
HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL APPEAL 

 
IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE, TEZPUR, SONITPUR 

Present: N.J. Haque, LLM, AJS 
Civil Judge 

   Tezpur, Sonitpur 
     13th  November‟ 2019 

      TITLE APPEAL NO. 12/2017 

    1. Sri Ganesh Kanu 
    Son of Sri Chedilal Kanu 
    R/o – Dhekajuli Town, Ward No.6 
     Mouza- Dhekajuli 
    PO & PS- Dhekajuli 
    Dist - Sonitpur, Assam 
 
     2. Chedilal Kanu – deceased 
     Represented by LHs –  
     (i) Smt. Panmati Kanu 
     Wife of Chedilal Kanu 
     (ii) Sanjoy Kanu 
     (ii) Gobinda Kanu 
     (iii) Sri Anup Kanu 
     (ii) Laxmi Kanu 
     (iv) Smt. Puja Kanu Gupta 
     Sons and daughter of Chedilal Kanu 
     
        ----- Appellants/Defendants  

    -Versus- 
 

     Sri Tribeni Prasad Kanu  
S/o Late Jamuna Prasad Kanu 

     R/o –Ward No.7, Dhekajuli Town, 
     Mouza- Dhekajuli 
    PO - Dhekajuli 
    Dist - Sonitpur, Assam 
   
       ------ Respondent/ Plaintiff 

     
This appeal has been preferred U/O-41 Rule 1 of CPC 

against judgment and decree dated 22-06-2017 passed by 
the learned Munsiff, No.1, Tezpur in Title Suit No.4 of 

2004, decreeing the suit of the respondent/plaintiff, and 

came up for final hearing on -19-10-2019 in presence of 
following advocates:-  

 
Learned Advocate appearing for the Appellant : - Mr. P. Saikia 
Learned Advocate appearing for the Respondent : - Mr. P.C. Sarma 
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J   U   D G M   E N T 

1. This first appeal has been preferred by the defendants/appellants on being 

dissatisfied with the judgment and decree passed by Ld. Munsiff, No.1, 

Tezpur dated 22-06-2017, vide T.S No- 4 of 2004, whereby the learned trial 

court decreed the suit on contest with cost.  

2. Upon admission of the appeal for hearing, the notice was issued to the 

respondent and the original case record of Title Suit no-4/2004 was called 

for and subsequently received. 

3. In order to decide the appeal, let me describe, in brief, the facts leading to 

this appeal:-- 

PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT’S CASE 

4. Case of the plaintiff/respondent appears to be in a narrow campus is that  

both the plaintiff and defendant No.2 have some immovable properties 

situated at village Sultanpur Bhrahganwa, Pargana- Nathupur, Tehsil – 

Madhubari, District – Mau, Uttar Pradesh, measuring total 132 Kari under 

Serial No.528 Gata No.1640/ ½ Chakbandiabah. That defendant No.1 is the 

son of defendant No.2 and the plaintiff and the defendant No.2 are brothers. 

That in the month of October/2003 while the plaintiff visited Uttar Pradesh 

he came to know that his share of land measuring 66 Kari out of total land 

measuring 132 Kari under Serial No.528 Gata No. 1640/ ½ sold by the 

defendant No.1 to his mother Smt. Panmoti Devi @ Panna Devi, w/o Sri 

Chedilal Kanu, the defendant No.2 on the strength of a General Power of 

attorney allegedly executed and registered by the plaintiff in the office of 

sub-registrar, Dhekiajuli, Dist – Sonitpur, Assam. That on 02-10-2003 

plaintiff obtained certified copy of sale deed. That plaintiff never executed or 

register General Power of Attorney appointing the defendant No.1 as his 

attorney to sell, transfer the share of the plaintiff as stated in the said Deed 

of Power of Attorney. That the defendants themselves made deed of General 

Power of Attorney in the office of the Sub-Registrar, Dhekiajuli, Sonitpur, 

Assam of 07-03-2003 being No.13 of 2003 by putting the signature of the 

plaintiff impersonating as Sri Triveni Prasad Kanu. It further pleaded that 
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defendants illegally, unlawfully making conspiracy with the witnesses who 

put managed to get executed the said Deed of General Power of Attorney 

with an evil intention to grab the property of the plaintiff. That the defendant 

No.1 sold the said land to his mother just after 19 days of execution of the 

power of attorney and the signatures of the executant put in the alleged 

deed of Power of Attorney in the name of “Sri Triveni Prasad” also are false, 

forged, fabricated and counterfeited as the same are not put by the plaintiff. 

The actual name of the defendant No.1 is Ganesh Kanu and the defendant 

No.2 is Chedilal Kanu. But interestingly, their names are written as “Ganesh 

S/o Chedilal” and reason of which is best known to the defendants only. That 

plaintiff and defendant No.2 are brothers but no good relation is subsisting 

between their families for a long time and several times on several occasions 

police cases had to be lodged. Therefore, in such situation Power of Attorney 

for appointment the defendant No.1 as attorney of the plaintiff does not 

arise at all. That the plaintiff and defendant No.2 executed and registered a 

Deed of Partition registered in the office of the Sub-Registrar, Dhekiajuli, 

Sonitpur being No.1008 of 2001 dated 23-07-2001 on which both parties put 

their respective signatures and the said Deed will speak the real truth of the 

signatures put in the said forged Deed of General Power of Attorney and 

under the facts and circumstances, the said forged false, fabricated and 

counterfeited Deed of Power of Attorney to be cancelled, null and void and 

inoperative in law by a decree of Hon‟ble Court. Hence, the plaintiff prayed 

to pass a decree of declaration declaring the deed of General Power of 

Attorney being 13 of 2003 dated 07-03-03 registered in the office of the 

Sub-Registrar, Dhekiajuli, Sonitpur, Assam as cancelled null and void and 

inoperative in law w.e.f the date of registration of the said forged, false and 

fabricated Deed, decree for cost and any other relief.  

         DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S CASE 

5. Per contra, defendant/appellant contested case of plaintiff by filling written 

statement both in law and facts denying the entire averments of the plaint. 

The defendants with the plea of non-maintainability, cause of action, 
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limitation etc. pleaded further that suit is barred under Section 34 of Specific 

Relief Act. It is pleaded further that mother of defendant no-1 un-necessarily 

impleaded in the suit. That previously plaintiff and defendant No.2 had 

immovable properties situated at village Sultanpur, Bhrahganwa, Pargana- 

Nathupur, Tehsil – Madhuban, District – Mau, Uttar Pradesh, measuring total 

132 Kari under Serial No.528, Gattaq No. 1640/ ½ Chakbandibahar and Sri 

Triveni Prasad Kanu had surrendered and relinquished all his right, title, 

interest and possession of his share of land situated at village Sultanpour in 

Uttar Pradesh in favour of Chedilal Kanu. That both the brothers mutually 

made contract to sell and purchase the said land and accordingly to that 

contract plaintiff had agreed to sell his share of portion of said land to said 

Panmati Devi who is the wife of Chedilal Kanu, at a consideration amount of 

Rs.1,50,000/- only and accordingly plaintiff had received the full 

consideration amount from said Sri Chedilal Kanu who paid the same on 

behalf of his wife and further agreed to go to Uttar Pradesh to execute and 

register the sale deed in favor of said Smt. Panmoti Devi. Accordingly, 

plaintiff had authorized the defendant No.1 to execute and register the sale 

deed etc. vide his General Power of Attorney No.13 of 2003 of Dhekiajuli 

Sub-Registry Office. That the plaintiff himself had executed and registered 

the General Power of Attorney No.13/2003. That the plaintiff with his free 

will and consent voluntarily had personally appeared before the Sub-

Registrar, Dhekiajuli on 07-03-2003 and executed the registered General 

Power of Attorney appointing the defendant No.1 as his constituted attorney 

in respect of his share of land situated at Uttar Pradesh. That the plaintiff 

himself had pout his signatures in Hindi in the aforesaid Deed of General 

Power of Attorney at the time of execution and registration of the same 

before the Sub –Registrar, at Dhekiajuli. That the defendants never put the 

signature of the plaintiff therein by impersonating as Sri Tribeni Prasad as 

claimed by the plaintiff. It is stated that the time of registration of the said 

General Power of Attorney the plaintiff was identified by Sri Monoj Kumar 

son of Late Surendra Prasade of Dhekiajuli and plaintiff himself had put his 
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signature in the said Deed of General Power of Attorney in presence of 

witnesses Sri Dilip Sarmah and Sri Monoj Kumar of Dhekiajuli town. Upon 

the above the defendants prayed for dismissal of suit with costs. 

ISSUES 

6. Upon the pleadings of both the sides the learned trial Court has framed the 

following issues :  

(1) Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form?  

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

(3) Whether the General Power of Attorney being No.13 of 2003  

  dated 07-03-2003 is null and void and liable to be cancelled?  

(4) Whether the plaintiff is entitled the decree as prayed    

  for?  

7. And during trial, plaintiff /respondent adduced both ocular and documentary 

forms of evidences and per contra the defendants/appellants side examined 

5 witnesses and also exhibited certain documents.   

8. After hearing both sides, the learned trial court by the impugned judgment 

dated 22-06-2017 decreed suit with cost. On being aggrieved and 

dissatisfied with the impugned judgment, the defendants/appellants 

preferred the present appeal, upon the following  grounds: -- 

GROUNDS OF APPEAL 

1. That though it was shown the judgment was delivered on 22-06-2017 but the 

same was actually delivered after a lapse of 5 (five) months hence, the said 

judgment is bad in law and not tenable due to inordinate delay. 
2. That the learned trial court committed both error of law and fact at the time of 

passing the impugned judgment and decree.  
3. That the learned trial court did not apply her mind judiciously at the time of 

passing the impugned judgment and decree, hence, the said judgment and 

decree is bad in law.  
4. That the learned trial court committed great mistake and gross error in fact and 

law at the time of deciding the Issue Nos.1,2,3 and 4.  
5. That the learned trial court failed to frame proper issues on the basis of 

pleadings and documents filed by the parties and due to non-framing of proper 
issues learned trial court has committed wrong in deciding the suit. 

6. That the learned trial court while deciding the issues placing burden of proof 

wrongly on the defendants. Hence, entire judgment is bad and vitiates under 
law.  

7. That the learned trial court due to wrong discussion of fact, evidence and law 
and by accepting wrong report of finger print expert at the time of deciding the 
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issue No.3. 

8. That the plaintiff has challenged the signatures of registered General Power of 
Attorney No.13 of 2003 are not his own only, but the handwriting expert in his 

report submitted in the court clearly has reported that signatures of the said 
registered General Power of Attorney are genuine signatures of the plaintiff 

Triveni Prasad Kunu which was not rejected, and on the basis of said expert 

report the plaintiff‟s suit was firstly dismissed by the trial court, but the learned 
trial court without discussing all those facts while discussing the issue No.5 and 

thus has wrongly passed the impugned judgment and decree.  
9. That the learned trial court at the time of deciding the issue No.3 completely 

ignored the vital document of handwriting expert regarding the signatures of 

registered General Power of Attorney No.3 of 2003.  
10. That while discussion of Issue No.3 the learned trial court held that the evidence 

of DW-3 cannot be relied on as he has admitted in cross-examination that he 
has no knowledge as to what was written in evidence since same was not read 

over and explained to him but has accepted the evidence of PW-1 through in his 

cross-examination he has admitted that he has no knowledge what was written 
in his of affidavit of examination-in-chief as he cannot read the same, which 

clearly shown that the learned trial court did not apply her mind judiciously at 
the time of deciding the issue No.3 as well as the suit.  

11. That the plaintiff respondent in para 9 of the plaint has clearly mentioned that 
Ext.1 the General Power of Attorney was manufactured by the defendants 

/appellants and the witnesses of the said Power of Attorney, so the witnesses 

were the necessary parties in the suit yet the learned trial court by wrong 
discussion Issue No.2 wrongly decided in favor of the plaintiff. There was no 

witness in the said Power of Attorney namely Smt. Puspalata Devi whereas the 
learned trial court while discussion the said issue No.3 held that Puspalata Devi 

was not a party to the said Power of Attorney Ext.1, hence, she is not a 

necessary party in this case and effective decree can be passed in absence of 
Puspalata Devi, which clearly shows that the learned trial court did not apply her 

mind judiciously at the time of passing the impugned judgment and decree.   
12. That as per plaint averments the witnesses of said General Power of Attorney 

are necessary parties, hence, the learned trial court ought to have dismissed the 
suit for non-joinder of necessary parties.  

13. That the learned trial occur by wrong discussion of fact and law and without 

applied her mind properly has wrongly decided the Issue Nos.2 and 3.  
14. That while the plaintiff has failed to prove his pleadings by oral and 

documentary evidence the learned court ought not to decree the suit only on 
the basis of defendant‟s evidence.  

15. That while the plaintiff in his pleading has alleged that the disputed Power of 

Attorney was manufactured and registered jointly by the defendants and 
witnesses yet in cross-examination he has admitted that he did not know who 

had manufactured the said dispute General Power of Attorney and while it was 
proved that the defendant had signed in the said General Power of Attorney the 

learned trial court ought to held the Issue No.1 in favor of the defendants.  
16. That the learned trial court without properly discussing the fact, and evidence in 

record and laws involved therein wrongly decided the issues Nos.1, 2, 3 and 4.  

17. That the learned trial court misread and misapplied laws involved in the suit and 
misapplied evidence on record at the time of passing the impugned judgment 

and decree and without justly and lawfully apprising the same mainly on not 
proper thumb impression report and on surmise and conjectures by discussing 
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the defendants witnesses.  

18. That the judgment and decree suffers from illegality, material irregularity and 
bring wrong, unjust, inequitable, without jurisdiction causing miscarriage of 

justice and is against all cannons of law, hence, need to be set aside and 
reversed.    

 EVIDENCE OF PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT’S SIDE 

9. To decide the contentions of the plaintiff/respondent let us reproduce some 

relevant portions of the evidences adduced by plaintiff/respondent side.  

10. Plaintiff examined as many as 2 nos. of witnesses and relied upon on certain 

documents. PW-1 submitted his examination-in-chief through affidavit 

supporting and reproducing the entire contents of the plaint and he 

exhibited the following documents:- 

Ext.1   : Power of attorney No.3/2003     
Ext.1 (1) to 1(5) : signature of Tribeni Kanu 
Ext. 1(6)  : signature of Manoj Kumar 
Ext.1 (7)  : signature of Dilip Sarma 
 

11. PW-1 in his cross-examination deposed that his affidavit is written in 

Assamese. As he did not know Assamese so he cannot say what is written 

there. He has filed the case for cancellation of the power of attorney made 

by Ganesh Prasad in his name. He has mentioned in the suit that he has not 

executed the said power of attorney. He does not know who has prepared 

the said power of attorney. He doesn‟t know the persons namely Manoj 

Kumar and Dilip Sarma as mentioned in Ext.1 and he also does not know 

where they reside. The plaint of the suit is prepared by his advocate as per 

his own narration. In para No.9 of his plaint he has mentioned that one of 

the witnesses in Ext.1 in a tenant of defendant and the other is the friend of 

the defendant. Though he said that he doesn‟t‟ know who has prepared the 

Ext.1, but in para No.9 of this affidavit, he has mentioned that the 

defendants and the witnesses have prepared the same. Though he said that 

the Ext.1 was prepared by witnesses along with defendants, but he has not 

impleaded them as parties in the suit.  Defendant No.2 is his elder brother. 

There was a mutual agreement of land between him and his elder brother 

concerning the land situated at Uttar Pradesh and the land in Assam, on 24-

12-1997. He has read up to class VI. He has not considered the witnesses 
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and the typist in Ext.1 as its witnesses, and did not try to bring them as 

witnesses in the suit. His wife constructed wall and filled earth in the said 

land.  

EVIDENCE OF DEFENDANT/APPELLANT’S SIDE 

12. DW-1 has submitted his examination in chief supporting the contentions of 

the written statement and exhibited the following documents :  

Ext. Ka   : Deed of amicable partition Ext. Ka (1) to 
Ka (3)   : Signature of defendant    
Ext. Ka (4) to Ka (6) : Signature of plaintiff 
Ext. Ka (7)  : Signature of witness Birchand Jaiswal  
Ext. Ka (8)  : Signature of witness Bharat Prasad 
Ext. Ka (9)  : Signature of witness Hari Prasad 
Ext. Ka (10)  : Signature of witness Sunil Kr. Sarma 
 

13.  DW-1 in his cross-examination deposed that he read up to class IX. They 

are four brothers. The eldest brother has passed Higher Secondary. His 

second brother passed B.A. and third brother has passed class XII. He is the 

youngest. Monoj Kumar was running a saloon by taking a room from them 

on rent. His brother Gobinda Kanu has friendship with Dilip Sarma earlier. As 

Dilip Sarma stays at Arunachal, so his friendship with his brother shrunk. 

Plaintiff is his uncle. Till 1993 they were living with his uncle together. 

Thereafter, due to disagreement with regard to land, they are living 

separately from his uncle. There was a meeting held concerning land and 

properties in 1995. In 1997 another meeting was held concerning land and 

properties. He doesn‟t know if any meeting was held concerning land and 

properties in 1998 and 2001. His father deals in scrap. Since the time his 

uncle Tribeni Prasad was staying together, his father and his uncle were 

dealing in scrap materials jointly. At the time of separation, his uncle, the 

plaintiff took his share of money from his father for the said business. He 

does not remember what amount was taken. He doesn‟t know if his uncle 

gave anything in writing about receiving such amount. He has mentioned in 

his affidavit that in 1996 the plaintiff relinquished his right, title and interest 

in favor of his father as per mutual agreement, in respect of the land, which 

he has sold in the year 2003 by power of attorney. During 1997 to 2003, the 
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said land was not mutated in the name of his father. Though they invited the 

family members of plaintiff at the time of marriage of his brother, however, 

they did not come. They were not invited to the marriage of third daughter 

of plaintiff and so they did not go. His father gave an amount of 

Rs.1,50,000/- to the plaintiff on account of sale of land situated at Sultanpur, 

Uttar Pradesh, but he does not remember the date.  He does not know if his 

father obtained any receipt for giving Rs.1,50,000/-. Tribeni Prasad has five 

daughters and a son. Plaintiff‟s eldest daughter has passed B.A. and the 

youngest daughter is post graduate and he doesn‟t know if the plaintiff‟s son 

is studying M.sc. in Tezpur University. Nothing except selling of land situated 

at Sultanpur, Uttar Pradesh, is mentioned in the power of attorney. As his 

uncle asked him to prepare the deed in the name of his mother, so the deed 

was prepared in the name of his mother. He does not know if there is land 

at Dhekiajuli in the name of his grand-mother. He does not know if his father 

has filed any other document except Ext.1 where plaintiff has signed as 

Tribeni Prasad. After one month of getting the Ext.1, power of attorney, he 

executed the deed in respect of the land at Uttar Pradesh. He does not know 

when mutation was made in the name of his mother, after execution of the 

deed.  

14. DW-2 has submitted his examination-in-chief supporting the contentions of 

the written statement and he in his cross-examination deposed that he 

doesn‟t know where the Ext.1, power of attorney, was typed. On 24-12-

1997, a consent deed of mutual partition of family properties was prepared 

between the two brothers. In the said mutual family partition deed he and 

his brother Tribeni Prasad Kanu signed. In the said mutual agreement 

plaintiff has signed as Tribeni Prasad Kanu, in the 1st page color fell over the 

word Kanu and in 2nd page also color fell on the word Kanu. Out of the seven 

properties as mentioned in the partition deed, five properties were made in 

the name of him and his wife and two properties were made in the name of 

plaintiff. In the said mutual agreement, there is mentioned of the land in 

Sultanpur. During the years 1997 to 2003 the land in Uttar Pradesh was not 
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mutated in his name as per mutual agreement. Before 2/3 days of preparing 

the power of attorney, he gave Rs.1,50,000/- to the plaintiff for the land at 

Uttar Pradesh. As he is a „Mahajan‟, so there is no need of issuance of 

receipt in respect of money. He has not given any receipt for giving 

Rs.1,50,000/-. At Sultanpur, Uttar Pradesh, he along with brother has 132 

kari of land and they have equal share. Land measuring 67 kari were sold by 

executing deed. After 1/2 months of execution of the deed, land was 

mutated in the name of his wife. On the day of registration of the Ext.1, he 

was not at Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office.  

15. DW-3 has submitted his examination in chief supporting the contentions of 

the written statement and he in his cross-examination deposed that he 

neither go through the contents of his affidavit nor it was read over to him, 

he only signed the same as asked for. But he doesn‟t know what is written 

there. He read up to class III. The room where he is running is saloon is of 

defendant‟s and he is a tenant there. He doesn‟t know how to read and write 

English. He somehow can write his name, but it also sometimes goes wrong. 

In 2003 when he was sitting in his verandah, Tribeni Prasad asked him to 

accompany him to Sub-registry office at 2 p.m. and accordingly he went 

there and found Dilip and Tribeni there. He signed outside the Sub-registry 

office. He does not know if the Sub-registrar, Dhekiajuli at that time was a 

male or female person. He doesn‟t know who has written the writings 

appearing below the Ext.1 (6). He has put only one signature in Ext.1. Ext.1 

(1), 1(2), 1(3), 1(4) and 1(5) signatures were not done in his presence. 

Ext.1 (7) is the signature is of Dilip Sarma which he put out the Sub-Registry 

office along with him. Dilip Sarma and Tribeni Prasad went inside the Sub-

Registry office and he was waiting outside. He doesn‟t know what is written 

in Ext.1.      

16. DW-4 has submitted his examination in chief supporting the contentions of 

the written statement and he in his cross-examination deposed that he 

works in a wine shop at Naharlagun, Arunachal Pradesh. He was staying 

there since the last part of 2004. Earlier, he was doing his studies there. It is 
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around 250/300 meters distance from his house to the house of defendant. 

Power of attorney was done on 07-03-2003. He was asked to depose in this 

suit by defendant No.2. He has friendship with of defendant No.2‟s son Anup 

Kanu. He was asked by Tribeni Kanu to sign in Ext.1. He put his signature in 

Ext.1 in the Sub-registry office. He put his signature in front of Sub-registrar. 

He does not know where the Ext.1 was typed. He has passed B.A. He did 

not go through the Ext.1 before he signed Ext.1. Tribeni Kanu told him that 

power of attorney is to be given to Ganesh Kanu and so he signed in the 

Ext.1. He, Ganesh Kanu, Monoj Kumar and Trebeni Prasad Kanu were 

present in front of the Sub-registrar. At that time, the Sub-registrar of 

Dhekiajuli was a male person. He does not have any knowledge what 

Ganesh Kanu did after prepared the said Power of attorney. Chebilal Kanu is 

the brother of Trebeni Kanu. There is dispute between them occasionally but 

he does not know the reason. Since last 5/6 years they have no visiting 

terms and also talking terms.        

17. DW-5 deposed in cross-examination that he has received summons from the 

court. He has been working as Deputy Superintendent since 2011. He has 

been working as expert since 1986. He has submitted report. In his report as 

well as forwarding report he has not stated anything as the condition of the 

packets received by him. He himself has examined the things required to be 

examined. He was asked to submit report as to whether specimen signatures 

and finger impression are identical with the questioned finger impression. In 

his report in page No.2, para 4, he has stated that the thumb impression of 

Tribeni Prasad marked as Q1 at SL No.540 on page No.44 thumb impression 

register did not fit for comparison due to lack of adequate legible ridge 

Characteristics. In para No.2 he has stated that thumb impression mark Q2 

on Power of Attorney is different specimen thumb impression, Trenini Prasad 

Kanu marked as S1, he has submitted any reasoning his opinion as stated in 

para 2 of his report.                    

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS & REASONS FOR SUCH DECISIONS 

18. Undeniably, instant appeal preferred by the defendants/appellants against 
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the respondent / plaintiff on being aggrieved against the findings of the 

learned trial court. The appellants/defendants in their Memo. of Appeal 

emphatically pleaded that learned court below erred both in law and facts in 

deciding Issue No.3 against the appellants. Learned advocate appearing on 

behalf of the appellant‟s side positively submitted before this court that the 

learned trial court by overlooking the evidences adduced by the defendant‟s 

side impulsively answered Issue No.3 in affirmative and in favor of the 

plaintiff. Per contra, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the 

respondent/plaintiff defending the findings of learned court below 

strenuously submitted before this court that the findings of the learned trial 

court below based upon the actual evidences presented by the plaintiff as 

well as defendants side and hence same is liable to be upheld.  

19. On careful perusal of the judgment and order passed by the learned Munsiff 

No-1, Sonitpur, Tezpur this court in the forthcoming discussions, shall try to 

the decide the following pertinent questions:-  

1. Whether learned Munsiff No-1, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

rightly decided and answered the issues no- 3 and 4 in 

favor of the plaintiff/respondent? 

2. Whether learned Munsiff No-1, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

rightly decreed the suit of plaintiff/respondent 

providing sufficient reasons? 

3. Whether learned Munsiff No-1, Sonitpur, Tezpur 

appreciated the evidences adduced by both sides 

properly leaving no stone unturned?  

4. Whether findings of learned Munsiff No-1, Sonitpur, 

and Tezpur are based upon lawful consideration and 

settled provisions of law? 

20. Taking notes, upon the questions formulated by the court in the upcoming 

discussions this first appellate court shall try to answer the questions above 

including the grounds of appeal of appellants in the light of evidence 

adduced by the plaintiff/respondent and defendants/appellants in original 
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suit. 

21. Hence, from the aforesaid discussion and questions formulated above, this 

court finds that the appellants/defendants side mainly raised strong 

objection in respect of the discussion and decision of Issue No.3 where 

learned trial court decided that general Power of Attorney No.13 of 2003 

dated 07-03-2003 to be null and void and considering the objection raised by 

the appellants side, this court thinks it deem fit and proper to discuss the 

Issue No. 3 at the outset.   

22. Issue No.3: Whether the General Power of Attorney being No.13 of 

2003 dated 07-03-2003 is null and void and liable to be cancelled? 

Learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur and Tezpur in deciding Issue No.3 opined 

that the general Power of Attorney No.13 of 2003 dated 07-03-2003 is null 

and void and liable to be cancelled. In the forthcoming discussion, this first 

appellate court shall try to ascertain as to whether the findings of the 

learned trial court below based upon the true factual matrix of the suit and 

the evidences presented by both the parties.  

23. At the outset, this first appellate court would like to mention here that 

initially the suit was dismissed by Ld. Munsiff No.1 on 21-02-2008 and said 

judgment was set aside by this court on 08-10-2010 in Title Appeal 

No.11/08. It needs to be mention here that in T.A. No.11/08 the suit was 

remanded back to the learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur, Tezpur for passing 

fresh judgment asking the court to sent the thumb impression of the 

executants to handwriting expert and in receipt of the report, the learned 

court was to afford opportunity to cross-examine the hand-writing expert or 

hear in the suit. Consequent to that, learned court below in compliance of 

the direction given by this court in TA No.11/08 had sent the thumb 

impression of the plaintiff to the forensic laboratory situated at Kolkata and 

in receipt of the report and affording the parties to adduce evidences and 

taking hearing, pronounced a fresh judgment dated 22-06-2017 by 

decreeing the suit in favor of the plaintiff. Being aggrieved with the 

judgment of learned trial court, the defendants /appellants preferred the 
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instant appeal. 

24. Now, coming to the instant case in hand, this court on perusal of the 

pleadings on record this court finds that the plaintiff prayed to declare the 

general Power of Attorney No.13 of 2003 dated 07-03-2003 is null and void 

and liable to be cancelled by setting forth the following pleadings : 

(i) That in the month of October/2003 while the plaintiff visited 

Uttar Pradesh he came know that his share of land measuring 

66 Kari out of total land measuring 132 Kari under Serial 

No.528 Gata No. 1640/ ½  Chakbandi Bahar of village 

Sultanpur, Bhrahganwa, Pargana- Nathupur, Tehsil – 

Madhubari, District – Mau sold by the defendant No.1 to his 

mother Smt. Panmoti Devi @ Panna Devi, w/o Sri Chedilal 

Kanu, the defendant No.2 on the strength of a General Power 

of attorney allegedly executed and registered by the plaintiff 

in the office of sub-registrar, Dhekiajuli, Dist – Sonitpur, 

Assam.  

(ii) That the plaintiff did not execute and register the said General 

Power of Attorney appointing the defendant No.1 as his 

attorney to sell, transfer the share of the plaintiff as stated in 

the said Deed of Power of Attorney.  

(iii) That the defendants themselves made this deed of General 

Power of Attorney in the office of the Sub-Registrar, 

Dhekiajuli, Sonitpur, Assam of 07-03-2003 being No.13 of 

2003 by putting the signature of the plaintiff impersonating as 

Sri Triveni Prasad Kanu, the executants of the alleged deed of 

Power Attorney.  

(iv) That the defendants illegally, unlawfully making conspiracy 

with the witnesses put their signatures as witnesses of the 

said alleged Deed of General Power of Attorney with an evil 

intention to grab the property of the plaintiff.  

25. Per contra, the appellants/respondents by bestowing the written statement 
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denied the pleadings of the plaintiff/respondent and further sets forth the 

following pleadings : 

1. That previously plaintiff and defendant No.2 had immovable 
properties situated at village Sultanpur, Bhrahganwa, Pargana- 
Nathupur, Tehsil – Madhuban, District – Mau, Uttar Pradesh, 
measuring total 132 Kari under Serial No.528, Gattaq No. 1640/ 
½ Chakbandibahar and Sri Triveni Prasad Kanu had surrendered 
and relinquished all his right, title, interest and possession of his 
share of land situated at village Sultanpour in Uttar Pradesh in 
favor of Chedilal Kanu. 

2. That both the brothers mutually made contract to sell and 
purchase the said land and accordingly to that contract plaintiff 
had agreed to sell his share of portion of said land to said 
Panmati Devi who is the wife of Chedilal Kanu, at a consideration 
amount of Rs.1,50,000/- only and accordingly plaintiff had 
received the full consideration amount from said Sri Chedilal 
Kanu who paid the same on behalf of his wife and further agreed 
to go to Uttar Pradesh to execute and register the sale deed in 
favor of said Smt. Panmoti Devi.  

3. That plaintiff had authorized the defendant No.1 to execute and 
register the sale deed etc. vide his General Power of Attorney 
No.13 of 2003 of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry Office.  

4. That the plaintiff himself had executed and registered the 
General Power of Attorney No.13/2003. That the plaintiff with his 
free will and consent voluntarily had personally appeared before 
the Sub-Registrar, Dhekiajuli on 07-03-2003 and executed the 
registered General Power of Attorney appointing the defendant 
No.1 as his constituted attorney in respect of his share of land 
situated at Uttar Pradesh.  

5. That the plaintiff himself had put his signatures in Hindi in the 
aforesaid Deed of General Power of Attorney at the time of 
execution and registration of the same before the Sub –
Registrar, at Dhekiajuli. 

6. That the defendants never put the signature of the plaintiff 
therein by impersonating as Sri Tribeni Prasad as claimed by the 
plaintiff.  

26. In the light of aforesaid pleadings on record, this first appellate court finds 

that plaintiff‟s contention is that he never executed the general Power of 

Attorney No.13 of 2003 dated 07-03-2003 putting his signature, rather the 

defendant themselves made that Power of Attorney in the office of Sub-

registrar, Dhekiajuli placing the signature of the plaintiff impersonating as 

Triveni Prasad Kanu.  
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27. Both sides have adduced ocular as well as documentary forms of evidences 

and we have already discussed the evidences of respective parties. Ongoing 

through the evidences presented by plaintiff as PW-1, this court finds that 

plaintiff has supported and corroborated his version by testifying before this 

court that in the month of October/2003 while the plaintiff visited Uttar 

Pradesh he came to know that his share of land measuring 66 Kari out of 

total land measuring 132 Kari under Serial No.528 Gata No.1640 ½ 

Chakbandi Bahar of village – Sultanpur Barahganwa, Pargana- Nathupur, 

Tehsil- Madhuban, District – Mau, was sold by the defendant No.1 to his 

mother Smt. Panmoti Devi @ Panna Devi, w/o – Sri Chedilal Kanu, the 

defendant No.2 on the strength of a General Power of Attorney allegedly 

executed and registered by the plaintiff in the office of Sub-Registrar, 

Dkekiajuli, Dist – Sonitpur, Assam. PW-1 further deposed that he never 

execute or register the said General Power of Attorney appointing the 

defendant No.1 as his attorney to sell, transfer the share of the plaintiff as 

stated in the said deed of Power of Attorney. PW-1 further deposed that 

Ext.1 (1), 1(2) and 1(3) are not his signatures.  On contrary the defendant 

side failed to impeach the credence of PW-1 by bringing out any sort of 

material contradictions during his cross-examination. The plaintiff discharged 

its burden of proof of denial of execution of Power of Attorney vide Ext.1 by 

presenting oral as well as documentary forms of evidences. The fact of 

denial of execution of that alleged Power of Attorney has firmly denied by 

the plaintiff through his oral evidence. 

28. At this juncture, this first appellate court would like to mention here that 

execution of a document if it is denied by the executants then the burden 

shifts upon the person who claims that document was so executed and 

eventually the burden shifts upon the defendant to prove the execution of 

document in compliance with the settled provisions of law under section 67 

of Evidence Act. So far mode of proving the document is considered we have 

to refer to Section 67 of the Act. When the document is alleged to be signed 

or to have been written wholly or in part by any person, the signature or the 
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handwriting of so much of the document as is alleged to be in that person's 

handwriting must be proved to be in his handwriting. The best evidence is 

that of a person who executed it. A document can be proved by attesting 

witness when it is lawfully required to be attested. A document can also be 

proved by examining the scribe who has written the document. If the 

attesting witness denies or does not recollect, its execution may be proved 

by other evidence. (Sec. 71). If document not required by law to be attested 

it may be proved as if it is not attested. (Section 72). 

29. The defendants/appellants side during the time of adducing evidence before 

the court examined as many as 5 nos. of witness, out of which DW-3 and 

DW-4 claimed themselves to be attesting witnesses of alleged general Power 

of Attorney vide Ext.1 and their evidences are relevant to prove its due 

execution. I have carefully gone through the evidences presented by DW-3 

and DW-4 and from where it is seen that DW-3 admitted that Ext.1 (1) to 

Ext.1 (5) were not put in his presence and accordingly his evidence-in-chief 

dismantled by plaintiff side during his own cross-examination as he admitted 

that those signatures were not put in his presence. The cross-examination 

part of DW-3 further makes it clear that DW-3 has not seen plaintiff signing 

the Ext.1 document. DW-3 also admitted that he has put his signature only 

once in Ext.1 and that too outside the office of Sub-Registrar and Dilip 

Sarma also signed outside the office of Sub-Registrar and plaintiff and Dilip 

Sarma went inside the chamber and he remained outside the office. Hence, 

from the above it appears that DW-3 was not present inside the chamber of 

Sub-Registrar and as such question of putting his signature in Ext.1 (7) by 

identifying the plaintiff in front of Sub Registrar does not arise. In such a 

circumstances this court finds his evidence to be not reliable. 

30. On meticulous appreciation of evidence presented by DW-3, this court finds 

that no identification of plaintiff before Sub-Registrar was done in presence 

of DW-3, as he himself admitted during his cross-examination that that those 

signatures were not put in his presence.  

31. DW-4 claiming himself to be an attesting witness of Ext-1, deposed before 
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the court that on 07-03-2010 Tribeni Kanu had meet him to go to Dhekiajuli 

Sub-Registry office with him to identify him and stated that he will execute a 

Power of Attorney in favor of defendant No.1 and accordingly he went to the 

office of Dhekiajuli Sub-Registry office at about 3 p.m. and met Tribeni Kanu 

and Dilip Sarma who were already present there. DW-4 further deposed that 

plaintiff had already brought one typed deed which was typed in English and 

told them that he has prepared a power of attorney in favor of defendant 

No.1 to sell his landed property situated at Sultanpur, Uttar Pradesh. DW-4 

also deposed that Tribeni Kanu had put his signature over Ext.1 and 

thereafter Dilip Sarma had put his signature in Ext.1 in his presence. DW-3 

has exhibited his signature as Ext. 1(7) and signature of Monoj Kumar as 

Ext.1 (6). After that same was presented before the Sub-Registrar who has 

asked him as to whether he has authorized Ganesh Kanu S/o- Chedial to sell 

his property situated at Sultanpur, Uttar Pradesh and Tribeni Kanu said yes 

to it. The Sub-Registrar also asked Triveni Kanu as to who will identify him 

then Tribeni Kanu stated that Monoj Kumar will identify him. Accordingly, 

Monoj Kumar has identified the plaintiff before the Sub-Registrar who had 

taken the signature of Monoj Kumar and plaintiff‟s signature on the back side 

of first page Ext.1. Ext. 1(5) is the signature of plaintiff and Ext.1 (4) is his 

signature. In cross-examination, DW-4 has stated, he, plaintiff and Monoj 

Kumar were present before the Sub-Registrar which is contradictory with the 

evidence of Monoj Kumar who has stated that he was not present in the 

chamber of Sub-Registrar. DW-3 has admitted that Dilip Sarma had put his 

signature on Ext.1 outside office of Sub-Registrar and same impeaches the 

trustworthiness of DW-4 regarding due execution of Ext.1 by plaintiff. 

32. DW-3 and DW-4, it disclosed before this court that both of them failed to 

prove that plaintiff had executed Ext.1 by putting his signature in their 

presence. Moreover, DW-4 has admitted that relationship of plaintiff and 

defendants were not healthy and for last five to six years they did not 

exchange visit to house of each other. DW-3 also deposed that the 

relationship of plaintiff and defendant were not healthy and for last five to 
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six years they did not exchange visit to house of each other. DW-1 in his 

cross-examination admitted that the relationship of plaintiff and defendant 

were not healthy and for last five to six years they did not exchange visit to 

house of each other. As the relationship of plaintiff and defendant were not 

good due to dispute regarding landed property, it is away from dreams that 

plaintiff will go to the house of defendant just before one day prior to the 

date of execution of Ext.1 and execute the general power of attorney in 

favor of the defendant no-1.  

33. DW-3 and DW-4 are the best witness to prove due execution of the Ext.1 by 

the plaintiff but as discussed above DW-3 and DW-4 has failed to prove due 

execution of Ext.1 by the plaintiff since their credibility regarding due 

execution has been dismantled during the time of their cross-examination. It 

is also quite un-natural that plaintiff having long standing dispute with his 

brother i.e. defendant no-2, took the son of defendant no-2 to Sub-Registry 

office and executed Ext-1 document in favor of his nephew. Since DW-3 has 

stated that defendant was not present when Ext.1 was being executed as 

such the evidence of defendant as DW cannot be found reliable in support of 

due execution of Ext.1. 

34. In the light of all the aforesaid discussion and evidence on record, this court 

finds that the evidences presented by DW-3 and DW-4 more particularly in 

respect of execution of general Power of Attorney by the plaintiff appears to 

be contradictory, not coherent and that renders their evidences doubtful and 

untrustworthy. The defendants put forwarded certain pleas in respect of 

family settlement between Chedilal and Triveni Prasad Kanu on 24-12-1997 

and as per the said settlement, plaintiff had surrendered and relinquished his 

share. It is stated that said Chedilal Kanu and Sri Treveni Prasad Kanu made 

an amicable family arrangement /settlement on 24-12-1997 and according to 

that family arrangement said Triveni Prasad Kanu had surrendered and 

relinquished all his right, title, interest and possession of his share of land 

situated village Sultanpur in Uttar Pradesh in favor of Chedilal Kanu. Then 

both the brothers mutually discussed the matter and accordingly had made 
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contract by both the brothers to sell and purchase the said land and plaintiff 

had agreed to sale his share to said Chedilal Kanu in the name of his wife 

Panmati Devi at a consideration amount of Rs.1,50,000/- only and 

accordingly he had received the full consideration amount from said Chedilal 

Kanu who paid the same on behalf of his wife and had agreed to go to Uttar 

Pradesh to execute and register the sale deed in favor of said Panmoti Devi. 

Hence, he authorized the defendant No.1 to execute and register the Sale 

Deed etc. vide his General Power of Attorney No.13 of 2003 of Dhekiajuli 

Sub Registry Office.  

35. The defendant side to substantiate these facts adduced both ocular and 

documentary forms of evidences and exhibited “Ka” claimed to amicable 

partition. The documentary evidences presented by the defendants side are 

pertaining to certain facts those are not appears to be relevant with fact in 

issue of instant case. The dispute is in respect of execution of general Power 

of Attorney i.e. vide Ext.1 that claimed by the plaintiff/respondent to be null 

and void and the connectivity and relativity between Ext.1 and Ext. Ka 

documents appears to be missing and as such those were not considered 

since those were not relevant evidences for ascertaining and determination 

of instant issue in hand. More also, the defendant side failed to adduce any 

evidence to establish that plaintiff has received an amount of Rs.1,50,000/- 

from the defendant no-1.  

36. Furthermore, although the DW-1 has deposed that plaintiff has duly put his 

signature in Ext.1 in presence of witnesses and said averment has not been 

corroborated by the attesting witnesses like DW-3 and DW-4. DW-4 deposed 

that defendant was not present at the time of execution of Ext.1. Hence, his 

evidence regarding due execution is found to be not trustworthy in nature.  

37. It further disclosed from the case record of learned court bellow that as per 

the order of Hon‟ble Civil Judge, Sonitpur, the learned court bellow has sent 

the thumb impression of plaintiff for seeking opinion from hand-writing 

expert. The FSL laboratory has examined the specimen signature and 

questioned signature of plaintiff in Ext.7 and submitted its report stating that 
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thumb impression of Triveni Kanu Prasad marked as at Sl. No.540 on page 

no.44 of thumb impressions register is not fit for comparison due to lack of 

readable ridge characteristic. It is also reported that Thumb impressions 

marked as Q 2 on Power of Attorney is different from the specimen thumb 

impression of Triveni Pd. Kanu marked as S 1. DW-5 being an FSL official in  

his cross-examination stated that he himself examined the thumb impression 

and reported that thumb impression of Triveni Kanu Prasad marked as Sl. 

No.540 on page no.44 of thumb impression register is not fit for comparison 

due to lack of readable ridge characteristic. It is also reported that thumb 

marked as Q2 on Power of Attorney is different from the specimen thumb 

impression of Triveni Pd Kanu marked as S 1. The defendant failed to 

stimulate anything from DW-5 to show that he has not examined the thumb 

impression as per proper provision except giving some suggestions. 

Furthermore no exaggeration was found in the cross-examination of DW-5 

from which it may be observed that examination of thumb impression was 

not carried out as per procedures. From the report, it appears that thumb 

impressions marked as Q2 on Power of Attorney is different from the 

specimen thumb impression of Triveni Pd. Kanu marked as S 1. It is settled 

law that expert opinion is not conclusive evidence and it has corroborative 

value. In the present case, the plaintiff by adducing truthful evidence of PW-

1 and also by cross-examining DW-3 and DW-4 established that Ext.1 was 

not duly executed by plaintiff. It also established that DW-3 and DW-4 failed 

to prove that Triveni Kanu had signed the Ext.1 in their presence and in 

presence of Sub-Registrar. The aforesaid evidences of plaintiff catches 

corroboration from the report of handwriting expert that reported the thumb 

impression marked as Q 2 on Power of Attorney is different from the 

specimen thumb impression of Triveni Pd Kanu marked as S1. 

38. Learned advocate appearing on behalf of the defendants strenuously argued 

that before the suit was dismissed by the first appellant court in TA No.11/08 

there was a report of hand-writing expert and as per that report the 

signature of the plaintiff and those signatures were sent for examination 
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with the signature of Ext.1 document appears to be same. As such, learned 

court ought to have taken into consideration about that fact at the time of 

decreeing the suit by its judgment dated 22-06-2017. 

39. In the light of argument put forwarded by the appellants/defendants side, 

this court has perused the entire case record carefully and it finds that there 

was a report of hand-writing expert found tagged with the case record and 

on that basis, the suit was dismissed by learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur, 

Tezpur on 21-02-2008 and said judgment was set aside vide judgment dated 

08-03-2010 passed in TA No.11/08 by this court. On careful perusal of the 

judgment of TA No.11/08 found enclosed with the TS No.4/2004, this court 

finds that this Court has already disbelieved the hand-writing expert‟s report 

that mentions by the appellants side during the argument. This court in TA 

No.11/08 further by not putting its reliance upon the earlier hand-writing 

expert report, asked to go for forensic examination of thumb impression and 

as per the thumb impression report we have already observed that thumb 

impression marked Q2 on Power of Attorney is different from the specimen 

thumb impression of Triveni Prasad Kanu as marked as S-1.  

40. Hence, it is seen that earlier hand-writing expert‟s report found enclosed 

with the case record of TS No.4/2004 already judged by the first appellate 

court and subsequently same was set aside and not relied upon  by the 

court. As such, the points of argument put forwarded by the appellants 

/defendants side not appears to be tenable and learned court below has 

rightly discarded the same by not relying the earlier report as learned court 

below acted as per the direction given by the first appellant court in TA 

No.11/08 and subsequently pronounced the judgment decreeing the suit of 

the plaintiff.   

41. Furthermore, the evidences presented by the plaintiff and the defendant 

witnesses makes it categorical that there was no good relation in existence 

between the parties immediately before or after execution of alleged general 

Power of Attorney dated 07-03-2003 and as such it is quite not imaginative 

that having been that kinds of rival relationship the plaintiff will execute 
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general Power of Attorney pertaining to the land that situated at Uttar 

Pradesh before Sub-Registry, Dhekiajuli empowering a person to sell that 

land in favor of sister-in-law through his nephew. This court further fails to 

understanding that on payment of Rs.1, 50,000/- to plaintiff what compels 

the plaintiff to execute Power of Attorney empowering the nephew for 

executing sale deed in favor of his mother instead of execution of sale deed 

in favor of his brother. The plea put forwarded by the defendants in respect 

of payment of Rs.1,50,000/- as a consideration of sale of the said property 

as claimed by the defendants not appears to be tenable and sustainable as 

no evidence adduced by the defendant‟s side of supporting such facts.  

42. Therefore, in the light of all the aforesaid discussions, this court finds the 

balance of probability in favor of the plaintiff/respondent and that appears to 

be sufficient for turning the scale in favor of the plaintiff/respondent.  

43. Hence, in the light of aforesaid discussions, this court is constrained to opine 

that the learned court below Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur, Tezpur has not 

committed any error or gross illegality in deciding the Issue No.3 in favor of 

the plaintiff/respondent and finding of the learned court below pertaining to 

Issue No.3 deserves no interference from this first appellant court and 

consequent to that same is upheld. Accordingly, this court first appellate 

court has no hesitation to hold that learned court bellow rightly decreed the 

suit of plaintiff/respondent with cost and same deserves to be upheld.  

44. In respect of other issues neither the appellant nor the respondents argued 

anything and furthermore neither side have raised any objection against the 

discussions and decisions of learned court bellow in respect of the other 

issues. Hence, this court not finds anything reasonable to discuss the other 

issues.               

45. In the result the judgment pronounced and delivered by the ld. Munsiff No.1, 

Tezpur, Sonitpur needs no interference and deserves to be upheld. 

Accordingly, the first appeal is dismissed with cost. Prepare a decree 

accordingly. The appeal is disposed of on contest with cost.  
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46. Send down the Case Record, along with a copy of this judgment to the ld. 

Court. Given under my hand & seal of the Court on the 13th 

November‟2019. 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 
             Civil Judge 

                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 
Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

 

 

 

Dictation taken and  

Transcribed be me: 

        

(J. K Muru), Steno.      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 

Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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ANNEXURE 

Plaintiff Witnesses:   
i PW-1     : Tribeni Kanu 

         
Plaintiff Exhibits:  

Ext.1   : Power of attorney No.3/2003     
Ext.1 (1) to 1(5) : signature of Tribeni Kanu 
Ext. 1(6)  : signature of Manoj Kumar 
Ext.1 (7)  : signature of Dilip Sarma 
 

i . Defendant Witnesses: :  
i  DW-1     : Ganesh Kanu 
ii DW-2     : Chedilal Kanu 
iii DW-3     : Manoj Kumar 
iv DW-4     : Dilip Sarma 
v DW-5                       :-        Suhan Mitra 

 
 
Defendant Exhibits:    

i Ext. Ka   : Deed of amicable partition   
ii Ext. Ka(1) to Ka(3) : Signature of defendant    
iii Ext. Ka(4) to Ka(6) : Signature of plaintiff 
iv Ext.Ka(7)  : Signature of witness Birchand Jaiswal  
v  Ext.Ka(8)  : Signature of witness Bharat Prasad 
vi Ext.Ka(9)  : Signature of witness Hari Prasad 
vii Ext.Ka(10)  : Signature of witness Sunil Kr. Sarma 

 
 

 
(N. J. Haque) 

                                                                                                 Civil Judge 
                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


