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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.

Monday, the 29th day of August, 2016

Title Suit No-44/08

1. Abdul Matlib

2. Abdul Jalil

3. Abdul Kuddus

4. Abdul Hashim

5. Nazir Hussain

6. Nur Hussain

All S/o- Late Chand Mia

7. Musstt. Samsun Nehar

8. Musstt. Nazmun Nehar

Both daughters of Late Chand Mia

9. Musstt. Kamala Bibi

W/o- Late Chand Mia

All are R/o village no-2 Sambari
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P.S. - Lanka

Dist- Nagaon, Assam……………plaintiffs

           Versus

1. Sri Sudhanya Sarkar

S/o-Sachindra Sarkar

R/o:no-2 Sambaria gaon,

P.S. - Lanka, Dist- Nagaon, Assam

1(a) Md. Abdulla s/o Ahmad Ali

1(b) Md. Sultan s/o Yusuf Ali

1(c) Rabijul Haque s/o Gafur Ali

1(d) Abdul Jalil s/o Habib Ali 

Vill: no-2 Sambaria gaon,

P.S. - Lanka, Dist- Nagaon, Assam…………………………….defendants  

2. Maklisur Rahman

S/o- Late Suleman Pir

3. Mustt. Kutina Bibi

D/o- Late Suleman Pir

All are R/o village no-2 Sambari

P.S. - Lanka

Dist- Nagaon, Assam……………………proforma defendants
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This suit/ case coming on for final hearing on 12/11/2015,11/7/2016 & 1/8/2016 in 

the presence of F.I.Choudhury, Advocate for the Plaintiffs and J. Pandit, Advocate 

for the Defendant.                                      

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

judgment:                         

                                                 JUDGMENT

1. This is a suit filed by the plaintiffs for declaration of possessory title, recovery 

of khas possession and also for permanent injunction.

2. Subject matter of this suit  :

A plot of land measuring 2B-2K out of total 5B-3K-18L covered by dag no-

357 of Annual Patta no-50(New) 60(Old) of Sambaria gaon Kissam under 

Lanka Mouza, Dist- Nagaon, Assam  is the subject matter of this suit which is 

morefully described in the schedule attached to the plaint. 

3. Case of the plaintiff:   

In brief, the case of the plaintiff is that originally suit patta land belonged to 

three  pattader  viz,  Suleman  Pir  since  deceased,  Abdur  Rahim and  Azizur 

Rehman Khandakar. Pattaders Abdur Rahim and Azizur Rehman Khandakar 

had left for the then East Pakistan permanently during 1960-62 and never 

return  to  India.  That  the  plaintiffs  deceased  father  Chand  Mia  and  the 

proforma defendant no-2 and 3 viz, Maklisur Rehman and Musstt. Kutina Bibi 

being the legal heirs of original pattader Suleman Pir inherited the entire suit  

patta land and came into possession of the aforesaid land. That after the 

death of Chand Mia, the plaintiffs being the legal heirs of Chand Mia inherited 

the suit land and actual physical possession of the same and they use to 

cultivate sali paddy every year over the suit land. That the plaintiff no-3 and 

4 have voluntarily and orally relinquished their interest over the suit land in 

favor of the plaintiffs no-1,2,5,6,7,8 and 9. On 14/7/2008 at about 6:30 am 
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the plaintiffs by engaging their agricultural labour begun to plough the suit 

land to cultivate and plant Sali seeds but in the meantime the defendants 

with some hired goondas arrived in the suit land and obstructed the plaintiffs 

and their  agricultural  labourers and expressed that  the plaintiffs  have no 

right to possess and cultivate the suit land as they are not entitled to do so. 

It is also warned that if they (plaintiffs) try to cultivate the suit land they 

would face dire consequences. That on 15/7/2008 the plaintiffs again went to 

the suit land to plough but the defendants immediately arrived with some 

ruffians and tried to attack the plaintiffs. A proceeding u/s 145/146 has been 

drawn by E.M.Hojai vide MR 196/2008 against the defendants on 16/7/2008.

That during pendency of the suit, on 30/12/2008 the defendant no-1 along 

with defendant no 1(a) to 1(d) forcibly and illegally entered into the suit land 

and  constructed  thatched  houses  and  one  C.I.  sheet  roofed  house.  The 

plaintiffs tried but the defendants threatened them with dire consequences. 

Thereafter  the  defendants  completely  dispossessed the plaintiffs  by  force 

from the entire suit land.  

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

suit land. He was never or ever in possession of the suit land. Hence this 

suit.

5. The defendant no 1 and defendant no 1(a) to 1(d) appeared in the suit and 

contested  the  suit  by  filing  their  respective  written  statements.  This  suit 

proceeded ex pare against the proforma defendant no-2 and 3.

6.  Case of the defendant no-1

The defendant in his written statement took the usual pleas such as there is 

no cause of action for the suit, the suit is not maintainable in its present 

form, the suit is barred by section 64 and 65 of the Limitation Act and also by 

adverse possession etc. The defendant no-1 has filed w/s denying the claims 

of the plaintiffs. The defendant no-1 in his written statement it is averred 
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that the suit is not properly signed and verified by proper persons though 

one Abdul Kuddus and one Abdul Hasim have been arrayed as plaintiff no-3 

and 4 respectively but they have not signed and verified the plaint. The suit 

is barred by order VI Rule 14 of CPC.

The defendant no-1 in his written statement it is also averred that the suit is 

hit by non joinder of necessary parties. The plaintiff claimed to have acquired 

the right over the suit land through their predecessor in interest one Suleman 

Pir since deceased, all the heirs of late Suleman Pir one of his sons namely, 

Md.  Abdul  Matin,  his  grandsons,  namely,  Abdullah  and one Mahamad Ali 

through  his  deceased  daughter  Musstt,  Tejai  Bibi  and  Hasina  Begum 

respectively both daughters of Sulean Pir are necessary parties to the suit. All 

the heirs of late Mathura Mohan Sarkar and Sachindra Mohan Sarkar both 

purchasers/previous possessors of the suit land are necessary parties to the 

suit. Further, co possessors of the suit patta land including Md. Faridad Khan 

s/o late Khanzada Khan and Akram Ali are necessary parties to the suit. They 

having not been impleaded the suit  is liable to be dismissed for want of 

necessary parties. It is further averred that the description of the suit land is 

vague, incorrect and defective in material particulars. The boundaries given 

in the schedule of the plaint is not correct. There is no grave land and Sam 

Ahmed in the north boundary, in fact there lies the PWD road in the north 

boundary and then lie the grave land and Sam Ahmed. In the west there 

exist 12ft private road (entrance road) belonging to one Md. Faridad Khan. 

The defendant no-1 described the true state of affairs as that the suit dag 

and patta land measuring 5B-3K-18L originally belonged to three pattaders 

viz,  Suleman  Pir,  the  grandfather/predecessor-in  interest  of  the  plaintiffs 

Abdul  Rahim and Azizur Rahman Khandakar and they equally  owned and 

possessed the suit patta land in equal shares. That in 1964 Abdul Rahim and 

Azizur Rahman Khandakar jointly sold land measuring 3B-4K-5L including the 

suit land out of the 5B-3K-18L being their shares to three brothers namely, 

Mathura Mohan Sarkar since deceased, the father/ predecessor-in interest of 
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the answering defendant , Sashimohan Sarkar and Sachindra Mohan Sarkar 

by executing registered sale deed no-1960 dated 19-3-64. After purchasing 

the said land the aforesaid brothers constructed residential house over a part 

of  the  land  and  resided  with  their  family  members  and  cultivated  the 

remaining land till their death. At the time of sale the pattader namely, Abdul 

Rahim  and  Azizur  Rahman  Khandakar  handed  over  the  kutcha  pattas  in 

respect of the suit land to the said purchasers and after sale they left India.  

That  while  the  aforesaid  purchasers/brothers  had  been  owning  and 

possessing land measuring 3B-4K-5L including the suit land Mathura Mohan 

Sarkar, the father/ predecessor-in interest of the answering defendant no-1 

died in or about 30 years leaving behind this defendant as his only son and a 

married daughter Charubala Devi.  In the year 1980-81 Sashimohan Sarkar 

and Sachindra Mohan Sarkar died. Sashimohan Sarkar left no issues and the 

heirs of Sachindra Mohan Sarkar also left  and went to North Bengal  and 

settled down there.   That in the year 1997 the defendant no-1 sold and 

transferred 1K-1/2L land from the west side of this 3B-4K-5L land to one Md. 

Faridad Khan by executing Kutcha deed. That the plaintiffs have no manner 

right, title and interest and possession over the suit land and the plaintiffs 

have some ulterior motive to grab the land and the house of the defendant 

Hence  the  defendant  has  prayed  for  dismissal  of  the  plaintiff’s  suit  with 

compensatory cost.

7.  Case of the defendant no-1(a) to 1(d)

The defendants in their written statement took the usual pleas such as there 

is no cause of action for the suit, the suit is not maintainable in the eye of 

law  and  facts  as  well,  the  suit  is  barred  by  waiver,  estoppels  and 

acquiescence the description of the suit land is vague, incorrect and defective 

in material particulars etc. The defendants it is averred that the suit land 

being annual patta land and the State of Assam being the original and actual 

owner of the land, the State of Assam is a necessary party. The defendants 

denied the claims of the plaintiffs and further averred that they purchased 
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the land measuring 2B-1K-3L from the defendant no-1 out of the 3B-4K-5L 

by  executing  hand  notes  and  the  defendant  no-1  has  handed  over  the 

possession of the said land to the answering parties vide A.P. no-50 (new) 60 

(old) dag no-357 and the defendants have been residing on the suit land by 

constructing residential house thereon. That the plaintiffs have filed this suit 

without any rhymes and reasons and the plaintiffs have no manner right, title 

and  interest  and  possession  over  the  suit  land.  Hence  defendants  have 

prayed for dismissal of the plaintiff’s suit with cost.

8. Issues:   

Upon the basis of rival pleadings the following issues have been framed for 

determination:

1. Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties?

2. Whether the suit land is properly described and carefully identified?

3. Whether the suit is barred by order VI Rule-14 and order 7 Rule-11 of the 

CPC?

4. Whether the suit is barred by law of Limitation?

5. Whether the plaintiffs have right, title and interest and possession over the 

suit land?

6. Whether original pattader Abdul Rahim and Azizur Rahman Khandakar jointly 

sold  and  transferred  3B-4K-5L  of  land  including  the  suit  land  to  three 

brothers  including  Mathura  Mohan  Sarkar,  the  father  predecessor  of  the 

defendant no-1 by executing registered sale deed no-1630 dated 19/3/1964?

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

8. To what reliefs the parties are entitled to?

Additional Issue:
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9. Whether the defendants had forcibly dispossessed the plaintiff from the suit 

land on 30/12/2008?

9. During trial  plaintiff  side has examined three witnesses and has exhibited 

some  documents.  Defendant  side  has  examined  one  witness  besides 

exhibiting certain documents.

10.Discussions, decisions and reasons thereof  

Issue no-1

Whether the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties?

The defendant no-1 in his written statement it is claimed that the suit is bad 

for non joinder of necessary parties. The plaintiffs claimed to have acquired 

the right over the suit land through their predecessor in interest one Suleman 

Pir since deceased, all the heirs of late Suleman Pir one of his sons namely, 

Md.  Abdul  Matin,  his  grandsons,  namely,  Abdullah  and one Mahamad Ali 

through  his  deceased  daughter  Musstt,  Tejai  Bibi  and  Hasina  Begum 

respectively both daughters of Suleman Pir are necessary parties to the suit.  

All the heirs of late Mathura Mohan Sarkar and Sachindra Mohan Sarkar both 

purchasers/previous possessors of the suit land are necessary parties to the 

suit. Further, co possessors of the suit patta land including Md. Faridad Khan 

s/o late Khanzada Khan and Akram Ali are necessary parties to the suit. They 

having not been impleaded the suit  is liable to be dismissed for want of 

necessary parties.

Defendant no-1(a) to 1(d) in their written statement it is averred that the suit 

land being annual patta land and the State of Assam being the original and 

actual owner of the land, the State of Assam is a necessary party.

The Pw-1 in during his cross examination it is deposed that the said Suleman 

Pir is his paternal grandfather. The said Suleman Pir has another son namely, 
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Abdul Matin. The said Suleman Pir had one daughter namely, Hasina Begum 

(now deceased) and she died leaving behind her sons and daughters. One of 

the sons name of said deceased Hasina Begum is Mohd. Ali. The said Hasina 

Begum leaving behind around four to five sons and daughters namely, Mohd. 

Ali and Abdul Rehman but he doesn’t know her daughters name. The said 

Suleman Pir  had three sons and three daughters.  His  sons were namely, 

Chand Mia (his father now decased), Maklisur Rehman (now deceased) and 

Abdul Matin (now alive). His daughters namely, Tera Bibi (deceased) Kutina 

Bibi  (now  alive)  and  Hasina  Begum  (now  deceased).  He(Pw-1)  further 

deposed that he hasn’t made the said Abdul Matin(his uncle) and the said 

sons of late Hasina Begum(his aunty) namely, Mohd Ali, Abdul Rehman party 

to the suit as they have no share in the suit property. He has not mentioned 

in his plaint about no share belonging to said persons in the suit property in 

his plaint.   

The Pw-1 again further deposed that Suleman Pir has three sons namely, 

Chand Mia (now decased),  Muklisur  Rehman and one Abdul  Matin.  Abdul 

Matin and Muklisur Rehman are alive. He hasn’t made Abdul Matin as party 

to his suit. Faridad Khan has possession over a part of the suit land and he 

has residential houses thereupon. In and about 1980 his father donated 1/2B 

land from the suit patta to Rahena Begum, wife of the Faridad Khan and 

since  then  they  have  been  residing  on  the  said  land  by  constructing 

residential houses. He has not made Faridad Khan and Rahena Begum as 

party to his suit.

Pw-2 Piyara Begum, wife of Pw-1 Abdul Matlib during her cross examination 

it is deposed that Faridad Khan has been possessing land measuring more 

than 1/2B and less than1B from the suit land. He has been residing over the 

same along with his family members for last more than thirty (3o) years.  
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Pw-3 during his cross examination it is deposed that there is land of Faridad 

Khan in the suit patta land. He has been possessing 1K land since last 8-9 

years. 

A  necessary  party  is  one  whose  presence  is  indispensable  for 

effective  adjudication  of  the  suit  and  in  absence  of  whom  no 

effective decree can be passed. 

From the above discussion it is found that the plaintiff side hasn’t made all  

the heirs of late Suleman Pir, one of the original pattaders of the suit patta 

land, as a party to the suit. All the heirs of Suleman Pir are entitled their 

respective share from the suit land. Further it appears from the evidence of 

the all the plaintiff witnesses that one Faridad Khan hasn’t been made parties 

in the suit despite the fact that he has been possessing a part of the suit land 

for last several years.

The plaintiffs haven’t made all the legal heirs of Suleman Pir and one Faridad 

Khan as a party in the suit despite the fact that relief is sought against them 

all.

Further admittedly the suit land is Annual Patta land and the suit land being 

annual patta land the State of Assam being the original and actual owner of 

the land in question is a necessary party to the suit. Here in this case the 

State of Assam is not made as a party even though relief is sought against 

the state of Assam.

Hence from the above discussions and from the factual matrix of this case 

this  court  finds  that  the presence of  one Faridad Khan and the State of 

Assam  and  all  the  legal  heirs  of  Suleman  Pir  is  necessary  for  effective 

adjudication of the suit and no effective decree can be passed without their 

presence. Since they all haven’t been impleaded in the suit as a party by the 

plaintiffs and as such the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties.  

Hence this issue is decided in negative and against the plaintiffs.
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Issue no-2:

Whether the suit land is properly described and carefully identified?

The plaintiffs described the suit land as a plot of land measuring 2B-2K out of 

total 5B-3K-18L covered by dag no-357 of Annual Patta no-50(New) 60(Old) 

of Sambaria gaon Kissam under Lanka Mouza, Dist- Nagaon, Assam bounded 

by- North: Grave land (Gurus than) and Sam Ahmed, South: Forid Khan and 

Kutina Bibi, East: Manaf Ali and West: Akrom Ali.

The defendant no-1 in his written statement it is further averred that the 

description  of  the  suit  land  is  vague,  incorrect  and  defective  in  material 

particulars. The boundaries given in the schedule of the plaint is not correct. 

There is no grave land and Sam Ahmed in the north boundary, in fact there 

lies the PWD road in the north boundary and then lie the grave land and Sam 

Ahmed. In the west there exist 12ft private road (entrance road) belonging 

to one Md. Faridad Khan.

The Pw-1 in during his cross examination it is deposed that the suit disputed 

land is bounded by- 

North: PWD road and to the north of the said PWD road there is a 

grave yardj.

West: private road of Forid Khan,

South: Kutina Bibi and Forid Khan and previously the said southern 

boundary land belonged to Suleman Pir and said Forid Khan is his brother in 

law and possessing that land as he is their brother in law and Kutina Bibi is 

also given said land as he is daughter of Suleman Pir and

East: presently Monaf Ali and earlier by Montaz Ali gaon bura or not 

he doesn’t know.
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Pw-2 deposed that the suit land is bounded by- North: PWD road, South: 

land of Saied Foriz Khan and Kutina Bibi, West:  12ft private road over the 

land of Forid Khan, East- Monaf Ali.

Pw-3 deposed that the suit land is bounded by- North: PWD road, South: 

Kutina Bibi, West: private road of Forid Khan, East- Monaf Ali.

From the  careful  perusal  of  the  boundary  of  the  suit  land  given  in  the 

schedule of the plaint and the boundary of the suit land as deposed during 

cross examination of the plaintiff  witnesses it is found that the north and 

west boundary of the suit land as detailed in the schedule of the plaint and 

given during evidence is not same and rather it tallies with the boundaries as 

stated by the defendant no-1 in his w/s.

Hence in view of above this issue is decided in affirmative and against the 

plaintiffs.

Issue no-3

Whether the suit is barred by order VI Rule-14 and order 7 

Rule-11 of the CPC?

The defendant no-1 in his written statement it is averred that the suit is not 

properly signed and verified by proper persons though one Abdul Kuddus and 

one Abdul Hasim have been arrayed as plaintiff no-3 and 4 respectively but 

they have not signed and verified the plaint. The suit is barred by order VI 

Rule 14 of CPC. 

Order  VI  Rule  14  CPC  reads  as “every  pleading  shall  be 

signed by the party and his pleader (if any):

Provided that where a party pleading is, by reason of absence 

or  for  other  good cause,  unable  to  sign the pleading,  it  may be 

signed by any person duly authorized by him to sign the same or to 

sue or defend on his behalf”.
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The general rule of pleading is that every pleading must be 

signed by the party or by one of the parties or by his pleader.

Here in this case though plaintiff no-3 and 4 haven’t signed the plaint 

and verified the same, the plaint cannot be said to be barred by order VI rule 

14 CPC in view of the settled position of law that every pleading must be 

signed  by  the  party  or  by  one  of  the  parties  or  by  his  pleader and 

consequently, the same cannot be barred under order 7 rule 11 CPC.

Hence this issue is decided in negative and in favor of the plaintiffs.

Issue No 4

Whether the suit is barred by law of limitation?

The defendant no-1 in his written statement it  is claimed that the suit  is 

barred by section 64 and 65 of Limitation Act, but the defendant no-1 in his 

pleading stated nothing as to how the suit is barred by section 64 and 65 of 

Limitation Act. Further it appears from the plaint that the suit was filed on 

26/8/2008  and  the  cause  of  action  arose  on  14/7/2008,  15/7/2008  and 

subsequent dates. Hence it is seen that the suit was filed well within the 

period of limitation.

Hence this issue is decided in negative and in favor of the plaintiffs.

Issue no-5 and 9

Whether the plaintiffs have right, title and interest and possession 

over the suit land? And 

Whether the defendants had forcibly dispossessed the plaintiff from 

the suit land on 30/12/2008?

The plaintiffs have claimed for declaration of their possessory title/right over 

the suit land by virtue of long possession over the suit land. The plaintiffs 

claimed  that  the  plaintiffs  deceased  father  Chand  Mia  and  the  proforma 
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defendant no-2 and 3 viz, Maklisur Rehman and Musstt. Kutina Bibi being the 

legal heirs of original pattader Suleman Pir inherited the entire suit patta land 

and came into possession of  the suit  patta land. That after the death of 

Chand Mia, the plaintiffs being the legal heirs of Chand Mia inherited the suit 

land and actual physical possession of the same and they use to cultivate sali 

paddy every  year  over  the suit  land.  The plaintiffs  in  their  plaint  further 

stated that that during pendency of the suit, on 30/12/2008 the defendant 

no-1 along with defendant no 1(a) to 1(d) forcibly and illegally entered into 

the suit  land and constructed thatched houses and one C.I. sheet roofed 

house.  The  plaintiffs  tried  but  the defendants  threatened them with  dire 

consequences.  Thereafter  the  defendants  completely  dispossessed  the 

plaintiffs by force from the entire suit land. 

The defendants in their written statements denied the right title and interest 

and  possession  of  the  plaintiffs  over  the  suit  land  further  denied  the 

allegation of dispossession as alleged by the plaintiffs in their plaint.

Pw-3  Maklisur  Rehman,  who  is  one  of  sons  of  Suleman  Pir,  the  original 

pattader of the suit patta land,  during his cross examination it is deposed 

that the statement as mentioned in para no-6 of his evidence in chief that 

the suit land was in possession of Chand Mia is false. 

From the aforesaid admission of the Pw-3 who is one of sons of Suleman Pir, 

the original pattader of the suit patta land it is obvious that the suit land was 

not in possession of Chand Mia, plaintiffs deceased father. Since the plaintiffs 

father Chand Mia has no possession over the suit land and hence question of 

right,  title  of  the plaintiffs  on the basis  of  possession over  the suit  land 

doesn’t arise at all and consequently question of subsequent dispossession of 

the plaintiffs by the defendants from the suit land doesn’t arise.     

Hence these issues are decided in negative and against the plaintiffs.

Issue no-6
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Whether  original  pattader  Abdul  Rahim  and  Azizur  Rahman 

Khandakar jointly sold and transferred 3B-4K-5L of land including 

the suit land to three brothers including Mathura Mohan Sarkar, the 

father predecessor of the defendant no-1 by executing registered 

sale deed no-1630 dated 19/3/1964?

Having arrived at a decision from the findings of foregoing issues that the 

plaintiffs have failed to prove their possessory right over the suit  land as 

alleged in their plaint, I am of the opinion that it would be futile exercise to 

decide this issue more so when there is no counter claim by the defendants 

for declaration of their right title and interest over the suit land.

Accordingly this issue is decided.

Issue no-7

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

From the findings of the issue no 1, 2, 5 and 9 this court is of the opinion 

that the plaintiffs are not to a decree as prayed for.

Hence this issue is decided in negative and against the plaintiffs.

Issue no 8

To what reliefs the parties are entitled to?

As per order

Order

In the result the plaintiff suit is dismissed on contest with cost. 

Let a decree be drawn up accordingly.

Given under my hand and seal of this Court on this 29th day of August, 2016 

at Hojai, Nagaon. 
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             Munsiff,

        Hojai, Nagaon  

Appendix

Plaintiff witness:

1. Abdul Matlib (PW-1)

2. Piyara Begum(PW-2)

3. Maklisur Rehman(PW-3)

Defendants witness:

1. Sudhindra Sarkar(DW-1)

Plaintiff Exhibits:

1. Ext-1 is the revenue payment receipt dated 24/12/07

2. Ext-2 is the revenue payment receipt dated 31/3/60

3. Ext-3 is the notice for payment of land revenue.

4. Ext-4 is the revenue payment receipt.  

5. Ext-5 is the revenue payment receipt.  

6. Ext-6 is the certificate issued by Sarkari Gaonbura of Sambaria Gaon.

7. Ext-7 is the sale deed no- 1630/1964.

8. Ext-8 is the certified copy of jamabandi of AP no -50.

9. Ext-9 is the certified copy of jamabandi of AP no -60/50/49.
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Defendants Exhibits:

1. Ext-Kha is the sale deed no-1630

2. Ext-Ga is the certified copy of sale deed no-1630/64.

3. Ext-Gha is the kutcha patta. 

4. Ext-Unga is the kutcha patta.

5. Ext-Ca is the certified copy of jamabandi of suit patta.

6. Ext-Cha is the kutcha sale deed. 

7. Ext- Jha is the draft chitha of suit patta.

Munsiff,

        Hojai, Nagaon     
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