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Form No.(J)3 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON APPEAL 

 District :: Nalbari 
 

 

IN THE COURT OF CIVIL JUDGE ::::::::::::::::::::NALBARI 

 
 
Present :  Himakshi Thakuria Buragohain            

   Civil Judge  

   Nalbari. 

 

   Thursday, the 4th day of July, 2018 

 
 

   TITLE APPEAL No.02/17 

 
From the Judgment & Decree dated 19-11-16 passed by Learned Munsiff No.1, 

Nalbari in Title Suit No.66/2011. 

                    
   1. Sri Madan Talukdar 
   2. Sri Prasanna Talukdar 
   3. Sri Nripendra Talukdar 
    

  ---- Defendants/Appellants 
 

            - VS  - 
 
   1. Sri Joy Ram Das 
   2. Sri Madhab Das 
   3. Sri Paresh Das 
   4. Smti. Jamuna Das 

            ----Plaintiffs/Respondents 
 
 
This appeal having been heard on 05-06-2018 in presence of :-  
 

Advocate for the Appellants :-   Sri Satyandra Nath Sarma,  
    Sri Samindra Kalita, Mrs. Deepali Barua, 

              Sri Mrityunjoy Mazumdar 
 

Advocates for the Respondents :-  Sri Hiran Ch. Deka, Sri Arup Baishya   
             and Sri Tulu Pathak 
       

and having stood for consideration to this day, the Court delivered the following 
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judgment:- 

         J   U   D   G   M   E   N   T 

  
 
1. The judgment and decree dated 19.11.16 passed by the Ld. Munsiff No.1, 

Nalbari i/c with T.S. No.66/11, are the subject matter under challenge in this 

present Civil first appeal.  

 

2. Being highly dissatisfied and aggrieved with the Judgment delivered in 

T.S. No.66/11 which was decreed on contest with cost in favor of the plaintiff 

vide the Judgment and decree dated 19.11.16 passed by the Ld. Munsiff No.1, 

Nalbari, the defendant as appellant has preferred the instant appeal on the 

following grounds:- 

 

G  R  O  U  N  D  S 

 

i. That the judgment of Court below is erroneous for non consideration of 

the relevant proved facts of the case and consideration of the fact not 

proved and accordingly, the judgment is vitiated and is not liable to be 

sustained and the same is liable to be set aside and reversed to decree 

the counter-clam of the suit.  

 

ii. That the impugned judgment and decree is unwarranted both in law and 

facts. 

 

iii. That the Ld. Court below while discussing the evidence on record does 

not apply her judicious mind. 

 

iv. That the judgment and decree passed by Court below is erroneous and 

contradicting. 

 

v. That the judgment and decree passed on 19th day of November, 2016 by 

the court below is perverse in law and facts, as such it is liable to be set-

aside.  
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vi. That the Ld. Court below framed as many as 12 No.s of issues, but failed 

to decide the same in conformity with the oral and documentary evidence 

available in the original suit. 

 

vii. That the Court below although opined that there is cause of action for the 

counter claim of the defendant, but the Court below while discussing the 

issue no.4 failed to take the consideration from the evidence on record 

that the defendants are in possession over the suit land since 20.02.2005 

which is continuous and undisturbed till today, hence it cannot be barred 

by limitation, but court below wrongly decide that provision of law 

relating to specific performance of contract the limitation period is three 

years.  

 

viii. That the issue no.5, 6, 7 & 8 are the vital issues for the just and proper 

determination of judicial judgment/order of the T.S. Case No.66/11. But 

the Ld. Court below while discussing those issues she has tagged 

togetherly the issue no.6, 7 & 8 which is bed in law. Therefore the Court 

below failed to discuss properly the evidence on record of both the PWs 

and DWs. If the Court below discuss these issues separately then perhaps 

this mistake cannot be arise. The evidence on chief as well as cross of 

PWs and DWs clearly gave picture of these issues in support of the claims 

of defendants of the suit. As a result of which the judgment and order 

might have change. So it reserves to remand the case again. 

  More over the Court below again tagged with the issue  no.5, 

10, 11 & 12 at the time of discussion, so obviously it is  difficult to come out 

the actual judicious decision of the case,  hence it is liable to be set-aside, by 

discussing the case of the  respondents/plaintiffs. 

  

ix. That the Court below wrongly hold without discussing the evidence on 

record of DWs both the chiefs and cross portion that 

appellants/defendants not showing their readiness and willingness to 

perform their part of the agreement for sale which was duly executed by 
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Lt. Satoram Das during his lifetime on the day of 20.02.2005. While 

discussing the issues no.9, so it reserves to remand the case again. 

 

x. That the appellant has reserved the right to take additional plea or pleas 

at the time of hearing. 

 

xi. That in all respect as it appears from the judgment and decree of Ld. 

Court below did not endeavor for proper adjudication hence the judgment 

is bad in law and liable to be set aside. 

 

xii. That the appeal has been preferred bona-fide for the ends of justice. 

 

3. On the above grounds the defendants/appellants has prayed for setting 

aside the impugned judgment and decree. After admitting the appeal the record 

of T.S. No.66/11 was called for and the same was received. 

 

4. On appraisement of the original case record, it appears that the plaintiff 

has filed the suit for declaration and other consequential relief. 

 

5. The plaintiffs case inter alia is that the plaintiffs are the legal heirs of Lt. 

Sotaram Das. Plaintiff No.5 to 8 are the married daughters of Lt. Sotaram Das. 

That, out of total land measuring 5 bigha 3 katha, an area of land measuring 3 

bigha 1 katha 16 lechas was purchsed by the husband/ father of the plaintiffs in 

the year 1994 from the recorded pattadars and another area of land measuring 2 

bigha 1 katha 4 lechas of Dag No.286 was under possession of Lt. Satoram Das 

on the basis of an oral agreement with defendant no.9, Hangshanath 

Chakraborty. A permission for sale was also obtained from the office of the 

Deputy Commissioner, Nalbari. But unfortunately before execution of the sale 

deed the husband/father of the plaintiffs died. However, defendant no.9 is still 

ready to execute a proper sale deed in favor of the plaintiffs. Thus both the plots 

of land were under possession of Lt. Satoram Das within the same boundary. 

Satoram  Das died on 01.01.07. Before his death, the suit land was cultivated by 

Dhiren Das & Mahim Ali in the year 2006 as Adhiar as Lt. Satoram Das was ailing 
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till 2007. The mutation of the plaintiff no.1, 2, 3 & 4 was granted over the 

purchased land of Lt. Satoram Das by virtue of inheritance and the plaintiffs have 

been paying land revenue regularly. The principal defendants have no right, title 

and interest over the suit land. On 26.07.2008, the principal defendants forcibly 

entered into the suit land and engaged one Pramod Talukdar to plough 

(cultivate) over the suit land. Although the plaintiff no.1,2 & 3 objected and 

resisted to prevent the defendants, but the defendants threatened them with dire 

consequences. Thus the plaintiffs were dispossessed from the suit land. The 

plaintiff also averred that out the suit land, 4 kathas of land was transferred in 

favor of the plaintiff no.5 during the lifetime of Lt. Satoram Das along with a 

house with RCC post and C.I. Sheet. But the defendants demolished the said 

house completely and removed the C.I. sheet and concrete post. Hence this 

case. 

 

6. On receiving summons  the defendants appeared  and contested the suit 

by filing his written statement and counter claim. The defendant denied all the 

averments made in the plaint. In their written statement, the defendants stated 

that  on 20.02.05, Lt. Satoram Das arrived at an agreement with the President, 

Secretary of Bihampur Gaon Development Samity in presence of villagers and 

agreed to sell the suit land to them and received Rs.15,000/- as advance money 

and handed over the physical possession of the land to the development 

committee. Accordingly, he put his thumb impression in front of eye witnesses 

upon revenue stamps which was affixed at the bottom of the agreement deed. 

Since that day, Bihampur Gaon Development Samity has been in possession of 

the suit land. After the death of Satoram Das, Bihampur Gaon Development 

Samity approached the plaintiffs to execute the registered sale deed but the 

plaintiffs refused to do so. 

   In their counterclaim the defendants stated that the suit land was 

under the exclusive possession of the defendants from 20.02.2005 when Satoram 

Das entered into an agreement for sale with the Bihampur Gaon Development 

Samity and received Rs.15,000/- as advance money. Lt. Satoram Das had handed 

over possession to the Bihampur Gaon Development Samity but before execution 

of the sale deed he expired on 01.01.2007. The defendants are still ready to 
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purchase the suit land from the plaintiffs and they approached the plaintiffs on 

several occasions but the plaintiffs refused to execute the registered sale deed in 

favor of the defendants. Hence the defendants have filed this counter claim for a 

direction to the plaintiffs to execute the sale deed in their favour.   

 

7. The plaintiffs filed written objection against the counter claim filed by the 

defendants and stated that Lt. Satoram Das had exclusive right, title and interest 

and possession over the suit land and after his death the same has devolved 

upon the plaintiffs by right of inheritance. The plaintiffs are not aware about the 

alleged agreement dated 20.02.2005 as stated by the defendants. It is only on 

26.07.2008 when the defendants entered upon the suit land and forcefully 

dispossessed the plaintiffs, they came to know about the alleged agreement. 

According to the plaintiff the counter claim of the contesting defendants based 

on the alleged unregistered agreement dated 20.02.2006 is false and baseless 

and is liable to be dismissed.  

8. Upon pleadings of the parties, the learned trial court has framed the 

following issues: 

I  S  S  U  E  S 

 

i) Whether there is any cause of action for the suit and the counter 

claim? 

ii) Whether the suit and the counter claim is maintainable in law? 

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

iv) Whether the counter claim is barred by limitation? 

v) Whether the plaintiffs have right, title and interest over the suit land? 

vi) Whether the defendants have wrongfully dispossessed the plaintiffs 

from the suit land and are liable to be evicted therefrom? 

vii) Whether the plaitiffs' predecessor of Lt. Satoram Das had made an 

agreement for sale dated 20.02.2005 with NO.4 Bihampur Gaon 

Development Samity represented by the defendants and received an 

amount of Rs.15,000/- as advance money from the defendants? 

viii) Whether the defendants are in possession of the suit land since 
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agreement dated 20.02.2005? 

ix) Whether the defendants are ready and willing to perform their part of 

agreement for sale? 

x) Whether the plaintiffs are entitled to the relief(s) as claimed? 

xi) Whether the defendants are entitled to the relief(s) as claimed? 

xii) To what relief/reliefs, the parties are entitled? 

 

9. The plaintiff side had adduced the evidence of 4( Four) witnesses and 

exhibited 7 ( Seven) documents. The defendant side had adduced the evidence 

of  5 witnesses and exhibited only 1( one) document. 

  

10. I have heard the Ld. Counsels for both the parties and gone through the 

materials available on records as well as the memorandum of appeal. The vital 

issue in the suit is issue no. 5,6,7 and 8 and the result of the present appeal is 

depended upon the discussion and finding in these issues. 

 

F I N D I N G S  A N D  R E A S O N S  T H E R E O F 

 

11.  For the sake of convenience issue No. 7 and 8 are taken up 

together for discussion at first.  

  Issue no. 7 and 8 are contingent upon the question as to, 

“Whether the plaintiff's predecessor late Satoram Das had made an 

agreement for sale dated 20/02/2005 with No. 4, Bihampur Gaon 

Development Committee represented by the defendants  and received an 

amount of Rs. 15,000/- as advance money with the  defendants ?”  

    A N D 

  “ Whether the defendants are in possession of the suit 

land since agreement dated 20/02/2005 ?” 

      

12.  The plea taken by the defendant in their written statement 

and counter claim is that during his life time, Late Satoram Das entered 
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into an agreement on 20.02. 05  with the President/ Secretary of No. 4 

Bihampur Gaon Development Committee in presence of the villagers and 

agreed to sell the suit land to them and after receiving Rs. 15,000/- as 

advanced money handed over the physical possession of the land to the 

said Committee.  

13.  In support of their plea the defendant has exhibited the 

alleged deed of agreement for sale executed by Late Satoram Das in 

favour of No. 4 Bihampur Gaon Development Samittee which is marked as 

Ext-“Ka”. It is to be mentioned here that Ext-”Ka” is under 

objection of the defendants.  

14.  On perusing Ext- “Ka”, we surprisingly find that in the 

said agreement there is no mention of the Dag No., Patta No, area of the 

land, consideration amount and the time period for execution of the sale 

deed. Ext-Ka also does not disclose the name of the scribe or the person 

who made the endorsement of the thumb impression of Late Satoram Das 

which marked as Ext-Ka-(1). Now if we go through the cross of DWs we 

find all of them stating that there is neither any mention of the Dag No 

and Patta No. of the land which is to be sold by Late Satoram Das in 

favour of No. 4 Bihampur Gaon Development Samittee nor any time limit 

within which the sale deed was to be executed .  

15.  DW-4, Prasanna Talukdar, whose signature is exhibited as 

Ext-'Ka' (3) in Exhibit- Ka stated in his cross-examination that on the 

day of agreement he together with the witnesses went to the house of 

Satoram. Whereas DW-5, Nripendra Talukdar, who is also one of the 

witness to the deed stated in his cross-examination that Satoram was 

called in the house of the President. Hence, we find contradiction in 

the statements of both the DWs regarding the place in which the deed of 

agreement was executed. Again DW 4 stated in his cross-examination that 

at the time of writing, the dag number and patta number was written as 

per the version of Satoram. But it is already discussed that there is no 
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mention of any dag no. and patta no. of the land in Ext-Ka. DW-1 and DW-

4 also admitted the same thing  in their cross-examination. PW-2 has 

also clearly stated in his cross-examination that he have not seen his 

father Satoram Das executing any deed of agreement for sale in favour of 

the President/ Secretary of No. 4 Bihampur Development Committee and 

taking advance of Rs. 15,000/- from them. 

16.  Regarding the receipt of advance money by Late Satoram from 

the defendant, it is revealed from the cross of DW-1 that the fact about 

giving money to Satoram is mentioned in the accounts book of the 

committee or Cash book. But no such documents in connection with the 

accounts of the committee was submitted in the case record.  

17.  From the above discussion it is seen that the defendants 

could not prove that the predecessor of the plaintiff, Late Satoram Das, 

had entered into an agreement for sale dated 20/02/2005 with No. 4 

Bihampur Gaon Development Committee represented by the defendants and 

that he received an amount of Rs. 15,000/- as advance money from the 

defendant. 

18.  As the defendant could not prove the agreement dated 

20/2/2005 the question of handing over the possession of the suit land 

by Late Satoram on the same day does not arise. Moreover, in the alleged 

agreement there is no mention anywhere regarding the handing over the  

possession of the suit land. DW-1 and DW-4 has also admitted the same 

thing in their cross-examination.  

   Situated thus both the issues are decided in the negative 

and in favour of the plaintiffs and the findings of the lower court in 

these two issues warrants no interference.  

19.  Issue no. 5 is contingent upon the question as to, 

“Whether the plaintiff has right, title, interest over the suit land  

?” 

  The plaintiff has claimed the suit land by virtue of 
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inheritance  from their predecessor Late Satoram Das. According to the 

plaintiff their predecessor purchased 3 Bigha 1 katha 16 lechas of land 

out of 5 Bigha 3 katha land from the recorded pattadar in the year 1994 

and 2 Bigha 1 katha 4 lechas of Dag No. 286 of the same patta was in his 

possession on the basis of oral agreement with Hangsa Nath Chakrabarty, 

one of the proforma defendant of the suit. Both the plots of land are 

within the same boundary and were in possession of Late Satoram Das. It 

is averred by the plaintiff  that though Satoram Das expired on 1/1/2017 

i.e. before the execution of the sale deed, still Hangsha Nath 

Chakrabarty is ready and willing to execute the sale deed in favour of 

the plaintiff. However, on 26/7/2008 the principal defendant forcibly 

entered into the suit land and dispossessed the plaintiff.  

20.  While cross-examining the PWs, the defendant tried to bring 

out the fact that though Hangsha Nath Chakrabarty is alive, still he is 

not examined as witness in this case to prove the plea taken by the 

plaintiff. The defendant also tried to bring out the fact that the 

plaintiff did not adduce the evidence of boundary men of the suit land. 

Now, if we go through the cross-examination of DW-1, Madan Talukdar, who 

is the Secretary of No. 4 Bihampur Gaon Development Committee we find 

him stating that there is no dispute in connection with the fact that 

the suit land belonged to Satoram. Hence, this statement of DW-1 amounts 

to admission and as such there is no doubt that the predecessor of the 

plaintiffs acquired the suit land from Hangsha Nath Chakrabarty.  

21.  In support of their plea the plaintiff has exhibited the 

certified copy of the sale deed executed by late Satoram Das in favour 

of his daughter Basanti, the original deed of agreement for sale in 

favour of Late Satoram Das, the Jamabandi of the said patta, original 

sale permission, certified copy of chitha of Dag No. 287 and the land 

revenue paying receipt. It is seen that after the death of Satoram Das 

the name of the plaintiff were mutated in the said patta by right of 
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inheritance. It is also seen that the plaintiff has been paying the land 

revenue of the said patta till the year 2008 i.e. till they alleged to 

have been dispossessed by the defendant from the suit land. It is 

already discussed in the previous issue that the plaintiff neither 

entered into an agreement with No. 4 Bihampur Gaon Unnayan Samitee nor 

did he receive Rs. 15,000/- from the defendant as advance money. As the 

defendant failed to prove the plea taken by them, there is no doubt in 

believing  that the plaintiff have right title and interest over the 

suit land by virtue of inheritance.  

.  Situated thus issue no 5 is decided in the affirmative and 

in favour of the plaintiff. Therefore, I find nothing to interfere in 

the decision of the learned lower Court in this issue. 

22.  Issue no. 6 is contingent upon the question as to, 

“Whether the defendants have wrongfully dispossessed the plaintiffs 

from the suit land and are liable to be evicted therefrom ?”  

   

  According to the pleadings of the defendants the alleged 

agreement was entered into between Late Satoram Das and No. 4 Bihampur 

Gaon Development Committee represented by the defendants on 20/02/2005. 

DW-4 stated in his cross-examination that Satoram told them that he will 

execute the deed during his life time. It also appears from the 

pleadings of the plaintiffs that the predecessor of the plaintiff Late 

Satoram Das expired on 1/1/2007. It is averred by the plaintiff that 

before the death of Satoram, the suit land was cultivated by Dhiren Das 

and Mahim Das in the year 2006 as Adhiar as late Satoram Das was ailing 

till 2007. PW-4 also stated in his cross-examination that he used to 

cultivate in the land of Satoram. It is also alleged by the plaintiff 

that the defendant forcibly entered into the suit land on 26/7/2008 and 

engaged one Pramod Talukdar to plough the land. It is also alleged by PW 

2 that the defendants trespassed into the land of the plaintiffs. Apart 
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from that all the PWs stated in their cross-examination that at present 

the defendant are in possession of the suit land. DW-5 stated in his 

cross-examination that he knew Dhiren, Ramesh and Pramod. But he did not 

know if they cultivated over the land. Later on DW-5 stated that Pramod 

cultivated over the land.  It is very clear from the cross-examination 

of the DW 1 that no case was filed till 6 years from the death of 

Satoram for not giving tagida on time. PW-5 also clearly stated in his 

cross-examination that they neither gave any notice to Satoram nor to 

his heirs. But from the pleadings of the parties it appears that the 

defendant took possession of the suit land after the death of the 

plaintiff. Hence, it appears that the defendant have wrongfully 

dispossessed the plaintiff from the suit land and is liable to be 

evicted. 

  Accordingly this issue is decided in the affirmative & in 

favour of the plaintiff.  

23.   Issue no. 1 is contingent upon the question as to, 

“Whether there is any cause of action for the suit and the counter 

claim  ? 

 

  Issue No. (i) is relating to the cause of action for the suit and 

counterclaim learned trial court has decided this issue in the affirmative and in 

favour of the plaintiff. The cause of action means every fact which, if traversed, it 

would be necessary for the plaintiff to prove in order to support of his right to a 

judgment of the court. In the instant suit the plaintiff has claimed the suit land 

on the basis of inheritance from their father and is alleged that the defendant 

has dispossessed them from the suit land. The defendant on the other hand has 

averred in their written statement and counter claim that they had entered into 

an agreement for sale with the father of the plaintiffs and was in possession  of 

the suit land since the date of agreement.  As there is assertion of right by the 

plaintiff and denial of right by the defendant there is cause of action in the suit.  
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24.  Issue No 2 is relating to the maintainability of the suit and 

counter claim. 

   There is no specific pleading that the suit is not maintainable in its 

present form or in what manner it should have been filed. The plaintiff has filed  

this suit claiming right, title, interest and Khas possession of the suit land. I find 

nothing to hold that the suit is not maintainable in its present form. 

25.  In the written objection filed against the counter claim the plaintiff 

has also taken the plea that the counter claim of the defendant is not 

maintainable. On going through the counter claim it is seen that there is no relief 

claimed in the counter claim except a prayer for dismissal of the suit which they 

have already made in the written statement. Hence, the learned trial court was 

right in holding that the counter claim of the defendant is not maintainable. This 

issue is decided accordingly.  

26.  Issue No. 3 is regarding the question as to, “Whether the suit is 

bad for non joinder of necessary parties  ?” 

  It is seen the defendant has taken the plea that the suit 

is bad for non joinder of necessary parties as all the co-pattadars are 

not made party in this suit. On perusal of the pleading it is seen that 

the plaintiff has filed this suit alleging that the defendant had 

dispossessed them from the suit land. The plaintiff has not disputed the 

right of the other co-pattadars. According to the plaintiff the 

defendants are trespassers . Even if the plaintiff did not make the 

other Co- pattadars parties in the suit,  it will not adversely effect 

their right and interest if the plaintiff is given a decree. Considering 

all aspects I am of the opinion that the suit is not bad for non joinder 

of necessary parties.  

  Situated thus issue No.(iii) is decided in the negative and 

in favour of the plaintiff & the findings of the learned trial court in 

this issue warrants no interference. 

 

27.  Issue No 4 is contingent upon the question as to, “Whether 
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the counter claim is barred by limitation ?  The defendant had taken 

the plea that they had entered into an agreement with the father of the 

plaintiff Late Satoram Das on 20/02/2005 and on the same date Late 

Satoram Das received an amount of Rs. 15,000/-( Rupees Fifteen thousand) 

assuring him to execute the sale deed during his life time. But from the 

cross-examination of DW-1 it is clear that no case was filed till 6 

years from the death of Satoram Das. The limitation period to file a 

suit for specific performance of contract is 3 years. The father of the 

plaintiff expired on 1/1/2007. The defendant has filed this case in the 

year 2011. Hence, the counter claim is barred by limitation. Therefore, 

I find nothing to interfere in the decision of the lower court in this 

issue.  

28.  Issue No 9  is contingent upon the question as to, 

“Whether the defendants are ready and willing to perform their part of 

agreement for sale ?” 

  It is very clear from the pleadings and evidence of the 

defendant that this case was filed after a period of 6 years from the 

date of agreement. The Dws stated in their cross the father of the 

plaintiff promised them at the time of agreement  that the sale deed 

will be executed during his life time. But we find DW-1 stating in his 

cross-examination that they did not file any case till 5 years from the 

death of the father of the plaintiff. Apart from that in their written 

statement and counter claim the defendant did not state about their 

readiness and willingness to perform their part of contract.  

  Accordingly, this issue is decided in the negative and in 

favour of the plaintiff.  

29.  Finally issue No. 10, 11 and 12 are relating to the 

reliefs claimed by the parties. In the instant case the plaintiff has 

discharged their burden of prove by clearly establishing that the suit 

land belongs to their father by executing the necessary documents 
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including the original deed of agreement for sale, the Jamabandi of the 

said patta, original sale permission, certified copy of Chitha of Dag 

No. 287 and land revenue paying receipt. While the defendants could not 

prove their contention that they had entered into an agreement dated 

20/02/2005 with the predecessor of the plaintiff Late Satoram Das and 

that since then they have been in possession of the suit land. The 

defendant also failed to discharge their onus of prove. In view of the 

discussions made in the above issues the plaintiff is entitled to get 

all the relief as prayed for.  

30  In view of the above discussion, it appears that the 

findings of the learned trial court in all the above issues warrants no 

interference and the same are upheld.  

 

    O R D E R 

 

31.  In the result the present first Civil Appeal is bereft of 

merit and thus the same stand dismissed on contest with cost.  

  The impugned judgment and decree dated 19/11/2016 in TS No. 

66/11 passed by the learned Munsiff No. 1 is hereby affirmed.  

  Draw up a decree accordingly.  

  Send down the original case record to the Court of first 

instance with a copy of judgment forthwith. 

  Given under my hand and seal of this court on this the 4th 

day of July, 2018. 

 

         Civil Judge 

            Nalbari  

Dictated & Corrected by me 
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Civil Judge, Nalbari  


