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IN THE COURT OF JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE FIRST CLASS, KAMRUP (M)

Case No. C.R. 20 M of 2017

                (Under Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005) 

Syeda Samia Sultana

                                                  W/O- Md. Dilwar Hussain

                                                  Residing at RGB Road

                                                  P.O.-Chandmari

                                                  P.S.-Geetanagar

Dist- Kamrup (Assam)

                                                                 …………………..Aggrieved Party 

                                                                      -Vs-

Md. Dilwar Hussain

                                                    S/O- Late Abdul Hussain

                                                    Presently residing at H/No. 65 A

Anupam Nagar, Hatigaon

                                                    District – Kamrup (M), Assam

                                                    Permanent address,

                                                    Village- Telahi Bel Pukhuri

Mouza- Uttarkhula, P.S.-Dharamtul

                                                    District- Morigaon

                                                                        ……………………. Respondent

                     Present- Sri Nayanjyoti Choudhury, JMFC, Kamrup (M)

                     For the Aggrieved Party- Ms S. Aziz…. Learned Advocate 

For respondent- Mr. A. Ali……..Learned Advocate 

Evidence recorded on- 03-08-17, 25-10-17, 23-11-17

                     Argument heard on- 28-11-17

                     Final Order delivered on – 12-12-17
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FINAL ORDER

1. Case of the aggrieved person in brief and how the case came:-

2. The  marriage  between the aggrieved  person and the respondent  was 
solemnized on 05-01-14 as per Islamic law and rules and out of their wedlock the 
aggrieved  gave  birth  to  a  male  childwho  is  of  aged  two  years.  After  the 
solemnization  of  their  marriage  both  the  parties  were  started  to  reside  at 
Hatigaon for three years. But during their conjugal life the respondent at the ill 
advice of his family members started to torture the aggrieved both physically and 
mentally  by  demanding  an  amount  of  Rs.  50,000/-  only  as  dowry.  After  six 
months from their marriage the parents of the aggrieved paid an amount of Rs. 
20,000/- only to the respondent for the sake of their daughter. The respondent 
also tortured the aggrieved when she was pregnant for 3 months by pressuring 
he to abort her child however the aggrieved did not aggrieved and as such the 
respondent never took care of  her  during her  pregnancy. The parents of the 
aggrieved had to bear all expenses at the time of child birth. After one year from 
her marriage the respondent demanded an amount of Rs. 2 lakh as dowry and 
the parents of the aggrieved somehow managed Rs. 50,000/- only and handed 
over the same to the respondent with a request not to torture their daughter and 
expressed their inability to pay the balance amount. Though the respondent took 
the amount but after three months again started to pressurise the aggrieved to 
bring the remaining amount. As the aggrieved failed to fulfil the demand she was 
again subjected to torture by the respondent. On 29-12-16 at about 11 pm at 
night the respondent physically tortured the aggrieved alleging that she had not 
provided dinner to respondent’s brother as such she sustained serious injury on 
her head and person. The respondent also threatened her to set ablaze on that 
very night However she somehow managed to escape by confining herself in a 
room and asked her parents to save her life. The parents of the aggrieved along 
with her brother came to her and found her in injured condition. On the arrival of 
her parents and brother the respondent uttered filthy languages to them and also 
tried to physically assault her brother, however the aggrieved and her son was 
somehow rescued and brought the Agile Hospital Pvt. Ltd. by her parents and 
was medically treated and one FIR was lodged on the same night against the 
respondent. Since then the aggrieved had been residing with her old parents. 
The respondent had been threatening the aggrieved with dire consequences and 
the aggrieved being a poor person had been suffering from economic hardship 
and  was  unable  to  maintain  herself  and  her  son.  On  the  other  hand  the 
respondent was a businessman having 11/12 Bighas of cultivated land with a 
monthly income of Rs. 50,000/- only per month.

3. Stating  and  alleging  the  aforesaid  facts  aggrieved  has  lodged  the 
complaint, against the respondents under section 12 of the Protection of Women 
from Domestic Violence Act, 2005 (in brief DV Act) seeking relief(s) under section 
18/19/20/22/23 of the Act along with a prayer to pass any order as the Court 
deem fit and proper.
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4. The notice was issued to the respondent and the respondent made his 
appearance. 

5. The respondent in his written objection denied the allegations made by 
the aggrieved stating that the aggrieved was not entitled to any relief as claimed. 
The respondent stated that their married life was peaceful but he denied any 
torture and demand of dowry. The respondent further denied the fact that he did 
not  bear any medical  expenses of the aggrieved. The respondent denied the 
allegation that any amount was paid to him by his in laws. The respondent stated 
that on 29-12-16 the aggrieved went to a club and she returned from party at 
around 10:30 pm and on that day the elder brother of the respondent came to 
his residence and as soon as he told the aggrieved to give a cup of tea to is elder 
brother the aggrieved became furious and entered into her bedroom and slept 
without any response as such the respondent himself cooked meal from him and 
his elder brother. When the respondent went to the bedroom to leave his minor 
son the mobile phone of the aggrieved somehow unknowingly fell down and got 
broken. So the aggrieved under the influence of  anger asked her  parents to 
come over telephone and kicked the respond in front of his elder brother. At 
12:30  am the  parents  of  the  respondents  along  with  her  brother  came  and 
physically assaulted the respondent and threatened that they would give him 
lessons by implicating him in  false case and as such on the same night  the 
aggrieved lodged a false case against him. As per the respondent he was an 
employee of Gungun Auto World Pvt. Ltd. getting salary of Rs. 12,000/- only per 
month and had to pay an amount of Rs. 5000/- only as rent and the averments 
of aggrieved regarding his income was not true. The respondent stated that the 
aggrieved is a luxurious lady desiring for a luxurious life and wanted to eat in 
costly Dhabas and Hotels and it  was not possible for respondent to fulfil  her 
desire. The respondent stated that he wanted to continue his conjugal life and as 
such on 19-04-17 his elder brother Nazib Hussain and cousin brother Aftabur 
Rahman went  to  the  aggrieved  person  but  she  flatly  denied  to  return.  The 
respondent stated that the aggrieved was not a victim of domestic violence and 
hence is not entitled to the reliefs as claimed, hence prayer was made to dismiss 
the case.

6. The aggrieved party has examined three witnesses and exhibited some 
documents in her evidence. The respondent cross examined the witnesses. The 
respondent had also adduced the evidence of three witnesses in his defence but 
did  not  exhibited  any  documents.  During  the  trial  the  prayer  for  interim 
maintenance was allowed and the case proceeded. 

7. Considering the material  with the case record the following issued are 
framed for adjudication-

(1) Whether the petitioner is an aggrieved person?

(2) Whether any domestic violence has been taken place upon the aggrieved 
party?

(3) Whether the claims made by the aggrieved party upon the respondents 
are maintainable and to what relief/reliefs the aggrieved party is entitled for?
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8. I  have  carefully  gone  through  the  C/R  and  perused  the  evidence  on 
records. I have heard the argument put forwarded by the learned advocates for 
the aggrieved party and the respondent. 

9. I have gone through the relevant provisions of The Protection of Women 
from Domestic Violence Act, 2005 (43 of 2005).

11. Section 18 of The Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, says 
that-

Protection orders- The Magistrate may after giving the aggrieved person and the 
respondent an opportunity of being heard and on being prima facie satisfied that 
domestic violence has taken place or is likely to take place pass a protection 
order in favour of the aggrieved person and prohibit the respondent from-

(a) Committing any act of domestic violence;

(b) Aiding or abetting in the commission of acts of domestic violence;

(c) Entering  the  place  employment  of  the  aggrieved  person  or,  if  the 
aggrieved is a child, its school or any other place frequented by the aggrieved 
person;

(d) Attempting to communicate in any form, whatsoever, with the aggrieved 
person, including personal, oral or written or electronic or telephonic contact;

(e) Alienating any assets, operating bank lockers or bank accounts used or 
held or enjoyed by both the parties, jointly by the aggrieved person and the 
respondent  or  singly  by  the  respondent,  including  her  stridhan or  any  other 
property held either jointly by the parties or separately by them without the leave 
of the Magistrate;

(f) Causing violence to the dependants, other relatives or any person who 
give the aggrieved person assistance from domestic violence;

(g) Committing any other act as specified in the protection order.

12. Section 19 of The Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, says 
that-

Residence orders- (1) while disposing of an application under subsection (1) of 
section 12, the Magistrate may, on being satisfied that domestic violence has 
taken place, pass a residence order-

(a) Restraining the respondent from dispossessing or in any other manner 
disturbing the possession of the aggrieved person from the shared household, 
whether or not the respondent has a legal or equitable interest in the shared 
household;

(b) Directing the respondent to remove himself from the shared household;

(c) Restraining the respondent or any of his relatives from entering any 
portion of the shared household in which the aggrieved person resides;
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(d) Restraining the respondent from alienating or disposing off the shared 
household or encumbering the same;

(e) Restraining the respondent from renouncing his rights in the shared 
household except with the leave of the Magistrate; or

(f) Directing the respondent to secure same level of alternate 
accommodation for the aggrieved person as enjoyed by her in the shared 
household or to pay rent for the same, if the circumstances so require;

Provided that no order under clause (b) be passed against any person who is a 
woman.

(2)  The Magistrate may impose any additional conditions or pass any other 
direction which he may deem reasonable necessary to protect or to provide for 
the safety of the aggrieved person.

(3)  The Magistrate may require from the respondent to execute a bond    with or 
without sureties, for preventing the commission of domestic violence.

(4) An order under sub section (3) shall be deemed to be an order under chapter 
VIII of the Cr.P.C. and shall be dealt with accordingly.

(5) While passing an order under (1), (2) and (3), the Court may also pass an 
order directing the O/C, in-charge of the nearest police station to give protection 
to the aggrieved person or to assist her or the person making an application on 
her behalf in the implementation of the order.

(6) While making an order under (1), the Magistrate may impose on the 
respondent obligations relating to the discharge of rent and other payments, 
having regard to the financial needs and resources of the parties. 

(7) The Magistrate may direct the O/C, in-charge of the police station in whose 
jurisdiction the Magistrate has been approached to assist in the implementation 
of the protection order.

(8) The Magistrate may direct the respondent to return to the possession of the 
aggrieved person her stridhan or any other property or valuable security to which 
she is entitled to.

11. Section 20 of The Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act says-

Monetary reliefs- (1) While disposing of an application under sub section (1) of 
section 12, the Magistrate may direct the respondent to pay monetary relief to 
meet the expenses incurred and losses suffered by the aggrieved person and any 
child of the aggrieved person as a result of the domestic violence and such relief 
include but not limited to,-

(a) The loss of earnings;

(b) The medical expenses;
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(c) The  loss  caused  due  to  the  destruction,  damage  or  removal  of  any 
property from the control of the aggrieved person; and

(d) The maintenance for the aggrieved person as well as her children, if any, 
including an order under or in addition to an order of maintenance under section 
125 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973( 2 of 1974 ) or any other law for 
the time being in force.

(2) The monetary relief granted under this section shall be adequate, fair and 
reasonable and consistent  with the standard of  living to which the aggrieved 
person is accustomed.

(3)  The  Magistrate  shall  have  the  power  to  order  an  appropriate  lump sum 
payment or monthly payments of maintenance, as the nature and circumstances 
of the case may require.

(4) The Magistrate shall send a copy of the order for monetary relief made under 
sub section (1) to the parties to the application and to the in charge of the police 
station within the local limits of whose jurisdiction the respondent resides.

(5) The respondent shall pay the monetary relief granted to the aggrieved person 
within the period specified in the order under sub section (1).

(6) Upon the failure on the part of the respondent to make payment in terms of 
the order under sub section (1), the Magistrate may direct the employer or a 
debtor of the respondent, to directly pay to the aggrieved person or to deposit 
with the Court a portion of the wages or salaries or debt due to or accrued to the  
credit of the respondent, which amount may be adjusted towards the monetary 
relief payable by the respondent.

12.  Section 22 of the Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005 
says that-
Compensation orders- In addition to other reliefs as may be granted under this 
Act, the Magistrate may on an application being made by the aggrieved person, 
pass an order directing the respondent to pay compensation and damages for 
the injuries, including mental torture and emotional distress caused by the acts 
of domestic violence committed by the respondent.

Issue No. 1&2

12.  For better adjudication these two issues are taken together. These issues 
are contingent  to the questions as to whether the petitioner  is  an aggrieved 
person or not and whether any domestic violence has been taken place upon the 
aggrieved party or not. Section 2 (a) of the Protection of Women From Domestic 
Violence Act  says that “aggrieved person” means any woman who is,  or has 
been, in domestic relationship with the respondent and who alleges to have been 
subjected to any act of domestic violence by the respondent. In section 2(f) of 
the aforesaid Act “domestic relationship” is described as a relationship between 
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two persons who live or have at any point of time lived together in a shared 
household  when  they  are  related  by  consanguinity,  marriage  or  through  a 
relationship in the nature of marriage, adoption or are family members living 
together as joint family. The PW 1 Samia Sultana who was the aggrieved in her 
evidence deposed that her marriage with the respondent was solemnized on 05-
01-14 as per Islamic law and rules and out of their wedlock the aggrieved gave 
birth to a male child who is of aged two years. After the solemnization of their  
marriage both the parties were started to reside at Hatigaon for three years. But 
during their conjugal life the respondent at the ill advice of his family members 
started to torture the aggrieved both physically and mentally by demanding an 
amount of Rs. 50,000/- only as dowry. After six months from their marriage the 
parents of the aggrieved paid an amount of Rs. 20,000/- only to the respondent 
for the sake of their daughter. The respondent also tortured the aggrieved when 
she was pregnant for 3 months by pressuring her to abort her child however the 
aggrieved did not aggrieved and as such the respondent never took care of her 
during her pregnancy. The parents of the aggrieved had to bear all expenses at 
the  time  of  child  birth.  After  one  year  from  her  marriage  the  respondent 
demanded an amount of Rs. 2 lakh as dowry and the parents of the aggrieved 
somehow  managed  Rs.  50,000/-  only  and  handed  over  the  same  to  the 
respondent  with a  request  not  to  torture  their  daughter  and expressed their 
inability to pay the balance amount. Though the respondent took the amount but 
after  three  months  again  started  to  pressurise  the  aggrieved  to  bring  the 
remaining amount. As the aggrieved failed to fulfil the demand she was again 
subjected to torture by the respondent. On 29-12-16 at about 11 pm at night the 
respondent physically tortured the aggrieved alleging that she had not provided 
dinner to respondent’s brother as such she sustained serious injury on her head 
and person. The respondent also threatened her to set ablaze on that very night. 
However she somehow managed to escape by confining herself in a room and 
asked her parents to save her life. The parents of the aggrieved along with her 
brother came to her and found her in injured condition. On the arrival of her 
parents and brother the respondent uttered filthy languages to them and also 
tried to physically assault her brother, however the aggrieved and her son was 
somehow rescued and brought the Agile Hospital Pvt. Ltd. by her parents and 
was medically treated and one FIR was lodged on the same night against the 
respondent before Hatigaon P.S. which was registered as Hatigaon P.S. Case No. 
625 of 2016 u/s 498-A of IPC which is at the stage of investigation at present. 
PW 1 deposed that since then the shealong with her child had been residing with 
her old parents. The respondent had been threatening the aggrieved with dire 
consequences.   In  support  of  her  evidence  the  PW  exhibited  the  marriage 
certificate as Ext. 1, birth certificate of her son as Ext. 2. Regarding the alleged 
assault and treatment in Agile Hospital she exhibited a copy of medical certificate 
as Ext. 3 and copy of FIR was exhibited as Ext. 4. The brother of the aggrieved 
Syed NiazHannan and mother Naz Akhter were examined as PW 2 and PW 3. 
They  in  their  evidence  in  chief  corroborated  the  allegations  made  by  the 
aggrieved against the respondent including the alleged occurrence took place on 
the night of 29-12-16. The witnesses were cross examined by the respondent. In 
her cross examination the PW 1 admitted that on 29-12-16 she along with her 
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child went out in the evening and as night fell upon so her husband asked her to 
come over telephone and at around 9 pm she returned and when she reached 
home she found her husband’s elder brother at her residence along with her 
husband, her husband asked her to prepare meal for his brother but she did not 
prepare  and  got  to  sleep.  She  further  admitted  that  though  in  Ext.  4  she 
mentioned that her parents came at 12 am but they actually came at 11 pm. The 
respondents put some suggestions to the PW 1 denying any torture to her from 
the respondent to which she replied in negative. Now as PW 1 is a matured lady 
so she has her own right to lead her life as she likes so I think does not obeying 
the order of her husband to prepare meal is not a ground to hold that the FIR 
was lodged only to harass the respondent. The PW 2 and PW 3 in their cross 
examination by the respondent admitted that though the respondent tried to 
bring the aggrieved she was not sent to him, but the fact that a person wanted 
to continue his married life with another does not nullify the fact of domestic 
violence. The respondent in his defence adduced the evidence of three witnesses 
including himself, Anowar Ali and Nazir Hussain as DW 1, DW 2 and DW 3. The 
DW 1 i.e., the respondent denied all the allegation of domestic violence labelled 
against him.  DW 1 deposed that on 29-12-16 the aggrieved went to a club and 
she returned from the party at about 10:30 pm as he called her over telephone 
as  because on that  day his  elder  brother  came to his  rented house but the 
aggrieved became furious as she was called from the party by the respondent 
and on her return she without talking with him or his brother entered into her 
bedroom and slept with his minor son. The respondent requested his wife to give 
a cup of tea to his brother and also told her to prepare her dinner but his wife 
did not obey his request and his minor son who was sleeping with her dropped 
her mobile phone on the floor and as such she broke her mobile phone handset 
on the floor and asked her parents to come over telephone. Now on perusal of 
written statement of the respondent and his evidence on affidavit I found this 
averment contradictory to each other regarding the breaking of mobile phone. In 
his written statement the respondent stated that the mobile phone fell down for 
some  unknown  reason  but  in  his  evidence  he  made  a  self  -contradictory 
statement. As appeared from the evidence of DW 1 the reason which raised the 
anger of the aggrieved was the falling of mobile phone for which she called his in 
laws and falsely lodged the FIR, but this explanation is found to be un- reliable. 
Why would a lady leave her husband and lodge false case only for a ground that  
a mobile phone was fall down on the ground. It is possible that there were some 
arguments occurred in between husband and wife but the explanation put by the 
respondent for lodging the FIR and the case against him is very unreliable. Let us 
for  the  sack  of  argument  believe  that  the  aggrieved  due  to  anger  left  the 
respondent but what is the explanation of the medical certificate from the part of 
the respondent as it was of dated 30-12-16 only after some interval from the 
alleged  incident.   So  under  such  circumstances,  exhibited  documents  and 
considering  the  domestic  incident  report  which  showed  that  the  domestic 
violence was caused by the respondent upon the aggrieved and in absence of 
anything adverse from the part of the respondent the issue no. 1 and 2 are 
answered in affirmative and are decided in favour of the aggrieved person. So it 
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is held that the petitioner is an aggrieved person and was subjected to domestic 
violence by her husband.

Issue No. 3

13. This issue is related to the question as to whether the claims made by the 
aggrieved party upon the respondent is maintainable or not.

14. The aggrieved person prayed for a protection order u/s 18 of PWDVA in 
the tune of prohibiting acts of domestic violence by prohibiting the respondents 
from, any form of communication alienation of assets,  and a direction to the 
respondent  to  stay  away  from  the  dependant,  relatives  of  the  aggrieved, 
residence order in the tune of same level of alternative accommodation or house 
rent u/s 19 of PWDVA, monetary relief of Rs. 25,000/- only per month u/s 20 of 
PWDVA. The aggrieved further prayed to direct the respondent to bear all  te 
medical expenses from her and her minor son.

15. Though the aggrieved alleged that the respondent had been threatening 
her with dire consequences but nothing was exhibited to prove that allegation. If 
the respondent would have threatening her then she might have lodge any FIR 
to her nearby police station but she did not lodged the same. There is nothing in 
the evidence to  presume that  any protection order  is  needed at  present.  So 
considering the above I found it justified to reject the prayer for protection order 
u/s 18 of PWDVA.

16. The aggrieved party has made a prayer for the residence order under section 
19 of The PWDV Act to secure same level of alternate accommodation or pay 
rent for the same. The learned advocate for the opposite party in his argument 
relied on the judgment of Hon’ble Delhi High Court in Sardar Malkiat Singh Vs 
Kanaljit Kaur and others [2010 Legal Eagle 483] and submitted that there is no 
moral  or  legal  obligation  from the  father  in  law to  provide  residence  to  the 
daughter in law.  I have gone through the submission and the judgement but the 
subject matter of that judgement is not similar to this case as in this case the 
direction was sought against husband and not against father in law. The learned 
advocate  for  the  opposite  party  further  relied  on  the  judgment  of  Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in S.R. Batra & another Vs Taruna Batra [2006 Legal Eagle 1184] 
and the judgment of Hon’ble Delhi High Court in Kavita Chaudhri (Dr.) Vs Eveneet 
Singh & another [2012 Legal Eagle 905]and submitted that the daughter in law 
cannot claim a right on self acquired properties of her parents in laws. I have 
gone through the judgments but the factum of this case is different then the 
facts  of  the  aforesaid  judgments.  It  is  appeared  from the  evidence  that  the 
aggrieved is at present staying at the residence of her parents. So it is clear that  
she had no place of her own to stay. But from her evidence it is not clear what 
were the levels of accommodations of the aggrieved person during her stay with 
the respondent. So in absence of anything to specify that level of accommodation 
I think a sum of Rs 1500/- only would be proper to allow as house rent to her 
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from the respondent.  Hence respondent is  directed to pay an amount of Rs. 
1500/- only per month to the respondent as house rent to the aggrieved.

17. Neither the aggrieved nor the respondent have exhibited any document to 
ascertain the monthly income of the respondent. Though it was admitted by DW 
1 that his family had landed property at his village at Morigaon it cannot be said 
that the aggrieved is entitled to maintenance from that property. Because there 
is nothing with the record to hold that the respondent has any share on the 
aforesaid  property.  The  aggrieved  party  prayed  for  an  order  directing  the 
respondent to pay monetary relief u/s 20 for directing the respondent to pay an 
amount of Rs. 25,000/- only per month as maintenance to her and her child. 
Now from the case record it is seen that the there is nothing to presume the 
monthly  income  of  the  respondent.  However  the  respondent  admitted  in  his 
evidence that he is an employee of Gungun Auto World earning a salary of Rs. 
12,000/- only per month. Though he deposed that he has been paying a rent of 
Rs. 5000/- only per month I think the reason that he had limited income is not 
valid reason to escape from his liability as the respondent is a healthy and sound 
person. It is appeared to me that to allow a monthly maintenance of Rs. 3,000/- 
only to the aggrieved and Rs. 1500/- only to his minor son in total Rs 4500/- only 
per month by the respondent will be justified.  So I found it justified to allow the 
prayer of maintenance of the aggrieved by directing the respondent to pay a 
monthly amount of Rs. 3,000/- only per month to the aggrieved party and Rs. 
1500/-  only  per  month  to  the  minor  child  in  total  Rs.  4500/-  only  by  the 
respondent.

19. There is nothing from the evidence to ascertain the extent of compensation 
as  alleged in  the petition.  As  discussed above there is  nothing in  records to 
ascertain the standard of leaving of both sides. However since domestic violate 
was occurred to the aggrieved so I found an amount of Rs. 15,000/- only as 
compensation to the aggrieved by the victim.

18. Hence the case is disposed of under the following order,
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ORDER

From the above discussion it  is  held  that  domestic  violence has been 
occurred to the aggrieved party and considering all the aspects the prayer for 
protection order u/s 18 of PWDVA is rejected. The respondent is directed to pay 
an amount of Rs. 1500/- only per month to the aggrieved as house rent and Rs. 
3000/- only per month to the aggrieved and Rs. 1500/- only per month to his 
minor son as maintenance from the date of the final order. Further respondent is 
directed  to  pay  an  amount  of  Rs.  15,000/-  only  as  compensation  to  the 
aggrieved.  Supply  a  free  copy  of  this  order  to  the  aggrieved  party,  the 
respondents  and  the  service  provider  and  the  O/C,  of  the  concerning  police 
stations.

Given under my hand and seal of this court on this 12 th day of December 2017 at 
Guwahati.

Dictated and corrected by me,

    Nayanjyoti Choudhury                                             Nayanjyoti Choudhury

Judicial Magistrate First Class                                Judicial Magistrate First Class 

          Kamrup (M)                                                              Kamrup (M)
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APPENDIX

(A) Aggrieved person’s Exhibits:

Ext. 1- Marriage Certificate

           Ext. 2- Birth Certificate

Ext. 3- Medical Certificate

           Ext. 4- FIR

(B) Respondent’s Exhibits:

Nil

  (C)Witnesses Exhibits:

Nil

  (D)  Aggrieved person’s Witness:

PW1- Samia Sultana

PW 2- Syed Niaz Hannan

         PW 3- SyedaNaz Akhtar

   (E) Respondent’s Witness:

DW 1- Dilwar Hussain

DW 2- Anowar Hussain

         DW 3- Md. Nazir Hussain

(F) Court Witness:

 Nil 
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