  the  defendant  no  1  and  the 

grandfather of the defendant no 2 and the defendant no 1 and in the 

name of  Nagina Chouhan,  father  of  the  defendant  no  2,  who were 

minors at that time and were in care and custody of their father Ram 

Charita Chouhan who died in about 30/35 years back. During the life 

time of Ram Charita Chouhan, he sold entire land in A. P. no 13 Dag no 

95/112 and A.P no 36, dag no 96/111 along with some other land to 

Master  Samsuddin  Ahmed  /Wajuddin  Ahmed/  Rajuddin 

Ahmed/Hafizuudin Ahmed/ Zahiruddin Ahmed, the proforma defendant 

no 3 to 7 vide sale  deed no 698/1956 and delivered possession  to 

them. The said sale deed was executed by Ram Charita Chouhan for 

self and on behalf of his minor sons namely Koloni Chouhan and Nagina 

Chouhan on 17-2-56. After the sale, the proforma defendants used to 

possesses the same by them to the knowledge of all and without any 

disturbance from any quarter.

The  contesting  defendants  in  their  written  statement  denied  the 

plaintiffs claim and stated that the father of the plaintiff namely Babu 

Lal Chouhan and the defendant no 1 Koloni Chouhan and father of the 

defendant no 2 namely, Nagina Chouhan were brothers and the name 

of their father was Ram Charita Chouhan who had died about 15/20 

years ago leaving behind his one son namely Nanku Chouhan apart 

from Babu Lal,  Koloni  and Nagina as his legal  heirs.   Babu Lal  died 

about 12/13 years back leaving behind his two daughters apart from 

the plaintiffs.  Nanku Chouhan died 11/12 years ago leaving behind his 

five  sons  namely,  Laghu,  Basun,  Gopal,  Gopi  and Dilip  as  his  legal 

heirs.  Nagina Chouhan died about 9/10 years ago leaving behind his 

two legal heirs namely, Gathai and Bhula Chouhan. During the life time 

of  Ram  Charita  Chouhan  his  sons  were  got  separated.  Koloni  and 

Nagina  Started  lived  together.  Babulal  and  Nanuk  lived  separately. 

Their father Ram Charita Chouhan lived along with his sons Nagina and 

Koloni. Suit land measuring 7 Bighas 4 Kathas and 15 Leassa covered 
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by of Dag No 205/215 of PP No. 65 is the self acquired property of the 

father of the defendant no 2  Nagina Chouhan (since deceased). After 

paying  premium of  the  land  the  same was  converted  into  periodic 

patta no 65 in the name of Nagina Chouhan. After death of Nagina 

Chouhan the land was possessed and owned by his son namely Bhula 

Chouhan and defendant no 2 Gathai Chouhan by right of inheritance. 

Land measuring 2 kathas 13 Lessas covered by dag no 204/216 of PP 

no  39  is  the  self  acquired  property  of  the  defendant  no  1  Koloni 

Chouhan  and  the  same  has  been  owning  and  possessing  by  him. 

Originally the above mentioned land was belonged to dag no 97/123. 

After payment of  premium same was converted to abovementioned 

Periodic Patta in the name of Koloni Chouhan. That suit land was not 

ancestral property and Ram Charita Chouhan has not any kind of right 

over the said land and he had/has no right of transfer of the said land. 

The defendants have landed property in Bura gaon, Morigaon.Hence 

they  have  to  look  after  their  property  in  both  the  places.  As  the 

defendants have to look after their lands in two different places, they 

had given the lands about 4/5 years back to the plaintiffs for looking 

after and for doing cultivation over the suit land as adhiar. As most part 

of the land at Buragaon was taken away by erosion of Brahmaputra 

River,  they  decided  to  come  here  and  accordingly  informed  the 

plaintiffs. The plaintiffs refused to vacate the suit land by handing over 

possession  of  the  same and threatened them that  they  would  also 

dispose them from their other lands of their village. 

In  order  to  prove the plaintiffs  case  plaintiffs  side  has  exhibited 

certain  documents  which  are  exhibited  as  Ext-1  to  Ext-  3  besides 

adducing  evidence  of  three  Plaintiff  witnesses.  Pw-1  reiterated 

whatever he has stated in his plaint.  Ext-1 is the registered Sale Deed 

no 698/1956.  Ext-1 shows that Ram Charita Chouhan, the father of the 

defendant no 1 and the grandfather of defendant no 2 sold out the suit 

land to the proforma defendants and delivered possession to them. He 
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executed the sale deed for himself and for his two minor sons. Ext-2 is 

the registered sale deed no 1839/1958. Upon perusal of the same it is 

revealed that proforma defendant Samsuddin Ahmed had sold out the 

suit land to Basoni Chouhan (since deceased), mother of the plaintiffs 

and delivered possession of the same. Ext 3 is the death certificate 

dated 26-6-08 of the profroma defendants issued by the Gaon Bura of 

village Publarimukh Mouza-Lawkhowa Dist- Nagaon. Ext-3 shows that 

the  profroma  defendants  namely  Samsuddin  Ahmed  and  Wajuddin 

Ahmed died ¾ years back.

The plaintiffs  exhibited one registered Sale Deed (Ext-2)  bearing no 

1839/1958, on the basis of which plaintiffs have claimed their right, 

title and interest over the suit land, which is a document of more than 

3o years old and the same was produced in original by the plaintiffs in 

the suit hence the section 90 of Indian Evidence Act come into play to 

protect the genuineness of the same.   Now it is pertinent to mention 

here the section 90 of Indian Evidence Act.

Section 90 of Indian Evidence Act deals with Presumption as to 

documents thirty years old.—Where any document, purporting 

or proved to be thirty years old, is produced from any custody 

which the Court in the particular case considers proper, the 

Court may presume that the signature and every other part of 

such document, which purports to be in the handwriting of any 

particular person, is in that person’s handwriting, and, in the 

case  of  a  document  executed  or  attested,  that  it  was  duly 

executed and attested by the persons by whom it purports to 

be executed and attested. Explanation.—Documents are said to 

be in proper custody if  they are in the place in which,  and 

under the care of the person with whom, they would naturally 

be; but no custody is improper if it is proved to have had a 

legitimate origin, or if the circumstances of the particular case 

are such as to render such an origin probable.
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In the instant suit plaintiffs exhibited Ext-2 in original form which was 

executed in the year 1958 (a document of more than thirty years old) 

through  which  the  mother  of  the  plaintiffs  namely  Basoni  Chouhan 

purchased the suit land from proforma defendant namely Samsuddin 

Ahmed.  As  the  document  was  produced by  the  plaintiffs,  in  whose 

possession it naturally should have been, before the   the court which 

implies that the document has been produced from the proper custody 

hence as per section 90 of Indian Evidence Act Ext-2 is presumed to be 

genuine and no formal proof of its execution is required. In the instant 

suit  the  defendants  have  challenged  the  Ext-2  in  their  written 

statement but they couldn’t adduce any cogent evidence to prove the 

contrary.

Further the defendants in their written statements as well as in their 

evidence admitted the physical  possession of  the plaintiffs  over the 

suit land. As the possession over the suit land by the plaintiff  is an 

admitted fact  hence in view of  section 58 of  Indian evidence act  it 

doesn’t require any formal proof.

Although the presumption under section 90 of The Indian Evidence Act 

is a rebuttable presumption but the defendants couldn’t successfully 

rebut the same by adducing cogent, reliable and trustworthy evidence. 

Hence from the overall scrutiny of the plaintiffs evidence in either form 

that  is  oral  or  documentary  it  is  found  that  the  preponderance  of 

probability leans in favour of the plaintiffs

Hence this issue is decided in affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.

Now let us see whether the defendants are able to prove their 

counter claim-

The contesting defendants in their counter claim it is stated that suit 

land  that  is  described  in  schedule  A  of  the  counter  claim was  not 

ancestral property and Ram Charita Chouhan has not any kind of right 

over the said land and he had/has no right of transfer of the said land. 
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The defendants have landed property in Bura gaon, Morigaon.Hence 

they  have  to  look  after  their  property  in  both  the  places.  As  the 

defendants have to look after their lands in two different places, they 

had given the lands about 4/5 years back to the plaintiffs for looking 

after and for doing cultivation over the suit land as adhiar. As most part 

of the land at Buragaon was taken away by erosion of Brahmaputra 

River,  they  decided  to  come  here  and  accordingly  informed  the 

plaintiffs. The plaintiffs refused to vacate the suit land by handing over 

possession  of  the  same and threatened them that  they  would  also 

dispose them from their other lands of their village.

In  order  to  prove  the  defendants  counter  claim  defendants  have 

exhibited  8  (eight)  numbers  of  document  besides  adducing  oral 

evidence of four defendant witnesses. Ext- Ka is the certified copy of 

jamabandi of periodic patta no 39 and Ext- Kha is the certified copy of 

jamabandi of periodic patta no 65.  Ext-Ka and Kha shows that the 

name of the defendant no 1 and father of the defendant no 2 were duly 

mutated in the jamabandi respectively. Ext- Ga and Gha are the copy 

draft chitha. Ext-Unga and Ext –Cha and Ext-  Chaa are the revenue 

payment receipt. Ext-Jaa is the Xerox copy of revenue payment receipt 

issued by Mouzader. 

The documents exhibited by the defendants don’t confer any title upon 

them. Further the defendants in their counter claim it is averred that 

they have given the suit lands to the plaintiffs for looking after and for 

cultivating as adhiar.

It  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  that  all  the  immovable  property  is 

required by law to be reduced to the form of  a document.  But  the 

defendants  in  this  case  have  failed  to  produce  any  substantial 

document to prove their right, title and interest either of them or their 

father  over  the  suit  property.  Hence  the  counter  claim  of  the 

defendants is dismissed.

Issue no 4: 
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From the findings of issue no 3 it is clear that the plaintiffs have been 

able to prove their right, title and interest over the suit land hence in 

my considered view the plaintiff is entitled to get the decree as prayed 

for  accordingly  this  issue  is  decided  in  affirmative  and in  favour  of 

plaintiff.

Issue no 5:

As per order.                           

                                        ORDER

In the result the plaintiffs  suit is decreed on contest with cost.  It  is 

hereby declared that the plaintiff have right, title and interest over the 

suit land described in schedule  of the plaint and their possession over 

the suit land is hereby confirmed. 

The counter claim of the defendant is dismissed. No costs.

Let a precept be issued to the concerned Revenue Authority to cancel 

the registration of the name of the defendants in the suit patta land 

and to record the name of the plaintiffs in the suit patta land and to 

issue the patta in the name of the plaintiffs.

Let a decree be drawn up accordingly

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 5th day of May, 

2015 at Hojai, Nagaon 

             Munsiff, 

         Hojai, Nagaon
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APPENDIX

Plaintiff’s Witness:

1. Pw-1  Ram Narayan Chouhan  

2. Pw-2  Md. Hasen Ali

3. Pw-3  Jagyaram Sharma

Defendant’s Witness: 

1. Dw-1  Koloni Chouhan

2. Dw-2  Gathai Chouhan

3. Dw-3  Nandalal Chouhan

4. Dw-4  Sumer Chouhan

Plaintiff Exhibits:

1. Ext-1 registered sale deed no 698/1956

2. Ext-2 registered sale deed no 1839/58

3. Ext-3 death certificate.

Defendants Exhibits

1. Ext- Ka is the certified copy of jamabandi of periodic patta no 39 

2.  Ext- Kha is the certified copy of jamabandi of periodic patta no 

65.  

3.  Ext- Ga is the copy of draft Chitha

4.  Ext- Gha is the copy draft Chitha.



16

5.  Ext-Unga is the revenue payment receipt

6. Ext –Cha is the revenue payment receipt

7. Ext- Chaa is the revenue payment receipt. 

8. Ext-Jaa is the Xerox copy of revenue payment receipt issued by 

Mouzader. 

              Munsiff, 

         Hojai, Nagaon


