
HIGH  COURT  FORM NO- (J) 2

HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT

District-Kamrup

In the  Original Court of Munsiff No. 2

Present- Ms. S. Handique

Wednesday    the   12th    day  of  Dec’2012

                                

                                     

                              Title  Suit  No. 536/07

           

Dilip Kr. Roy

                                                                                                     
                                                                                                 Plaintiffs

                                                            V

Prasanta Borthakur

                                                                                                                 
                                                                       Defendants

This suit coming for final hearing   on 23-11-12 in presence of 

   Mr. Koorban Ali                                                    Advocates of the plaintiff

                                                                                          

    Mr. Satyajeet Sharma                                          Advocates of the  defendant

And  stood  for  consideration  to  this  day  the  court  delivered  the  following 
judgment.  
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JUDGMENT

                                                                                                                   T.S. 536/07

1.  This is a suit for declaration of right, title and interest and recovery of 
possession. The case of the plaintiff Sri Dilip Kr. Roy is that Mahendra Koch 
and Phukan both  sons of late Dandi Ram Koch  were the absolute  owners 
of a plot of land measuring 11 bighas  covered  by dag no. 26 of K.P. Patta 
no. 6 in village Baghorbori  Non K of Beltola Mouza.  These two brothers 
owned and possessed  5 bighas 2 kathas 10 lechas each out of that land 
after a family settlement. After the death of Phukan Koch his  wife Ramva 
Bala Koch and son Bhrigu Ram Koch  inherited the land measuring  5 bighas 
2 kathas 10 lechas   and their names were mutated in the revenue records. 
Thereafter, Ramva Bala Koch died and the entire 5 bighas 2 kathas 10 lechas 
of land devolved upon  Bhrigu Koch. Bhrigu Koch then sold off 1 katha 10 
lechas of land ( schedule A) out of his 5 bighas 2 kathas 10 lechas of land to 
the plaintiff  vide registered sale deed no. 7940 dtd 16-6-07. Bhrigu Koch 
had  erected   concrete  boundary  walls  around  the  suit  land  prior  to  its 
purchase   by  the  plaintiff.  According  to  the  plaintiff,  he  has  been  in 
possession of  the  land  with  boundary  walls  since 16-6-07.  The  dag  and 
patta of the land was changed in the last settlement operation. The patta 
no. 6 was changed to patta no. 10 and dag no. 26 was split into  different 
dags and the plaintiff’s land is now covered by dag no. 142 and his name is 
mutated in respect of the said land. The plaintiff states that he is posted at 
Silchar  since  2003  and  taking  advantage  of  his  absence  the  defendant 
trespassed into the suit land on 25-9-07 by breaking the temporary gate 
and   developed  the  land  and  erected  ek  chali  house  there.  When  the 
plaintiff came to know about the illegal trespass he came to Guwahati and 
asked the defendant to vacate the suit land but the defendant paid no heed 
to  his  requests.   Then  the  plaintiff  initiated  proceedings  before  the 
Additional District Magistrate, Kamrup u/s 145/146 of Cr. PC. The learned 
ADM called for a police report but the police did nothing in this respect. 
Hence, the plaintiff finding no alternative filed this suit for declaration of his 
right, title and interest and for recovery of possession.

2.   The  defendant  contested  the  suit.  He  contested  the  suit  on  usual 
grounds such as there is no cause of action, the suit is barred by limitation, 
is  bad for  non -joinder of  necessary parties,  the suit  is  undervalued.  He 
though admitted that the land covered by dag no. 26 in patta no. 6 was 
originally owned by Phukan Koch and Mahendra Koch but he contended 
that the mutation of the names of Bhrigu Koch and Ramva Bala Koch were 
illegal.  According to him, Bhrigu Koch had no transferable right over the 
schedule A land. He on the other hand contended that the suit land was 
sold  by  the  original  owners  and  the  land  changed  many  hands  and 
ultimately he purchased the suit land vide regd. sale deed no. 4828 dtd 11-
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6-01 from Gopal  Ram Bora and he has  been possessing the same since 
then. He denied that Bhrigu Ram Koch erected any boundary wall over the 
suit land. He stated that his vendor was possessing the land by erecting 
fencing and after it purchase he erected the boundary wall. He denied that 
he is a trespasser to the land.   He also stated that the land was kept under 
mortgage by him in 2002 for taking a loan. He stated that it was the plaintiff 
who tried to take possession by taking recourse to a proceeding u/s 145 Cr. 
PC.  Thus he prayed for dismissal of the suit.

The following issues were framed by my learned predecessor:

ISSUES

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

2. Whether the suit is barred by limitation?

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

4. Whether the suit is properly valued and proper court fee is paid?

5. Whether the plaintiff has got right, title and interest over the suit 
land?

6. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to get khass possession of the suit 
land?

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

Decisions and Reasons thereof:

3.  The  plaintiff  examined  five  witnesses  and  defendant  examined  four 
witnesses in support of their cases.  Heard arguments from both the sides. 

The plaintiff exhibited the following documents:

Ext.1 : Is the certified copy of sadar jamabandi of dag no.26 k.p. patta no.6.

Ext.2 : Is the certified copy of sale permission dtd.  11.06.2007.

Ext.3 : Is the sale deed no. 7940 dtd. 16.06.2007.

Ext.4 : Is the certificate of separate patta dtd. 7.7.2007.

Ext.5 : Is the katcha patta.

The defendant exhibited the following documents:

Ext.AA: Is the chitha copy.

Ext.B : certified copy of  sale deed no.7989 dtd. 26.07.85 executed by legal 
heirs of Late Mahendra Koch in favour of Hira Bora.
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Ext.C : certified copy of Sale deed no. 188/92 executed by Smti. Hira Bora in 
favour of Syed Rafique Ali.

Ext.D : Is the sale deed no.319/93 dtd. 27.01.93 executed by Syed Rafique 
Ali in favour of Gopi Ram Bora.

Ext.E : Land Revenue paying receipt by Gopi Ram Bora.

Ext.F: Certificate  issued  by  Bank  the  of  Baroda  to  the  effect  that  land 
measuring 1 katha 16 lechas covered by dag no.26 of K.P. Patta no. 6 of 
village  Baghorbori  in  Beltola  mouza  along  with  an  Assam  type  house 
thereon is mortgage since February 2002 against cash credit facilities.

Ext.A  : Original  sale  deed no.4828/2001 executed by  Gopi  Ram Bora  in 
favour of defendant.

The plaintiff side objected  during cross examination of DW2 that there is a 
correction of  the schedule of  the land in this sale deed. But the official 
witness  (  DW1)  was  not  cross  examined  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  time of 
production of  the original.   It  cannot  be stated from mere perusal  of  it 
whether the correction is subsequent to the execution or not. Hence the 
said objection is not taken into account. Moreover, the correction does not 
appear to be abnormal and irregular. 

Ext.  I  : Certified  copy  of  sale  deed  no.  4828/2001.  (  Not  signed  by  my 
predecessor and not taken into account)

Ext.K : Certified copy of Jamabandi.

Ext.J : Correction deed no. 4526 dtd. 26.09.96. 

This document was objected to by the plaintiff as the original was not called 
for. 

Ext.  L :  Is  the certificate issued by Mouzadar to Gopiram Bora regarding 
payment of land revenue.

Decision on issue no.1

4.  The  plaintiff  has  filed  this  suit  claiming  right,  title  and  interest  and 
recovery of possession of the suit land from the defendant. He claims to 
have purchased the suit  land vide one registered sale deed from Bhrigu 
Ram Koch in the year 2007. Whereas, the defendant has claimed to have 
purchased the land in 2001. So, there seems to be a dispute between the 
parties  as  to  the  ownership  over  the  land  which  has  given  rise  to  the 
present suit. This issue is decided in the affirmative.

Decision on issue no.2
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5.  The  defendant  contested  the  suit  of  the  ground  that  it  is  barred  by 
limitation.  The  plaintiff  has  stated  in  his  plaint  as  well  as  evidence  on 
affidavit  that the cause of action arose on 25.9.07 when he illegally and 
forcibly trespassed into the suit land and raised ekchali full  bricks house. 
According to him, he purchased the suit land on 16.06.2007. This is a suit 
for declaration with consequential relief of recovery of possession. The suit 
is filed on 17.11.2007. So, from the plaintiff’s point of view his right over the 
suit  land arose on 16.06.07 and after  that  his  right  was  clouded by the 
alleged acts of the defendant on 25.09.2007.  This is a suit for declaration 
and possession  based on title to immovable property, hence  the suit is 
filed within limitation. 

Issue no. 2 is decided in the negative.

Decision on issue no.3

6.  The defendant  has  contended that  the suit  is  bad  for  non-joinder  of 
necessary parties. Because, according to him other pattadars of the land 
and  the  vendor  of  plaintiff  as  well  as  the  vendor  of  the  defendant  are 
necessary parties of the suit. The learned counsel for the plaintiff argued 
that the vendors and other pattadars are not necessary parties to this suit. 
The learned counsel placed reliance on two  High Court decisions, one from 
the  Hon’ble Gauhati High Court and the other from the Hon’ble Rajasthan 
High Court. The  Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in Smti Maonmoyee Barmani 
v.   Smti  Upeswari  Barmani,  AIR 1994 Gau 18  has  held  that  if  persons 
alleged  to  be  necessary  parties  are  neither  entitled  to  any  share  nor 
interested in the suit property, they cannot be termed as necessary parties. 
Likewise  the  Hon’ble Rajasthan High Court in  Smti Tej Kaur and ors V. Jeet 
Singh  and  ors,  AIR  1998  Raj  201 has  held  that  in  a  suit  for  specific 
performance of  contract  the strangers  or  coparceners are  not  necessary 
parties as they are not concerned with the relief sought or the defences 
raised.  I fully agree with the  argument put forth by the learned counsel.

7.   The plaintiff  has  filed  this  suit  against  defendant  Prasanta Barthakur 
alleging  him to be a trespasser in the suit land. Both the parties claim to be 
the owner of the suit land on the basis of respective sale deeds. Since, both 
the parties have claimed to derive their title on the basis of two separate 
sale deeds in their favour, in that case the co-pattadars or vendors are not 
necessary parties.

Issue no. 4 is decided in the negative.

Decision on issue no.4

8 The  plaintiff  has  valued  the  suit  at  Rs.1,50,000/-  for  the  purpose  of 
jurisdiction and declaration and for recovery of possession and has paid ad-
valorem court fee of Rs. 3144.10/-. He has separately valued the injunction 
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at  Rs.  100/-  and  paid  Rs.11/-  as  court  fee  thereon.  The  suit  land  is 
measuring 1katha, 10 lechas. The suit was filed in the year 2007. This is a 
suit  for  declaration  and  consequential  reliefs  as  such  the  valuation  is 
covered  by  section  7  (iv)(c)  of  the  Court  Fee  Act  1870.  In  a  suit  for 
declaration with consequential reliefs the plaintiff  is at liberty to value the 
suit  at  a  reasonable  amount  and  to  pay  the  ad-valorem  court  fee.  The 
defendant though contented that the present market price of the suit land 
is more than Rs.5,00,000/- but there is no evidence on record to prove that 
fact.  Moreover,  the  valuation  put  by  the  plaintiff  does  not  seem  to  be 
unreasonable. In my opinion the suit is properly valued and adequate court 
fee is paid. 

Issue no. 4 is decided in the affirmative.

Decision on issue no.5:

9. The plaintiff  has claimed that he has got right, title and interest over the 
suit land and the defendant is a trespasser. The defendant on the other 
hand  refutes  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  by  stating  that  he  is  a  prior 
purchaser. In this case there are two sale deeds in the name of the both 
the parties and both claim to have got delivery of possession on the date 
of  execution  of  their  respective  sale  deeds.  P.W.1  Dilip  Kumar  Roy 
(Plaintiff) stated in his evidence on affidavit that after obtaining the sale 
permission  dated  11.06.2007 (Ext.2)  he  purchased  the  suit  land  vide 
registered sale deed no.7940 dtd. 16.06.2007 (Ext.3). The boundary of 
the land purchased by the plaintiff is as follows:

North: Repunjoy Goswami.

South: Road, Rajen Saikia.

East: Man Bahadur Sharma.

West: Twelve ft. road.

10. Ext.3  is a certified copy. The plaintiff has claimed that he got separate 
patta in respect of the suit land vide Ext.4. During his cross examination he 
admitted  that  he  has  not  seen  any  document  of  amicable  settlement 
between Mahendra  Koch and Phukan Koch  as  stated  in  his  evidence on 
affidavit. He has no knowledge if Phukan Koch and his wife Rambha Bala 
Koch sold any land during their life time. He does not even know the area of 
land under possession of his vendor Bhrigu Ram Koch when he purchased 
the suit land. He denied that he was not handed over possession of the land 
after the said purchase.  The plaintiff deposed that he was informed by his 
nephew Rupam Roy about the illegal trespass. But Rupam Roy is not cited as 
a witness. 
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11. P.W.2 Bhriguram Koch in his evidence on affidavit stated that he sold the 
suit  land  to  the  plaintiff.  He  stated  that  the  defendant  was  never  in 
possession of the suit land. During his cross examination he admitted that 
he does not know the boundaries of 5 and ½ bighas of land belonging to his  
uncle  Mahendra  Koch  or  the  5  and  ½  bighas  of  land  of  his  father.  He 
admitted to have sold some land to plaintiff,  Rajen Saikia,  Prahlad Haloi, 
Basistha Kalita, Pradip Mudhiar and two other persons. From his evidence it 
appears that he sold 1 and ½ katha to Dilip Roy, 1 and ½ katha to Rajen 
Saikia,  2 and ½ katha to Prahlad Haloi,  3 kathas Basistha Kalita,  1 and ½ 
katha to Rina Pathak, 2 katha 5 lechas to Afas Ali, 1 katha 5 lecha to Praidp 
Mudiar,  1  katha  10  lecha  to  the  plaintiff  and  at  present  he  has  been 
occupying 1katha 17lechas. He does not know if the suit land was already 
sold by the legal heirs of Mahendra Koch. He denied that he fraudulently 
sold the suit land to the plaintiff which was already under possession of the 
defendant. 

12. P.W.3 Kumar Amal Narayan Deb stated in his evidence on affidavit that 
he was present at the time of execution of the sale deed and delivery of 
possession. In his cross examination he deposed that he came to know the 
suit land after its purchases by the plaintiff. He admitted that the lat mandal 
and  the  boundary  man  were  not  present  at  the  time  of  delivery  of 
possession.  This  witness  has  only  heard  from  the  plaintiff  that  he  was 
dispossessed.

13. P.W.4 Deepjyoti Deka, supported the plaintiff’s case in his evidence on 
affidavit.  According  to  him  he  identified  Bhrigu  Ram  Koch  and  put  his 
signature on the sale deed. He has admitted during cross that Bhrigu Ram 
Koch was brought  to him by three persons  and he knew only one amongst 
them. P.W.4 obtained the sale permission but he does not know personally 
the share of land which falls under Bhrigu Koch or the heirs of Mahendra 
Koch. P.W.5 Hafiz Ali, stated in his evidence on affidavit that he was present 
at  the  time  of  execution  and  delivery  of  possession.  But  from his  cross 
examination he admitted that he has deposed as per the version of Bhrigu 
Ram Koch. So his testimony is not reliable.

P.W.6 Indra Dutta, is a witness to the sale deed. From his cross examination 
it appears  that he does not know about the suit land. On one occasion he 
stated the owner  of  the land is  Mr.  Goswami.  But  later  on he said  that 
Bhrigu Ram Koch is the owner. He does not know who is Bhrigu Ram Koch. 
The testimony is of this witness is also not reliable. 

14. The defendant ( DW1) deposed in his evidence on affidavit that he is the 
owner and possessor of 1 katha 16 lechas of land covered by dag no. 26 of 
K.P  Patta  no.  6  in  village  Baghorbori  under  Beltola  Mouza.  His  land  is 
bounded by—
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North.. Ripunjay Goswami

South: bye lane and Rajen Saikia

East: Nathu Boro / Bisambhar Hazarika

West: Umesh Kalita, Mahesh Thangal Road

15. According to him, the boundaries changed after purchase of the land 
and construction of road. He deposed that he purchased it from Gopi Ram 
Bora who had purchased it from Syed Rafiq Ali and Rafiq Ali purchased it 
from  Smti  Hira  Bora  who  had  purchased  it  from  the  legal  heirs  of  late 
Mahendra Koch.  PW2 has identified the legal heirs of Mahendra Koch who 
are the vendors of Hira Bora. The plaintiff side argued that these facts are 
beyond pleadings.  But I  find that the defendant had mentioned that  the 
land changed many hands before and ultimately he purchased it. He claimed 
to have taken possession after execution of sale deed. He  stated that  an 
Assam Type house and boundary walls were raised by him but  the land is 
under mortgage with the Bank of Baroda since Feb’2002. He denied that 
Bhrigu Ram Koch had any transferable right over the suit land. He produced 
the  original  sale  deed  in  his  name  and  the  jamabandi  copy  showing 
mutation of the name of his vendor Gopi Ram Bora.  He called the official 
witness from the office of the Sub-Registrar to prove execution of sale deed 
( Ext. A). It is a fact that the boundaries of sale deed in the name of Hira 
Bora,  Rafiq  Ali,  Gopiram  Bora  do  not  match  with  the  sale  deed  of  the 
defendant. But it is also seen that Hira Bora purchased 3 bighas and out of 
that Rafiq Ali purchased 2 kathas and  Gopiram Bora purchased the said 2 
kathas from Rafiq Ali and the defendant in turn purchased 1 katha 16 lechas 
from  Gopiram  Bora.  The  defendant  has  satisfactorily  stated  that  the 
boundaries  changed over  time.  It  is  also  a  fact  that  the  defendant  is  in 
possession of the suit land and the same is under mortgage with the Bank. 

16.  DW4 Rajkumar Barman deposed that  he was  present  at  the time of 
transaction  and  registration  of  sale  deed  in  the  name  of  defendant. 
According to him the defendant constructed boundary walls,  Assam type 
house. During cross examination he admitted that at the time of purchase it 
was bounded by concrete plinth. He denied that the Assam type house was 
constructed in 2007. 

17. DW3 Basistha Kalita is resides near the suit land. He supported the case 
of  the  defendant.  During  his  cross  examination  he  testified  that  the 
defendant took possession some 9 years ago and his staff stays there and he 
raised ek Chali and Assam type house there. He stated that the defendant 
raised the height of the boundary walls  after purchase. The plaintiff  side 
argued that DW3 has supported the plaintiff’s case as he admitted that the 
boundary has remained same since purchase. But  I find that this witness 
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has satisfactorily stated that the  defendant entered into the land some 9 
years ago and he was present when he took possession. 

18. PW1 stated that Mahendra Koch and Phukan Koch did not sell any land 
to any one prior to his purchase. But his statement is nullified if we peruse 
the boundary of the suit land described by him.  Moreover PW2 admitted to 
have sold off land to various persons. Although the plaintiff stated that 5 
bighas 2 kathas 10 lechas of  land fell  into the share of Bhrigu Koch and 
Rambhabala Koch, the jamabandi ( Ext. 1) produced by the plaintiff shows 
that  only  5  bighas  1  katha  10  lechas  were  mutated  in  their  name.  The 
plaintiff  has  not  filed  any  document  to  prove  that  Bhrigu  Koch  was 
possessing the suit land prior to its sale. The plaintiff has not produced the 
original sale deed before the court nor proved the certified copy as per the 
provisions of law laid down in Section 65 of the Indian Evidence Act. 

Section 65 in The Indian Evidence Act, 1872 provides as follows:

Cases in which secondary evidence relating to documents may be given. 
Secondary evidence may be given of the existence, condition or contents of 
a document in the following cases:--

(a) when the original is shown or appears to be in the possession or power-- 
of the person against whom the document is sought to be proved, or of any 
person out of reach of, or not subject to, the process of the Court, or of any 
person legally bound to produce it, and when, after the notice mentioned in 
section 66, such person does not produce it;

(b) when the  existence,  condition  or  contents  of  the  original  have  been 
proved to be admitted in writing by the person against whom it is proved or 
by his representative in interest;

(c) when the original has been destroyed or lost, or when the party offering 
evidence of its contents cannot, for any other reason not arising from his 
own default or neglect, produce it in reasonable time;

(d) when the original is of such a nature as not to be easily movable;

(e) when the original is a public document within the meaning of section 74;

(f) when the original is a document of which a certified copy is permitted by 
this Act, or by any other law in force in  India to be given in evidence;  

(g) when the originals consist of numerous accounts or other documents 
which cannot conveniently be examined in Court and the fact to be proved 
is the general result of the whole collection. 

In  cases  (a),  (c)  and  (d),  any  secondary  evidence of  the  contents  of  the 
document is admissible. In case (b), the written admission is admissible. In 
case  (e)  or  (f),  a  certified  copy  of  the  document,  but  no  other  kind  of 
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secondary evidence, is admissible. In case (g), evidence may be given as to 
the general result of the documents by any person who has examined them, 
and who is skilled in the examination of such documents.

19. In the present case, the plaintiff has not even taken leave of the court 
before adducing secondary evidence. He has failed to discharge his burden 
of proof. Though PW2 admitted the sale,  he does not know if it was already 
sold off by the heirs of late Mahendra Koch. PW2 has a sister alive and there 
has been no perfect partition of the 11 bighas of land of Mahendra Koch 
and Phukan Koch.  PW2 does not even know the boundaries of  the land 
under possession of his father. From the evidence adduced by the plaintiff 
and his witnesses the fact of delivery of possession and his dispossession by 
the defendant is not established.

The plaintiff side placed reliance on another decision of the Hon’ble Gauhati 
High  Court  in  Mantu  Ghosh  V.  Amar  Chand  Sharma,  1996  (III)  GLT 62 
wherein the Hon’ble   High Court has held that when written documents 
exists  they  shall  be  produced  as  being  the  best  evidence  of  their  own 
contents but mere marking of a document as an exhibit does not dispense 
with  its  proof.  It  was  argued  that  the  defendant  has  not  proved  the 
documents of his vendors. But I find that this ruling is equally applicable to 
the plaintiff side as well. The plaintiff himself did not produce the original 
document nor proved it. Mere admission of the execution by the vendor is 
not enough. The plaintiff has to prove his own case and cannot rely upon 
the weakness of the defence evidence.

In view of the above discussions I hold that the plaintiff has failed to prove 
his case.

Decision on issue no. 6 & 7:

20. Since the plaintiff has failed to prove his right, title and interest over the 
suit property he is not entitled to get khass possession of the suit land or 
any other reliefs.

Issue no. 6 and 7 are decided in the negative.

ORDER

The suit is dismissed on contest with cost. Prepare decree accordingly. Given 
under my hand and seal of the court on 12-12-12. 
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                                                                                S. HANDIQUE

                                                                    MUNSIFF NO. 2, KAMRUP

ANNEXURES

PLAINTIFF SIDE

PW1..DILIP KR. ROY

PW2..BHRIGU RAM KOCH

PW3..KUMAR AMAL NARAYAN DEV

PW4..DEEPJYOTI DEKA

PW5..HAFIZ ALI

DOCUMENTS

Ext.1 : Is the certified copy of sadar jamabandi of dag no.26 k.p. patta no.6.

Ext.2 : Is the certified copy of sale permission dtd.  11.06.2007.

Ext.3 : Is the sale deed no. 7940 dtd. 16.06.2007.

Ext.4 : Is the certificate of separate patta dtd. 7.7.2007.

Ext.5 : Is the katcha patta.

DEFENDANT SIDE

DW1..PABITRA KR. DAS ( OFFICIAL WITNESS) 

DW2.. PRASANTA BARTHAKUR

Dw3.. BASISTHA KALITA

DW4.. RAJKURAR BARMAN

DOCUMENTS

Ext.AA: Is the chitha copy.

Ext.B : certified copy of  sale deed no.7989 dtd. 26.07.85 executed by legal heirs of Late 
Mahendra Koch in favour of Hira Bora.

Ext.C : certified copy of Sale deed no. 188/92 executed by Smti. Hira Bora in favour of  
Syed Rafique Ali.

Ext.D : Is the sale deed no.319/93 dtd. 27.01.93 executed by Syed Rafique Ali in favour  
of Gopi Ram Bora.

Ext.E : Land Revenue paying receipt by Gopi Ram Bora.

Ext.F: Certificate issued by Bank the of Baroda to the effect that land measuring 1 katha 
16 lechas covered by dag no.26 of K.P. Patta no. 6 of village Baghorbori in Beltola mouza 
along with an Assam type house thereon is mortgage since February 2002 against cash 
credit facilities.
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Ext.A  : Original  sale  deed  no.4828/2001  executed  by  Gopi  Ram  Bora  in  favour  of 
defendant.

Ext. I : Certified copy of sale deed no. 4828/2001. ( Not signed by my predecessor and 
not taken into account)

Ext.K : Certified copy of Jamabandi.

Ext.J : Correction deed no. 4526 dtd. 26.09.96. 

This document was objected to by the plaintiff as the original was not called for. 

Ext. L : Is the certificate issued by Mouzadar to Gopiram Bora regarding payment of land 
revenue.
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