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HIGH COURT  FORM NO. (J) 2. 

Heading of Judgement in original Suit 

BEFORE  THE COURT OF MUNSIFF NO-1 SONITPUR, AT TEZPUR  

              

Present :-  Sabita Bharadwaj, AJS 

Munsiff no-1 , Tezpur. 

 

Wednesday 29th day of May 2019 

          

TITLE SUIT NO- 73/2009 

Sri Rajen Gowala 

Plaintiff  

 

-Versus- 

 

1. Sri Bishnu Gowala, 

2. Smti. Aghni Kumhar @Kumar,  

3. Sri Kanha Kumhar @ Kumar, 

4. Sri Nindan Kumhar @ Kumar, 

5. Sri Jagan Kumhar @ Kumar, 

6. Sri Ganesh Kumhar @ Kumar, 

7. Sri Ajit Kumhar, 

8. i) Smti. Rebati Baraik, 

ii) Smti. Rumi Baraik, 

iii) Smti. Bharati Baraik, 

iv) Smti. Bonti Baraik 
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9. Sri Baneswar Mirdha, 

10. Sri Jaleswar Gowala, 

11. Sri Chabilal Mirdha. 

Defendant/s 

Opposite party/s 

                                                                                    

12. Smti. Phuleswari Gowala,   

13. Smti. Pramila Gowala, 

14. Smti. Lalita Gowala, 

15. Smti. Jalita Gowala, 

16. Smti. Puneswari Gwoala. 

- Proforma defendant/s 

                                               

This suit/case coming on for final hearing on 15.05.2019 in the 

presence of – 

Sri Ajoy Kumar Paul     Advocate for the 

plaintiff; 

and 

Sri Kobin Sarma & Sewali Das    Advocate for the 

defendant, 

  

 And having stood for consideration to this day, the court 

delivered the following judgment-  

JUDGEMENT 

1.  The plaintiff has instituted this instant suit for cancellation of gift deed &  

sale deed, declaration of his right, title and interest and recovery of possession 

and also for permanent injunction. 

2. The main crux of plaintiff’s suit is that Gurucharan Goala was the 

brother of plaintiff’s father viz. Late Binay Goala and late Binay Goala got 
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married with Budhni Goala, whereas Late Gurucharan Goala died in the year 

1989 without being married. Both the brothers had got their ancestral land 

(immovable) property from their father Late Baiznath Goala. As the deceased 

Gurucharan Goala had no wife and issues he lived with his brother Late Binay 

Goala, i.e. the deceased father of the plaintiff and they never wanted to 

separate their landed property from each other. After death of Gurucharan 

Goala and Binay Goala, i.e., since the year 1989, the plaintiff and his family 

consisting of five members (excluding him) viz. Smti. Renu Goala (wife) and his 

three sons and a daughter have been collectively possessing all the plots of 

land without any interruption till the year 2008. But in June 2008 the plaintiff 

came to know that schedule A and schedule- B lands had been gifted to the 

defendant No. 1 vide Gift Deed No. 659/649 dated 21-04-2008 by one Smti 

Aghni Kumhar @ Kumar, who claimed herself as the daughter of late 

Gurucharan Gowala, and accordingly the said defendant has mutated his name 

against the aforesaid plots of land and the plaintiff was then threatened of dire 

consequences by the defendant No. 1 and not to do the cultivation on the 

aforesaid plots of land further. The plaintiff he discovered that the Defendant 

No. 1 has illegally sold 4 Bighas of un-partitioned Suit Schedule A land 

respectively to the Defendants Nos. 8 to 11 by Regd. Deeds of Sale bearing 

Nos. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 1262 of 2009 on 29-6-2009 of the office of the 

Dhekiajuli Sub-Registrar. It is submitted that the defendant No. 2, being not 

the daughter or heir of Late Gurucharan Goala, and said Aghni Kumhar @ 

Kumar, having not derived any lawful title in the suit land, could not have made 

or transferred any portion of the suit schedule lands to others. It is further 

stated that though the defendant Nos. 8 to 11 had not derived any lawful title 

or any right to possess the suit land yet they illegally by use of force took over 

possession of the said plots of land in the month of April, 2010. Thus, the 

plaintiff has prayed for decree for cancellation of Gift Deed No. 659/649 of 

2008, the Registered Sale Deed Nos. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 1262 by declaring 

the said Sale Deeds as sham, null and void and for, declaration of right,  title, 

interest recovery of possession of the suit land and permanent prohibitory 

injunction against the defendants, their men, agent and representatives 

restraining and prohibiting them from disturbing in any manner in taking 

possession of the plaintiff’s suit land. 
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3. In response to the averments made by the plaintiff the defendants and 

pro forma defendant no-1 have submitted their written statement by denying 

all those averments. They then stated that the schedule B land has been 

transferred prior to institution of the suit by defendant No. 1 to defendant no- 8 

to 11 by executing registered sale deeds and they have been in actual physical 

possession thereof by cultivation in their respective plot of land . it is also 

submitted by them that Smti. Budhini Goala, wife of Late Binoy Goala and as 

many as 12(twelve) pattadars of periodic patta no. 255 of village- 

Keherukhanda have not been impleaded in this suit even though they are 

necessary parties and the plots of land in the said patta have not yet been 

partitioned.  It is again stated that  Smti Aghni Goala @ Aghni Kumhar is the 

only daughter of Late Gurucharan Goala and her husband Kandha Kumhar, 

defendant No. 3 Shri Nindan Kumhar, defendant No.4, Shri Gasan Kumhar, 

defendant No. 5 and Shri Ganesh Kumhar, defendant No. 6 are not the 

necessary parties and they are misjoined in the suit. They also claimed that 

Late Gurucharan Goala married Rupni Goala of Monmohinipur Tea Estate and 

Smti. Aghni Goala @ Aghni Kumhar is their only daughter and the share of Late 

Gurucharan Goala on his death the same devolved upon Smti Aghni Goala @ 

Agni Kumhar and is the recorded pattadar thereof. It is also stated by the them 

that the plaintiff possessed knowledge that the name of defendant no- 2 was 

duly mutated vide order dated 25.01.2005 passed by learned Circle officer 

Dhekiajuli in place of late Gurucharan Gowala as after death of her father she 

became the absolute owner and possessor of the suit land but none has raised 

objection in this regard at that time. Thus, the defendants have prayed to 

dismiss the suit of the plaintiff. 

4.  The proforma defendants no – 2, 3, & 4 have not contested the suit 

hence, proceeding of this instant suit was drawn exparte against them. 

5. During trial of this instant suit due to death of defendant no. 8- Dhani 

Ram Baraik his legal heirs have been impleaded in this instant suit. 

6.  The plaintiff in support of his suit adduced 5 nos of witnesses and 

exhibited 7 nos of documents whereas the defendant in support of his suit 

adduced 3 nos of witnesses and exhibited 5 nos of documents. 
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7. On the basis of the pleadings as forwarded by both plaintiff and 

defendant side my learned predecessor in office has framed following issues: 

ISSUES :- 

(I) Whether the suit is maintainable? 

(II) Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of necessary parties? 

(III) Whether the plaintiff has right, title and interest over the suit 

land? 

(IV) Whether the Gift Deed No. 2833 of 2008 of the Office of the Sub-

Registrar, Dhekiajuli needs to be cancelled? 

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

8. I have carefully heard the submissions as forwarded by learned 

counsels appeared for both side and perused the entire materials available on 

the record and proceed to decide the following: 

 

ISSUE NO (I):- 

Whether the suit is maintainable? 

9. This instant suit is instituted by the plaintiff seeking the declaration of 

his right, title and interest along with the cancellation of deed no. 659/649 of 

2008 as well as sale deeds no. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 1262 on the ground that 

those were sham now null and void and also inoperative in law and also for 

permanent prohibitory injunction as well as eviction of the defendants on the 

basis of the plea the suit land was inherited to the plaintiff and the defendant 

no. 1 and 2 carry no right, title, interest and authority to handed over the same 

to the remaining defendants whereas the defendants relied upon the plea that 

they have right, title and interest due to inheritance as well as valid mode of 

purchase over the suit land. Therefore, considering the nature of dispute 

prevailing among both parties it is clearly apparent that it is to be decided by a 

Civil Court of law and there is no bar which implies that the present form of this 

instant suit is not maintainable before a Civil Court of law. Moreover, the 
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defendants also failed to adduce any specific oral or documentary evidence 

before this Court denoting the fact that the present suit is not maintainable in 

its proper form, hence in my considered view, in absence of specifically 

regarding not maintainability of the suit such contention of the defendants 

cannot be held as sustainable. 

Therefore, issue no- (I) is decided in negative in favour of the 

plaintiff. 

 

ISSUE NO. (II): 

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

10. In this instant suit the defendants and proforma defendants resorted 

upon a specifically that the suit is bad for non joinder of necessary parties. The 

defendants and proforma defendants claimed that as the plaintiff has failed to 

implead his wife as well as his children as necessary parties to this instant suit, 

hence the suit becomes bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. In this 

respect it is pertinent to mention here that on going through the brief of the 

plaintiff's case it appears that in this instant suit the plaintiff has prayed for 

declaration of his right, tile and interest along with his possession over the suit 

land along with the declaration that the gift deed no. 659/649/2008 and sale 

deed no. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 1262 of 2009 as executed by defendants and 

proforma defendants are null and void on the ground that he has being 

carrying his legal right, title and interest over the suit land on the basis of his 

right of inheritance. Considering the same it appears that still the plaintiff is 

alive and this instant suit carries no issue regarding any decision for the right of 

inheritance in respect of his wife and children, hence in my considered view, 

their impleadment as a necessary party in this instant suit is not essential. 

Therefore, such plead as raised by the defendants and proforma defendants 

side are not held as a sustainable one. 

11. The defendants and proforma defendants also stated in their written 

statement there are as many as 12 nos. pattadars of periodic patta no. 255 of 

village Kherukhanda and the plots of land in the said patta have not been 

partitioned yet and all those pattadars have not been impleaded in this instant 
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suit hence, the suit becomes bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. 

Considering such plea I have gone through the schedule of the suit land and 

observed that through this suit the plaintiff has prayed for declaration of his 

right, title and his interest in respect of land measuring 9 Bighas 2 Kathas 4 

Lessas covered by Dag No. 373 under periodic patta no. 255 and land 

measuring 1 Bigha 2 Kathas 6 Lessa covered by Dag No. 395 under periodic 

patta no. 255; as the plaintiff has been seeking relief in respect of land 

specifically relevant to separate Dag nos. although situated under the same 

periodic patta no., hence, in my considered view, the impleadment of co-

pattadars under periodic patta no. 255 are not at all essential or justified to 

decide the merit of this instant suit. Therefore, in view of the above such plea 

as raised by the defendants and proforma defendants for non-joinder of 

necessary pattadars are not appeared to be incessant parties of the suit. 

12. Further, in the additional written statement the defendants resorted 

upon the plea that the owner and the possessor of schedule B land viz. 

Dhaniram Bari, Baneswar Mirdha, Jaleswar Gowala and Sabilal Mirdha and the 

daughters of Late Binoy Gowala are the necessary parties but they have not 

been impleaded in this instant suit. In this respect learned counsel appearing 

for the defendant side tried to draw the attention of this Court in respect of the 

admission made by the plaintiff himself during his cross examination as P.W.- 2 

Rajen Gowala, that at the time of filing of the main suit he had not impleaded 

his sisters. But on going through the amendment version of the plaint as 

available in the case record as per the order of the Court those persons are 

impleaded as defendants and proforma defendants hence, such contention of 

the defendants becomes irrelevant. Therefore, I am of the considered opinion 

that this instant suit is not bad for non-joinder of necessary parties. 

Therefore, issue no. (II) is decided in negative in favour of the 

plaintiff. 

 

For better convenience both issue no. (III) and (IV) are decided 

together. 
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ISSUE NO. (III): 

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

land? 

 

And 

ISSUE NO. (IV): 

Whether the Gift Deed No. 2833 of 2008 of the Office of the 

Sub-Registrar, Dhekiajuli needs to be cancelled? 

 

13. In this instant suit plaintiff has claimed his right, title and interest over 

the suit land on the basis of his right of inheritance from his deceased father 

viz.  Binoy Gowala whereas defendant no. 2 also claimed her right, title and 

interest over the suit land on the basis of his right of inheritance by claiming 

that she is the daughter of Late Gurucharan Gowala, who was the brother of 

Late Binoy Gowala, the deceased father of the plaintiff. Moreover, defendant 

no. 1 claimed his right, title and interest over the suit land on the strength of 

Gift Deed No. 659/649 of 2008 as executed in his favour by defendant no. 2. In 

respect of the plea raised by the plaintiff side P.W. 1- Putul Gowala stated in his 

evidence on affidavit that the suit land was inherited by his father i.e. P.W.- 2 

Rajen Gowala from his deceased father viz. Late Binoy Gowala and till the year 

2005 revenue has been paid for the suit land by them.. On going through the 

revenue receipts as exhibited as Ext. 2(i) to Ext. 2(xviii)by the plaintiff side it 

appears that plaintiff has been paying the land revenue for the suit land till 02-

04-2005 since 29-03-1988. P.W. 3 also supported the testimony as deposed by 

P.W.1 Putul Gowala and P.W.2 Rajen Gowala but in his cross examination part 

he expressed his ignorance regarding the fact that how much of land was sold 

out by Binay Gowala. The plaintiff side also exhibited the copy of the jamabandi 

of the suit land as Ext. 1 and on going through this exhibited document it 

clearly apparent that both Binoy Gowala and Gurucharan Gowala had mutated 

their names in respect of the suit land. P.W.- 1 Putul Gowala also admitted the 

fact that during his cross examination that the 5 nos. of sisters of his father viz. 

P.W 2- Rajen Gowala have not mutated their names in respect of the suit land. 

But as already stated above those persons cannot be categorized as necessary 

parties in this instant suit hence, the fact of their failure in conducting mutation 
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of their names in the records of right put no impact upon the merit of the suit 

of the plaintiff. 

 
14. Further, the plaintiff side also produced and examined the Lat Mandal of 

Dhekiajuli Revenue Circle as P.W. 4 Nityananda Biswas and on evaluating the 

testimony deposed by this witness of plaintiff, who has also exhibited Ext. 8 

and Ext. 8(1) as ‘Jamabandi’ copy of periodic patta no. 255, I have observed 

that under Dag No. 373 there is  land measuring 9 Bigha 2 Katha 4 Lessas, 

under Dag No. 395 land measuring 1 Bigha 2 Katha 6 Lessas and under Dag 

No. 396 land measuring 2 Katha 1 Lessa in total land measuring 11 Bigha 1 

Katha 11 Lessas are available and the main ‘pattadars’ of the said land were 

Binoy Gowala and Gurucharan Gowala. Moreover, P.W.1- Putul Gowala also 

corroborated the testimony as deposed by P.W.- 2 Rajen Gowala in respect of 

mutation entry name of defendant no. 2 on jamabandi book on 05-05-2008 as 

per the order of Circle Officer, 21-05-2005 and it is also admitted by P.W. 4 

Nityananda Biswas that as per order dated 21-05-2005 the name of defendant 

no. 2 has been mutated in respect of the said land as a legal heir of Late 

Gurucharan Gowala. Again, it is also further admitted by P.W. 4 - Nityananda 

Biswas that such name of defendant no. 2 in the jamabandi was done through 

‘Chitha’ mutation and no case was registered for the same. Further, P.W. 4 - 

Nityananda Biswas also disclosed the fact that there is no mention regarding 

the fact that how much of land owned by defendant no. 2 under periodic patta 

no. 255. 

 
15. On the other hand for the purpose of prevailing their contention the 

defendant side adduce defendant no 1 viz. Agni Gowala as D.W. 3 and on 

careful scrutiny of her testimony it is observed that this defendant witness 

claimed that her deceased father Gurucharan Gowala got married with Rupali 

Gowala and due to their conjugal life she borne out and after death of her 

father she inherited the suit land from her deceased father and possessed the 

same. D.W. 1 Bishnu Gowala and D.W. 2 Fuleswari Gowala supported the 

testimony as deposed by D.W. 3 Agni Gowala in respect of her claim as the 

daughter of Late Gurucharan Gowala. But in this regard this defendant has 

failed to adduce any documentary or oral evidence before this Court sustaining 
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the fact that late Gurucharan Gowala got married with Rupali Gowala or she i.e. 

D.W. 3 Agni Gowala is their daughter. Moreover, D.W. 1 Bishnu Gowala himself 

revealed the fact that Gurucharan Gowala did not perform any marriage and he 

has also not submitted and documents regarding such marriage.  Further, D.W. 

3 Agni Gowala disclosed the fact that her mother viz Rupali Gowala was a 

permanent employee of Monmohini Tea Estate and she performed second 

marriage with Arjun Kumar but similarly this time also she has failed to adduce 

any documentary or oral evidence sustaining such plea. Further, D.W. 3 Agni 

Gowala admitted the fact that no voter card, ration card has been issued in her 

name. Therefore, in absence of any specific and trustworthy proof it is difficult 

to hold that defendant no-1 / Agni Gowala was the daughter of late Gurucharan 

Gowala due to his marriage with one Rupali Gowala. 

 
16. Further, I have also observed that although defendants claimed that 

Gurucharan Gowala expired on 1996 but through his cross-examination part 

D.W. 1 Bishnu Gowala revealed the fact that no documentary evidence has 

been submitted sustaining the fact that Gurucharan Gowala expired on 1996. 

Moreover, D.W. 3 Agni Gowala herself admitted the fact in cross examination 

part that Gurucharan Gowala expired in her childhood days. This contradictory 

versions of testimonies amongst the witnesses of defendants side itself created 

a shadow of doubt upon their contention regarding the plea that D.W.3 Agni 

Gowala was the daughter of late Gurcharan Gowala and she inherited the suit 

property by the righty of inheritance. Moreover, I have also gone through the 

testimony as deposed by P.W. 5 Rabindra Kumar Nath, Junior Assistant of Sub-

Registry Office Dhekiajuli, wherein he has exhibited the scan copy of registered 

sale deed no. 1206/2009 vide which D.W.1 Bishnu Gowala sold out 1 Bigha of 

land under Dag No. 373 under P.P. No. 255 of Keherukhanda village. He also 

exhibited Ext. 12 as scan copy of registered sale deed no. 1261, Ext. 13 sale 

deed no. 1262vide which D.W. 1 Bishnu Gowala sold out 2 Bighas of land. D.W. 

3 Agni Gowala also admitted the fact that vide registered deed no. 649/2008 

she gifted Schedule A land to defendant no. 1. 

 
17. Again at this stage of Judgement I would also like to evaluate the 

testimony as deposed by P.W.4 Nityananda Biswas, the concerned Lat Mandal 
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of Dhekiajuli Revenue Circle, wherein he has revealed the fact that as per 

contents of Ext 8 (1), the Jambandi copy of Keherukanda village it appears that 

as per the order dated 25.01.2005 passed by learned Circle officer the name of 

Agni Gowala has been mutated in respect of suit land as daughter of late 

Gurucharan Gowala on the basis of the Chitha mutation. This witness further 

disclosed the fact that although the name of Agni Gowala has been mutated in 

respect of suit land but there is no mention about her possession upon the 

same. He again also disclosed the fact that there is no specific description 

regarding particulars of land inherited by Agni Gowala. Be it mentioned here 

that although the defendants side has resorted upon the plea that on the 

strength of ‘Chitha’ mutation defendant no -1/ Agni Gowala got mutated her 

name in respect of the suit land, but it is clearly apparent that she never 

possessed the suit land as she herself admitted the fact that prior to execution 

of her gift deed in favour of Bishnu Gowala the suit land was cultivated by 

Rajen Gowala/plaintiff. Hence, on the basis of mere entry of names in the 

record of rights does not confer any title over the suit land. Moreover, as 

admittedly the defendant no-1 / D.W.3 Agni Gowala did not possessed the suit 

land hence, the plea resorted by her that she got mutated her name in the 

copy of Jamabandi i.e. Ext 8 (1) on the strength of ‘Chitha’ mutation is not 

tenable in the eye of law. Again, here it is also notable that on the basis of the 

exhibited documents by the plaintiff side it is clearly apparent that the plaintiff 

has been carrying his right, title and interest over the suit land and P.W.4 

Nityananda Biswas, the concerned Lat Mandal of Dhekiajuli Revenue Circle, 

through his respective part of testimony as P.W.4 also disclosed the fact that 

the suit land was never partitioned amongst late Gurucharan Gowala and Late 

Binoy Gowala. 

 
18. Moreover, at this last portion of Judgment it is also pertinent to mention 

here that as per contents of Ext. 9 and Ext. 9 (1) i.e. the relevant entries, it is 

mentioned that on the basis of registered sale deed the name of defendant no. 

8, defendant no. 10, defendant no. 11 and defendant no. 9 have been inserted 

in the copy of ‘Jamabandi’; but as already it is hold that the defendant no-1 

,being not the rightful owner of the suit land, carries no right, title and interest 

over the schedule A land and hence, accordingly her execution of Gift deed no- 
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659/649 of 2008 in favour of defendant no-2 is not operative and tenable and 

liable to be cancelled. Moreover, simultaneously, the defendant no-2 also does 

not possess any right, title and interest over schedule B land on the basis of the 

above noted gift deed executed in his favour by defendant no-1 and hence, the 

registered sale deeds i.e. Registered Sale Deed Nos. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 

1262 executed by defendant no-2 in favour of defendants no 9,10,11,& 12 are 

liable to be cancelled. 

Therefore, both the issues nos. (III) and (IV) are decided 

affirmative in favour of the plaintiff. 

 

ISSUE NO. (V) 

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

 

19. On going through the above noted observations and discussions it is 

clearly apparent that the plaintiff has successfully abled to establish his right, 

title and interest over the suit land and hence, in my considered view the 

defendants and proforma defendants are to be restrained and prohibited from 

entering into the suit land causing any disturbance to then peaceful possession 

of the same in any manner. 

Hence, issue no. (V) is decided affirmative in favour of the 

plaintiff. 

 

ORDER 

In result the suit is decreed in favour of the plaintiff on contest with 

cost. 

The plaintiff has right, title and interest and possession over the suit 

land. 

The defendants and proforma defendants are restrained and prohibited 

from entering into the suit land and also causing any disturbance to the 

peaceful possession of the plaintiff over the suit land in any manner. 
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The gift deed no. 659/649 of 2008 of Sub Register Dhekiajuli is held as 

inoperative and liable to be cancelled. 

The sale deed nos. 1259, 1260, 1261 and 1262 of 2009 of the Office of 

Sub Register Dhekiajuli are liable to be cancelled. 

Prepare a decree accordingly. 

Given under my hand & seal of this Court on 29th day of May, 2019. 

 

 

 

 

Sabita Bharadwaj 

Munsiff No-1, Tezpur 

Sonitpur 
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APPENDIX 

 

 

A. Plaintiff’s Witnesses: 

1. P.W.1- Sri Putul Gowala. 

2. P.W.2- Sri Rajen Gowala. 

3. P.W.3- Mamik Das. 

4. P.W.4- Nityananda Biswas. 

5. P.W.5- Rabindra Kumar Nath. 

 

 

B. Defendant’s Witnesses: 

1. D.W.1- Sri Bishnu Gowala. 

2. D.W.2- Fuleswari Gowala. 

3. D.W.3- Smt. Agni Gowala. 

 

 

C. Plaintiff’s Exhibits: 

1. Ext. 1-  Certified copy of Jamabandi, P.P. No. 255(New). 

2. Ext. 2(I) to (XVIII)-  Certified copy of Land Revenue pay receipt. 

3. Ext. 3-  Copy of gift deed no. 659/649. 

4. Ext. 4-  Copy of Sale deed no. 1259 of 2009. 

5. Ext. 5-  Copy of Sale deed no. 1261 of 2009. 

6. Ext. 6-  Copy of Sale deed no. 1262 of 2009. 

7. Ext. 7-  Copy of Sale deed no. 1260 of 2009. 

8. Ext. 8 & 8(1) – photo copy of jamabnadi book of Keheru Khanda and 

page. 

9. Ext. 9 & 9(1) – Copy of Jamabandi of Keheru Khanda and Chitha.   

 

 

D. Defendant’s Exhibits : 

1. Ext. Ka ka(1) to (5) – Copy of gift deed no. 659/649 of 2008. 
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2. Ext. Kha – Copy of jamabandi p.p. no. 255(new). 

3. Ext. Ga –  Copy of Land Revenue receipt. 

4. Ext. Gha – Certificate issued by Circle Officer. 

5. Ext. Unga – Certificate issued by Circle Officer. 

 

 

 

 

Sabita Bharadwaj 

Munsiff No-1, Tezpur 

Sonitpur 

 


