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T.S. No.  20 of 2021 

 

  Assam Schedule VII. Form No. 132                                                       

                HIGH COURT FORM NO J (2) 

        HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT 

                         DISTRICT: LAKHIMPUR 

IN THE COURT OF THE MUNSIFF NO.1, NORTH LAKHIMPUR,  

SATURDAY, THE 25TH DAY of APRIL 2022 

 

TITLE  SUIT NO: 20/2021 

(Original Case No.TS-07/2015) 

        Present: Ms. Sparsita Garg, M.A, LL.M, AJS 
                       Munsiff No.1, North Lakhimpur,   
         Lakhimpur 
 

1. Sri Mohan Kumar Pradhan  
S/O- Late Krishna Br. Pradhan 
Sr. Asstt. Manager, Harmutty Tea Estate  
Mouza-Laluk, PS-Laluk 
District- Lakhimpur, Assam. 
 

2. M/S Stewart Holl (India) Ltd. Represented by the 
Manager, Hurmutty Tea Estate  
 

      
.........................Plaintiffs.                          

 
                                   Versus 
 

1. Sri Patras Shall (Munda),  
S/o Late Bowash Munda  
D.W- (W. No.120224) 
Ganesh Bari Division, Pucca Line  
Hurmutty Tea Estate  
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2. Sri Yakub Shall (Munda)  

S/O- Late Bowash Munda  
C/O- Sri Patrash Shall (munda)  
Ganesh Bari Division, Pucca Line  
Hurmutty Tea Estate  
 

3. Sri Juna Shall (Munda)  
S/O- Late Bowash Munda  
C/O- Sri Patrash Shall (Munda)  
Ganesh Bari Division, Pucca Line  
Hurmutty Tea Estate  
 

4. Sri Nikulash Shall (Munda)  
S/O- Late Bowash Munda  
C/O- Sri Patrash Shall (Munda)  
Ganesh Bari Division, Pucca Line  
Hurmutty Tea Estate  
 

5. Sri Lazar Munda  
S/O- Akub Munda  
C/O- Patras Shall (Munda)  
Ganesh Bari Division, Pucca Line  
Hurmutty Tea Estate  
 

6. The Commissioner,  
Land and Revenue  
Dept. Govt. of Assam, Dispur  
 

7. The Collector  
Lakhimpur District, North-Lakhimpur  
 

8. The Circle Officer,   
Bihpuria Revenue Circle 
Bihpuria, Lakhimpur.  

.................... Defendants.  
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This suit coming on for hearing on 28th day of February, 

2022 in the presence of:-         

 

Mr. Jogeswar Gogoi.....Learned Counsel for plaintiff  

Mr. Biman Borah......    Learned Counsel for defendants. 

Smti Rupa Sonowal …. Asstt. G.P., Learned Counsel for  

     Govt. side 

 

And having stood for consideration to this 25th day of April 2022, 

the court delivered the following Judgment: 

 

JUDGMENT 

1. This is a suit for declaration of right, title and interest of the 

plaintiff over the suit land, declaration that the defendants are 

not the tenants of the plaintiff, recovery of possession by 

evicting the defendants and cancellation of khatian, permanent 

injunction and other relief (s).  

 

2. The plaintiff’s case in brief is that the plaintiff is the manager of 

Hurmutty Tea Estate and the tea estate is owned by M/s 

Stewart Hall India Limited which is basically engaged in 

cultivation of tea and dealing with tea business having its 

permanent office at Kolkata. The plaintiff being the manager 

has been duly empowered through a power of attorney 

executed being no. 262011 by its head office to institute the suit 

and to deal with the properties of Harmutty Tea Estate. The 
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defendant no.1 Patras Sal Munda is a permanent worker of the 

tea estate and resides in the garden quarter. The defendant 

no.4 is also a permanent worker of the estate. The defendant 

no.2 and 3 are temporary workers of the tea estate and all the 

defendants reside at Harmutty tea estate. The suit land 

measuring 03 bighas, 4 kathas and 07 lechas covered by myadi 

patta no.1, Dag no.217 under no.03 petition Harmutty belongs 

to M/s Stewart Hall India Limited and M/s Stewart Hall India 

Limited is the pattadars of the land. The plaintiff company is the 

owner of land measuring 567 bigha, 03 kathas and 12 lechas of 

land covered by myadi patta no.01 in the map of no.03, petition 

Harmutty but on 22.11.1983 on the basis of the order dated 

25.07.1983, the SDC, Bihpuria Revenue Circle in mutation case 

no.281/1982-82, the name of M/s Stewart Hall India Limited is 

mutated and corrected in place of Harmutty Tea Company 

Limited. The disputed land covers dag no.217 which is a part of 

the total land measuring 567 bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas. 

The plaintiff further submitted that in the year 2009 on the 

request of Late Bowash Munda, a permanent worker of the tea 

estate, the father of defendants, the management of Harmutty 

Tea Estate had verbally allowed Late Bowash Munda to cultivate 

temporarily on the disputed land. Late Bowash Munda in 

collusion with the officials of Bihpuria Revenue Circle prepared 

khatian number 01 of no. 03 petition, Harmutty and entered the 

names of Late Akub Munda, Late Bowash Munda and Late Lazar 

Munda without the knowledge of the management of Harmutty 
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tea estate. The name of Bowash Munda and Late Lazar Munda 

was entered in khatian no.01 on the basis of petition no.94 

dated 10.01.2013 in place of late Akub Munda. The plaintiff 

claimed that the names of Bowasha Munda and Late Lazar 

Munda were entered after the death of Akub Munda but the 

management never gave possession of the disputed land to 

Akub Munda. On 18.06.2013 the Circle Officer, Bihpuria revenue 

circle on petition no. 95 passed an order for correcting the 

names of the defendants and accordingly on 19.06.2013 the 

names of defendants entered into khatian patta no.1 as 

tenant/khatiandars in place of Late Bowash Munda. Further it is 

submitted that on 21.11.1993 i.e., 30 years before issuing the 

khatian patta the sub deputy collector SDC Bihupuria Revenue 

circle passed order in mutation case no. 251 of 1982-83 and the 

name of M/s Stweart Hall India Limited was corrected and 

mutated in place of Harmutty Tea Company Limited on the 

strength of purchase and possession in respect of land of Dag 

No. 217 in respect of the suit land along with total land 

measuring 567 Bighas, 03 kathas and 12 lechas of myadi land 

covered by patta no. 01 in the map of 03 number petition, 

Harmutty but the circle officer Bihpuria illegally passed order on 

petition no. 94 and 95 of the defendants and mutated and 

corrected the names of the defendants in place of Late Akub 

Munda and Late Bowash Munda. Further, it is submitted that 

while making the mutation and correction no notice was issued 

to the pattadars. The plaintiff submitted that on 01.01.2015 the 
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defendant no.1 erected a concrete post on the disputed land 

and started construction of pukka house, storing sand and 

gravels on the disputed land without the permission of the 

management of the tea estate. On the next day the plaintiff on 

coming to know about such illegal act requested the defendant 

no.1 to remove the concrete post and the sand gravel but he 

did not respond and on the same day the plaintiff companies 

send a notice to defendant no. 1 but the defendant did not 

comply with the direction. The defendant on 13.01.2015 came 

to the office of the plaintiff and had shown the document of the 

land to the plaintiff from which the plaintiff company came to 

know about the illegal mutation. The disputed land is kept as 

ancillary land of the company which was being given to Late 

Bowash Munda for cultivation on temporarily basis on his 

request as a worker of the company. The defendants are 

illegally using the land as bari land. Thus, the plaintiff submitted 

that issuance of khatian and possession of the defendants is 

illegal. The land belongs to the company and the defendants are 

illegally occupying the same. Hence the plaintiff’s suit.  

 

3. The defendants contested the proceeding by filing two separate 

written statements. Defendant Nos.1, 2, 3 and 4 in their written 

statement submitted that there is no cause of action for filing 

the suit and the suit is not maintainable in law as well as facts 

and hence, is liable to be dismissed. The suit is bad for various 

defects and is also not maintainable as per provision of Assam 
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Land and Revenue Regulation Act. The defendants denied the 

claim of the plaintiff and further claimed that the suit land is in 

continuous possession of the defendants since the last 45 years 

which was possessed by their grandfather Late Akub Munda 

who took possession after cleaning the jungles and has been 

continuously cultivating the land without any interruption from 

anybody. The authority issued a khatian patta in the name of 

Akub Munda in the year 1977 and the defendants do not treat 

the plaintiff as owner of the suit land. The defendants submitted 

that the revenue authority should have issued a patta in the 

name of Akub Munda instead of issuing the khatian. Further it is 

submitted that the defendant no.1 is paying land revenue 

regularly. The revenue authority has mutated the names of the 

defendants as heirs of Late Akub Munda who has homestead 

over the suit land. The suit land has been classified as 

homestead (bari land) and cannot be used for tea cultivation. 

The defendants have no other land except for the suit land 

having their families to live. Some of the defendants at present 

are occupying the quarter allotted by the plaintiff company 

temporarily and they are likely to vacate their allotment as when 

directed by the plaintiff company. The defendants also 

submitted another written statement after impleaded the newly 

added defendants wherein the defendants claimed that the suit 

is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed.   
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4. The Defendant no 6, 7 and 8 also filed separate written 

statement wherein they denied the claim of the plaintiff and 

submitted that the suit is not maintainable in civil court under 

the Assam Land and Revenue Regulation Act and is liable to be 

dismissed.  Further it submitted that the land covered by Dag 

no. 217 was recorded in the name of Harmutty Tea Estate 

Company Limited vide periodic patta no. 01. The disputed land 

in the name of Robas Munda (Deleted), Lazar Munda (S/o: Akub 

Munda), Nicolas Shall Munda, Yakub Shall Munda, Bona Shall 

Munda and Patras Shall Munda (S/o: Bowash Munda) vide order 

no. 94 dated 10.01.2013 and order no. 95 dated 18.06.2013 by 

right of legal heirship and being the occupancy tenants under 

the same dag as Rayati Khatiyan. The above mutation as well as 

recording the names of the defendants in the name of Akub 

Munda and Bowash Munda was done during the settlement 

operation and hence issuance of notice to the plaintiff company 

does not arise. Hence, prayed for dismissal of the plaintiff's suit.  

 

5. On going through the rival pleadings the following 

issues are framed for decision: 

Issue no.1: Whether there is any cause of action for the 

suit? 

Issue no. 2: Whether the suit is maintainable? 

Issue no. 3: Is the suit barred by the law of limitation? 

Issue no.4: Whether the plaintiff has right, title, interest 

over the suit land? 
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Issue no.5: Whether the suit land is in possession of the 

defendant since time of the ancestors i.e., from Akub 

Munda? 

Issue no.6: Whether kahtian patta no.01, village no.03 

is owned by M/s Steward Hall (India) Limited and 

whether said khatian patta is liable for cancellation? 

Issue no. 7: To what relief (s) the parties are entitled 

to? 

 

ADDITIONAL ISSUES: 

 

Issue no.1: Who is the pattadars of the disputed land? 

Issue no.2: Whether Harmutty Tea Company Limited or 

M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited was the 

pattadar/owner of the suit land at the time of 

conversion of disputed land from myadi to kahtian 

patta? 

 

6. I have heard arguments advanced by learned counsel of both 

sides. The plaintiff side examined two (2) witnesses and proved  

four (04) number of exhibits. The defendants side examined 

three (03) witnesses and proved three (03) number of exhibits. 

Let me now discuss the issues one by one. 

DISCUSSION, REASONS AND DECISION THEREOF:  
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Issue no.1: Whether there is any cause of action for the 

suit? 

 

7. Cause of action is nothing but bundle of facts admitted and 

disputed by the rival parties. The claim of each other is required 

to be adjudicated by this court. Therefore, I find there is cause 

of action for filing the present suit. Accordingly Issue No.1 is 

decided in favour of the plaintiff company.   

 

Issue no. 2: Whether the suit is maintainable? 

The plaintiff has filed this suit seeking declaration of their right, 

title and interest, cancelation of khatian and other relief (s). On 

the other hand the defendants claimed their right as khatiandars 

and claiming their right by virtue of their possession since more 

than last 45 years. The defendants in their written statement 

submitted that the present suit is not maintainable before a civil 

court as there is bar under the Assam Land and Revenue 

Regulation Act. The officials who were impleaded as defendants 

also claimed that the present suit is not maintainable in civil 

court. Considering the claim of each other it appears that the 

plaintiff company is the owner of the land covered by Dag no. 

217 of periodic patta no. 01 and the suit land is also a part of 

total land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas 

including the suit land. The plaintiff claims that the mutation as 

well as issuance of khatian in the name of defendants as legal 

heirs of Late Akub Munda and Late Bowash Munda is illegal and 
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no notice was issued to the plaintiff side. On going through 

the provisions of Assam Land Revenue Regulation Act 

1886 there is no specific bar to decide the matter in a 

civil court.  In order to declare right and title of a party, 

the jurisdiction lies with a civil court.  Section 9 of CPC 

also states that a civil court has jurisdiction to decide 

and adjudicate any dispute until and unless there is a 

specific bar in the statue. Considering the discussion above 

made it appears that the present suit is maintainable in its 

present form and manner. Accordingly Issue No.2 is decided in 

favour of the plaintiff company.  

 

Issue no. 3: Is the suit barred by the law of limitation? 

8. In the instant case the plaintiff claimed that the plaintiff 

company got the knowledge of issuance of khatian in the name 

of defendants only 01.01.2015 when the defendant showed the 

khatian and thereafter has filed this suit seeking declaration of 

right, title and interest and other relief (s). The plaintiff claimed 

that the right and title of the plaintiff is clouded as the 

defendant claimed their right over the same. For seeking 

declaration of right, title and recovery of possession the period 

of limitation is twelve (12) years as per the provisions of the 

limitation Act 1963. Thus it appears that the present suit is filed 

well within the period of limitation. Thus, Issue No.3 is also 

decided in favour of the plaintiff company. 
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For the sake of convenience let me now discuss the 

additional issues prior to discussion of the other issues: 

 

Additional Issue no.1: Who is the pattadars of the 

disputed land? 

 

9. The plaintiff in the instant suit has claimed that by virtue of 

purchase the plaintiff M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited became 

the owner of the land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 

Lechas and mutation has also been done in their name which is 

covered by periodic patta no.01 in the map of 03 number 

petition, Harmutty. The plaintiff also proved the jamabandi 

marked as Exhibit-1. The defendant cross examined the 

witnesses on Exhibit-1 challenging the genuinity of the same. 

However, the defendants claimed that their predecessor has 

been occupying the land since more than forty five (45) years. 

It appears that the defendants nowhere denied regarding the 

ownership of the land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 

Lechas covered by patta no.01 in the map of 03 number 

petition, Harmutty. In the written statement of defendant no.6, 

7 and 8 they admitted regarding ownership of the land 

belonging to the plaintiff company. The defendant though 

denied the ownership of the plaintiff but Exhibit-1 remained 

unrebutted which shows that the plaintiff company is the 

owners of land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas 
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covered by periodic patta no. 01 in the map of 03 number 

petition, Harmutty. The defendants only claimed that since the 

time of their grandfather Akub Munda they are in continuous 

possession over the suit land and they do not accept the 

plaintiff company as owners of the land. However, the officials 

who are made defendants (Defendant no. 6, 7 and 8) admitted 

regarding the ownership of the plaintiff company. In view of the 

evidence as well as documents available in the case record it 

appears that the plaintiff company is the owner of the suit land 

which is a part of the total land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 

Kathas and 12 Lechas covered by periodic patta no.1 in the map 

of 3 number petition, Harmutty. Additional Issue No.1 is decided 

in favour of the plaintiff. 

 

Additional Issue no.2: Whether Harmutty Tea Company 

Limited or M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited was the 

pattadar/owner of the suit land at the time of 

conversion of disputed land from myadi to khatian 

patta? 

 

10. The plaintiff in the instant suit claimed that suit land 

covered by myadi patta no. 01, Dag no.217 under no.03 

petition, Harmutty is owned by M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited 

and the plaintiff company is the pattadars of the land. The land 

measuring land measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas 
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covered by periodic patta no. 01 in the map of 03 number 

petition, Harmutty was owned by Harmutty Tea Company 

Limited but on 22.11.1983 on the basis of order passed by SDC, 

Bihpuria Revenue Circle in mutation case no.251/1982-83, the 

name of M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited is mutated in place of 

Harmutty Tea Company Limited. The defendants disputed this 

fact and they denied that M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited is the 

owner of the land at the time of conversion of the land to 

khatian patta.  

 

The plaintiff company claims that the land of Harmutty Tea 

Estate was purchased by M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited. The 

plaintiff in order to substantiate its claim proved Exhibit-1 i.e., 

the Jamabandi of the land covered by periodic patta no. 01 in 

the map of 03 number petition, Harmutty measuring 567 

Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas which was corrected and 

mutated in the name of M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited in place 

of Harmutty Tea Company Limited. The above document clearly 

shows that in the year 1983 the total land was purchased by 

M/s Stewart Hall (India) Limited. The issuance of khatian was 

done on petition no. 94 dated 10.01.2013 and 95 dated 

18.06.2013. Therefore it appears that on date of issuance of 

rayati khatian the land was mutated in the name of M/s Stewart 

Hall (India) Limited. Hence, Additional Issue No.2 is decided 

accordingly.  
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Issue no.4: Whether the plaintiff has right, title, interest 

over the suit land ? 

 

11. This is the primary issue of the present suit. The plaintiff 

claimed that the plaintiff has right, title and interest over land 

measuring 567 Bighas, 03 Kathas and 12 Lechas covered by 

periodic patta no. 01 in the map of 03 number petition, 

Harmutty which was purchased by the plaintiff company from 

Harmutty Tea Estate and patta has been issued in their name. 

The defendants on the other hand claims that they are 

possessing the suit land since the days of their predecessor and 

enjoying possession for more than forty five (45) years. The 

plaintiff company claims that the predecessor of the defendants 

was a temporary worker and on his request the Harmutty Tea 

Estate allowed him to cultivate the suit land temporarily. 

Therefore, the defendants have no right, title or interest over 

the suit land which is kept as ancillary land. The defendants 

mainly disputed the claim of the plaintiff company on the basis 

of their possession over the suit land.  According to the 

defendants they are in possession over the suit land for more 

than forty five (45) years. The defendant’s side further claimed 

that they are regularly paying land revenue and they will be 

homeless if they are evicted from the suit land. The defendant 

examined three witnesses. D.W-1 Sri Patras San Munda claimed 

that since the days Akub Munda they are possessing the land 

and using the same as their homestead. D.W-2 Sri Samra Purti 
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also corroborated this fact and D.W-3 Sri Salni Munda, the wife 

of Late Bowash Munda stated that since the days of her father-

in-law i.e., Akub Munda they are in possession of the land. 

Further D.W-3 stated that they will be homeless if they are 

evicted from the suit land. The defence witnesses nowhere 

denied that the plaintiff company is the owner of the disputed 

land and further stated that Late Akub Munda cleared the 

jungles and established his homestead over the aforesaid land 

but the witnesses remained silent as to how Akub Munda 

acquired the land. Since the plaintiff has proved that they are 

the owners of the suit land, the possession of the defendants 

appears to be permissive possessors under Harmutty Tea 

Estate. The suit land along with other land were sold out by 

Harmutty Tea Estate in favour of M/s Stewart Hall (India) 

Limited (plaintiff). Thus, it appears that the Harmutty Tea Estate 

allowed the predecessor of the defendants to use the land 

temporarily and not by the plaintiff after the same has been 

purchased by the plaintiff company. Law is very clear that if 

someone enters as a tenant his status remains as a 

tenant and he cannot claim title over the land however 

long the possession is. The long possession of the 

defendants therefore cannot extinguish title of the real owner. 

Moreover, the plaintiff company never allowed the predecessor 

of the defendants to continue their occupation over the suit land 

after the same was purchased by the plaintiff company. The 

defendants in their written statement submitted that they have 
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no other land to accommodate their families and two of the 

defendants have to vacate the accommodation provided by the 

plaintiff company and they will have to live in the suit land. 

Therefore, it appears that the defendants and their witnesses 

themselves admitted about the title of the plaintiff company. 

Thus, in view of the discussions above made it appears that the 

plaintiff has successfully proved its right, title and interest and 

accordingly Issue No. 4 is decided in favour of the plaintiff.  

 

Issue no.5: Whether the suit land is in possession of the 

defendants since time of the ancestors i.e., from Akub 

Munda? 

 

12. From the rival pleadings as well as the evidence of the 

parties it appears that the plaintiff company did not deny 

regarding possession of the defendants rather the plaintiff 

admitted that Harmutty Tea Estate allowed the predecessor of 

the defendants Akub Munda to cultivate the land temporarily 

and at no point of time they were asked to vacate the land and 

therefore it is quite evident that the defendants are in 

possession of the disputed land since the days of their 

predecessors Akub Munda.  Accordingly Issue No.5 is decided is 

favour of the defendants.  
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Issue no.6: Whether khatian patta no.1, village no.3 is 

owned by M/s Steward Hall (India) Limited and whether 

the said khatian patta is liable for cancellation? 

 

13. While discussing Additional Issues no.2 this court has 

already held that the land of kahtian patta no.1, village no.03 is 

owned by M/s Steward Hall (India) Limited and the khatian 

no.01 was issued without giving notice to the plaintiff company. 

The defendant no.6, 7 and 8 in their written statement admitted 

the fact that no notice was issued to the plaintiff company while 

issuing the khatian in favour of the defendants. As per record it 

appears that the plaintiff company is the owner of the suit land 

having right, title and interest and therefore the revenue 

authority should have issued notice to the plaintiff company 

before issuing the impugned khatian in favour of the 

defendants. Mutation or recording name of a person by revenue 

authority does not confer any title. The Hon’ble Apex Court in a 

cantena of decision held that “Mutation Entry does not 

confer any right, title or interest in favour of the person 

and it is only recorded for the fiscal purpose”. The ratio of 

the above decision squarely covers the facts of the present 

case. Thus, it appears that issuance of khatian in favour of the 

defendants is illegal as the defendants were never allowed to 

occupy the suit land after the land has been acquired by the 

plaintiff company. Hence, it appears that issuance of khatian in 

favour of the defendants is illegal, void and therefore is liable to 
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be cancelled. Issue No.6 is accordingly decided in favour of the 

plaintiff.  

Issue no. 7: To what relief (s) the parties are entitled 

to? 

14. From the discussion made above it appear that plaintiff is 

entitled to the following reliefs- 

 i. The plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit 

 land. 

 ii. Issuance of khatian in favour of the defendants is illegal 

 and void and same is required to be cancelled. 

iii. Defendants to vacate the suit land and the plaintiffs to 

get khas possession after evicting the defendants with 

men and materials.  

iv.  The plaintiff is also entitled to permanent injunction 

after having over khas possession of the suit land.  

15. In the result the plaintiff's suit is decreed on contest without 

cost. 

16. Prepare a decree in terms of judgment and order.  

 Given under my hand and seal on this 25th day of April, 2022 at 

North Lakhimpur, Lakhimpur.        

    

            Ms. Sparsita Garg 

                                                             Munsiff No.1,   
                             North Lakhimpur, Lakhimpur 
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A P P E N D I X 

 

WITNESS OF PLAINTIFF SIDE: 
 

1. P.W-1:     Sri Mohan Kumar Pradhan  

2. PW-2:      Sri Babul Chandra Baruah  

      

EXHIBITS OF PLAINTIFF SIDE:  

 
1. Exhibit I:    Jamabandi 
2. Exhibit I(A):    Dag Number  
3. Exhibit I(B) to I(C) :  Comment  

 
WITNESS OF DEFENSE SIDE:   

1. D.W-1:    Sri Patras Shall Munda  

2. D.W-2:    Sri Samara Purti  

3. D.W-3:    Smt. Salami Munda  

 

EXHIBITS OF DEFENSE SIDE:  

1. Exhibit „Ka‟ :   P.P. of Akub Munda   

2. Exhibit „Kha‟ :   Form No.19  

3. Exhibit „Ga‟ :   Revenue Receipt of Patras Shall  

      Munda  

                                                                                                                                                      

 
                                   (Ms. Sparsita Garg) 
                                                         Munsiff No.1, 
                                         North Lakhimpur, Lakhimpur 

 


