
FORM NO. (J) 2
HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN ORIGINAL SUIT/CASE

DISTRICT: KAMRUP (M)

In the   Original   Court of the   CIVIL JUDGE No. 2   at Kamrup (M)  

PRESENT: - A. J. BORAH, A.J.S.
Civil Judge No. 2,
Kamrup (M),
Guwahati.

Tuesday, the 11th day of July, 2017
           (Reason Assigned)

Title Suit 314 of 2013

Nazim Ahmed Siddique,
s/o Late Mahammad Abdullah,
r/o Machkhuwa,
P.S. Bharalumukh,
Guwahati – 9
Kamrup (M). ………… Plaintiff

-versus-

(1) Hamida Khatoon,
w/o Late Mahammad Abdullah,
r/o Machkhuwa,
P.S. Bharalumukh,
Guwahati – 9, Kamrup(M). 
(2) Sahnaj Begum @ Sahnaj Abdullah,
w/o Md. Kamal Haider,
r/o H. No.41, Darandhar, Near Masjid,
Six Mile, Guwahati – 6.
Kamrup (M) ………… Defendants

This suit coming on for final hearing on 07-08-2015, 03-10-2015, 19-02-2016, 

12-05-2016, 14-07-2016, 12-01-2017 and 01-04-2017 and arguments on 24-05-2017 

and 08-06-2017 in the presence of –

Mr. J. H. Choudhury and Md. H. Bhuyan, Learned Advocates for the plaintiff; and

Mr. H. Maurya and Ms. L. Srivastava, Learned Counsels for the defendant no.2.

AND having stood for consideration to this day, the Court delivered the following 

judgment.

J U D G M E N T

1. This is a suit for declaration and permanent injunction. 

2. The factual array, as narrated in the pleadings, is asseverated thus.
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3. The plaintiff and defendants are from the same family. Plaintiff and defendant 

no.2  are  the  children  of  defendant  no.1.  Their  predecessor-in-interest  was  Late 

Mahammad Abdullah. Defendant no.1 owns the 0.40 Are and 0.61 Are land covered by 

dag nos.2350  and  267  of  patta  No.869.  Defendant  no.1  also  owns  0.33  Are  land 

covered  by  dag no.2708  patta no.1245.  During  his  life  time,  Mahammad  Abdullah 

constructed a RCC building over the said plot of land consisting of ground floor and 1st 

floor.  Certain  rooms of  the said building were rented out to some tenants  and the 

remaining parts of the building were used by defendant no.1 and the plaintiff. Being a 

government servant, plaintiff was posted in Sivasagar. Plaintiff constructed the second 

floor of the building by investing his own money and completed it in 1992. Plaintiff also  

obtained electricity connection in his name. Plaintiff married in 1994 and started to live 

with his wife in the second floor of the building. After her marriage, defendant no.2 

used to stay with her mother and influenced her mother to grab the whole property by 

depriving the plaintiff. On 17-04-2013 the plaintiff’s wife saw the land being measured 

by  lat mandal.  On being confronted, the plaintiff’s  wife learnt that defendants have 

applied for permission to transfer of the land. On being informed, plaintiff returned to 

Guwahati and on inquiry, he found that the defendants have sought permission for the 

transfer  of  the  entire  land  and  building.  Plaintiff  also  learnt  that  defendant  no.1 

proposed  to  transfer  the  property  to  defendant  no.2.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the 

defendant  no.1  gifted  away  the  property  to  defendant  no.2  vide gift  deed bearing 

no.9457  dated  15-10-2013  in  favour  of  defendant  no.2.  It  is  also  contended  that 

defendant  no.1  could  not  hand  over  the  possession  of  the  whole  suit  property  as 

plaintiff possessed the second floor of the RCC building. It is also alleged that defendant 

no.2, after obtaining gifted property, clandestinely obtained mutation without notice to 

the plaintiff. Plaintiff seeks to declare the gift deed and mutation order as illegal and in  

void. Hence, this suit.

4. Defendant no.1 filed written-statement contending that suit is not maintainable 

in law and on facts and there is no cause of action. Defendant no.1 contends that she 

gifted the suit  property  to  her  daughter  (defendant  no.2)  vide a  gift  deed bearing 

no.9457 dated 15-10-2013 and by virtue of said gift  deed, the defendant no.2 has 

obtained mutation. Defendant no.1 further contends that land covered by pattas no.869 

and 1245 never belonged to the plaintiff’s father (her husband) rather it belongs to her  

father and she inherited it after her father’s death. It is also contended that defendant 

no.2 constructed the second floor of the building with her own resources without any 

help from the plaintiff. Defendant no.1 contends that she allowed the plaintiff to reside 
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in the second floor of the building and he continued to reside after his marriage. It is 

further  contended  that  due  to  desperate  and  quarrelling  nature  of  the  plaintiff,  

defendant  no.1  put her  house under  lock  and key and took shelter  in  her  married 

daughter’s (defendant no.2) residence at Six Mile, Guwahati. Defendant visits the suit 

property. Plaintiff  without any authority constructed a tin-chali  house on the second 

floor for which defendant no.1 was compelled to issue an advocate notice. The plaintiff 

is illegally and forcibly residing in the suit property without any right and he is liable to  

vacate the same so as to hand over the vacant possession to the defendant no.2. The 

answering defendant prayed for dismissal of the suit with costs.

5. Defendant no.2 also filed written-statement-cum-counter claim. Defendant no.2 

contends that  suit  is  not  maintainable and has no cause of  action.  Defendant  no.2 

further contends that her mother gifted the suit property to her vide a gift deed bearing 

no.9457 dated 15-10-2013 and by dint of said gift deed, she has obtained mutation in 

her name. Defendant no.2 contends that the land in  patta no.869 and  patta no.1245 

belonged to her mother’s father and after his death, her mother inherited it. Defendant 

no.2 contends that plaintiff was allowed to possess the second floor as he was the son  

of the defendant no.1. Defendant no.2 contends that plaintiff has illegally occupied the 

second floor  of  the RCC building and the plaintiff  is  required to be declared as an 

unauthorised occupier  and trespasser and is liable to be evicted from the land and 

defendant no.2 be given khas possession of the suit property. Defendant no.2 prayed 

for dismissal of the suit with costs.

6. Plaintiff  filed  written-statement  against  counter-claim  contending  that  the 

counter-claim is not maintainable and it  has no cause of action and it  is barred by 

limitation. Plaintiff denied the counter-claimant’s allegations. Plaintiff contended that the 

defendant no. 1 illegally obtained permission from competent authority and executed 

the alleged gift deed in favour of the defendant no. 2 gifting away the entire building 

including the suit property though the plaintiff is possessing the land proportionate to 

the floors of the RCC building since 1994 and the defendant no. 1 has failed to deliver 

possession of the building to defendant no.2 and the gift remained incomplete. Plaintiff 

prayed for dismissal of the counter-claim with costs.

7. Upon the  pleadings  of  the  parties,  the following  issues  were framed by my 

learned predecessor-in-Court on 06-01-2015.

ISSUES

1. Whether there is cause of action for the suit?

2. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form and manner?
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3. Whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  declaration  of  his  right,  title, 

interest and possession over the suit property?

4. Whether the gift deed no.9457 dated 15-10-2013 is illegal and liable to 

be cancelled?

5. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the decree and/or relief as prayed for?

6. Whether there is cause of action for the counter-claim?

7. Whether  the  counter-claim  is  maintainable  in  its  present  form  and 

manner?

8. Whether the plaintiff is liable to be evicted from the suit premises?

9. Whether the counter-claimants are entitled to realize compensation as 

prayed for?

10. Whether the counter claimants are entitled to the decree and/or relief as 

prayed for?

8. During the pendency of the suit, defendant no. 1 met her demise on 20-05-15.

9. The plaintiff Nazim Ahmed Siddiqui adduced his evidence-on-affidavit as P.W.1. 

Plaintiff  also examined Samima Siddique as P.W.2 and Salim Ahmed as P.W.3. The 

defendant no. 2 Shahnaaz Begum adduced her evidence-on-affidavit as D.W.1. All the 

witnesses were cross-examined by either side.

10. Plaintiff  filed  written-argument.  I  have  courteously  heard the arguments  put 

forwarded by the learned counsel  for  the defendant  no.2.  I  have also  meticulously 

perused the case-record including the evidence.

11. The learned counsel for the plaintiff would submit while relying on authoritative 

pronouncements as reported in (1991) 2 GLR (NOC) 1 Kulupjan Bewa & Others vs.  

Panaullah Sekh & Others, 1994 (1) Civil LJ 897 Mohammad Iqbal vs. State of Bihar, 

2001 (1) GLT 1  Saiful Islam vs. Hasen Ali, 2011 (5) GLT 328 Habibur Rahman & 

Another vs. Umme Nessa @ Kulsum, 2015 (3) GLT 530 Imtiaz Rasul vs. Legal Heirs of  

Ataur Rasul & Others and 2016 (2) GLT 131  Mozibur Rahman vs. Bhanu Nessa &  

Another that unless the donor physically departs from the premises with all his goods 

and chattels and the donee formally enters into possession, there cannot be a valid gift 

and mere mutation in revenue records on the basis of gift deed is immaterial.

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREFOR:

ISSUE No. 2   and   7  

12. The  plaintiff  and  defendant  have  merely  stated  in  their  pleadings  that  the 

counter-claim and plaintiff's suit respectively are not maintainable but it has not been 
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specifically pleaded as to how the suit or the counter-claim is not maintainable. Nothing 

is found in the pleadings to hold that the suit or the counter-claim is not maintainable 

either in law or on facts. The suit as well as the counter-claim is, thus, maintainable in  

law as well as in fact. Both the issues are answered in the affirmative.

ISSUES No. 3  ,   4   and   8  

13. These three issues are taken up together as they are inter-related and also for 

the sake of brevity. The relevant evidence is unraveled as such.

14. The plaintiff Md. Nazim Ahmed Siddiqui has substantiated the plaint in material 

particulars in as much as that he constructed the 2nd floor of the existing building out of 

his own income and lived there with his wife. P.W.1 deposed that on 28-04-2014, he 

leant that his mother gifted in favour of his sister the suit property by way of a gift deed 

bearing no. 9457 dated 15-10-2013 and the latter also obtained mutation in her name. 

P.W.1 identified the jamabandi  as Exhibit 1, electricity bill as Exhibit 2, notice from 

ADC as Exhibit 3, gift deed as Exhibit 4 and mutation order as Exhibit 5. In cross-

examination, P.W.1 stated that the NOC for construction of building was granted by 

GMC in his mother’s name. P.W.1 admitted that his father was never the owner of the  

suit  property.  P.W.1 stated that  patta  of  the land stands in  his  mother’s  name but 

presently it is in the name of his sister. P.W.1 admitted that he has not preferred any 

appeal against the said mutation order dated 20-12-2013. P.W.1 admitted that despite 

receiving notice  Exhibit 3, he did not appear on 28-02-2014 in connection with his 

objection dated 18-04-2013. P.W.1 stated that he has not submitted any document to 

show that he constructed the 2nd floor of the building, which floor is assessed by GMC in 

the name of his mother and admitted that he has no right to obtain holding in his name. 

P.W.1 admitted that he obtained electricity connection in the 2nd floor after his mother 

furnished  an  affidavit  expressing  her  no  objection.  P.W.1  stated  that  he  has  not 

furnished  any  document  to  show  that  his  mother  was  ailing,  bed-ridden  and  was 

keeping unusual health.

15. P.W.2  Samima  Siddiqui,  plaintiff’s  wife,  corroborated  her  husband  P.W.1’s 

testimony. P.W.3 Md. Salim Ahmed also corroborated P.W.1’s  testimony. P.W.3 also 

deposed that the land belonged to Late Hamida Khatoon and that there is a three-

storied building thereon and the first two floors were constructed by plaintiff’s father 

and the plaintiff constructed the 2nd floor where the plaintiff and his wife lived. P.W.3 

went  on  to  depose  that  the  ground  floor  is  rented  to  tenants  and  the  defendant 

Shahnaz Begum lives on the 1st floor but of late she has been living with her husband at 

Six Mile and the 1st floor is put under lock and key.
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16. In her  cross-examination,  P.W.2 stated that  she has no personal  knowledge 

about the construction of the building as it was done so before her marriage with the 

plaintiff. P.W.2 stated that her husband has a landed property at Santipur, Guwahati, 

which was purchased by her father-in-law for her husband.

17. Put to cross-examination, P.W.3 stated that the suit land stands in the name of 

Hamida Khatoon. P.W.3 stated that he has not seen the NOC for building permission in 

respect of 1st floor or the 2nd floor of the building on the suit land.

18. D.W.1 Shahnaaz Begum deposed by substantiating the written-statement-cum-

counter-claim in material particulars. D.W.1 identified the patta no. 869 as Exhibit Ka, 

order  dated 20-12-2013 passed in  Mutation Case No.  2355/13-14  as  Exhibit  Kha, 

building permission granted by GMDA as Exhibit Ga, advocate notice as Exhibit Gha, 

plaintiff’s  reply as  Exhibit  Unga,  gift  deed dated 15-10-2013 as  Exhibit  Cha and 

NOC/permission of transfer of land as Exhibit Chha. Put to cross-examination, D.W.1 

stated that she lives in Six Mile but occasionally visits the suit property. D.W.1 stated 

that her brother resided on the 2nd floor before his marriage and continued to live there 

after his marriage with his wife till date since 1994. D.W.1 stated that the mutation 

order dated 20-12-2013 shows that she inherited the suit property and that she has not 

filed any application to correct it.

19. There is no quarrel over the proposition that Hamida Khatoon (since deceased) 

gifted the suit property to her daughter Shahnaaz Begum @ Abdullah vide gift deed 

Exhibits 4/Cha.

20. A careful perusal of Exhibits 4/Cha would reveal at Clause no. 1 that the donor 

gifted,  transferred  and  delivered  the  possession  of  the  donor  unto  the  donee  the 

schedule property. Clause no. 8 reflects that the gift shall be deemed to be complete as 

soon  as  the  deed  is  signed  whereby  the  donor  transferred  all  her  rights  over  the 

Schedule property, which has already been delivered in favour of the donee who has 

been put into possession. Clause 9 shows that the donee admits and confirms to have 

accepted the gift of the Schedule property from the donor.

21. Under Muslim law, a gift is complete only after the delivery of the possession. 

Therefore, the gift takes effect from the date on which the possession of the property is  

delivered to the donee; not from the date on which the declaration was made.  The 

donor must divest himself of not only the ownership, but also of possession in favour of 

the donee to complete the gift. Delivery of possession is so important in the Muslim Law 

of gifts (hiba) that without delivery of possession to the donee, the gift is void even if it 

has been made through a registered document.
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22. The defendant no.2 as counter-claimant has sought a relief to evict the plaintiff 

from the suit property so as to recover vacant and khas possession of the suit property 

citing reason and to declare that the plaintiff is illegally and unauthorisedly occupying 

the suit property.

23. In the present suit,  the pleadings and the evidence-on-record clearly reflects 

that  the  2nd floor  of  the  three  storied  building  standing  over  the  suit  land  is  in 

possession of  the plaintiff  and his  wife.  Plaintiff  possesses it  since 1994 before  his  

marriage and continued to possess the same even after his  marriage till  date as is 

reflected in the cross-examination of the D.W.1 herself. 

24. Thus, what emerges out is that when the donor (Hamida Khatoon) executed the 

gift deed in favour of donee (defendant no. 2), the plaintiff was already in possession of  

the suit property in as much as that he was staying in the 2nd floor before as well as 

after his marriage. Thus, the donor could not, either in actual or constructively, have 

delivered the possession of the entire suit property to the donee.

25. Possession has been defined in  Section 394 of the Muslim Law by Tyabji. It is 

thus:- “A person is said to be in possession of a thing, or of immovable property, when  

he is so placed with reference to it that he can exercise exclusive control over it, for the  

purpose of deriving from it such benefit as it is capable of rendering, or as is usually  

derived from it”.

26. From the aforesaid it is pellucid that the possession can be shown not only by 

enjoyment of the land or premises in question but also by asserting who has the actual 

control over the property. Someone may be in apparent occupation of the premises, but  

the other would have control and gaining advantage of possession. 

27. In the case at hand, plea of actual physical possession by Shahnaaz Begum does 

not deserve acceptance. The existence of any overt act to show control requires to be 

scrutinized. The pleadings and evidence-on-record would reveal that the defendant no. 

2 stays with her husband at Six Mile, Guwahati and occasionally visits the suit property 

and the 1st floor is put under lock-and-key. The ground floor is rented out to the tenants 

and is  used as  a godown.  There is  neither  pleading nor  evidence to  hold that  the 

defendant no. 2 is collecting rent from the tenants or that the tenants have attorned to 

the defendant no.2. Even if it is assumed that defendant no. 2 has been collecting rent  

from the tenants inducted by the donor, yet no rent receipts have been filed. Thus, the  

evidence on record, on a studied scrutiny, clearly reveal that Shah Naaz Begum is not in 

constructive possession of the entire suit property. Therefore, one of the elements of 

the valid gift has not been satisfied.
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28. For the foregoing reasons, I conclusively hold that as the defendant no.2 could 

not prove either actual or constructive possession, the gift was not complete and hence, 

neither the question of eviction of the plaintiff from the suit property arise nor can it be 

said that the plaintiff is illegally or unauthroisedly occupying the suit property.  Issue 

No.8 is decided in the negative and against the counter-claimant.

29. Now, it only remains to be decided as to what is the effect of the said gift-deed.  

I have gone through Section 206 of Muslim Law which is as follows : 

“206. Hiba of undivided property (hiba-bil-mushaa) Subject to the 
provisions of Sec. 207 a hiba of an undivided share in property 
which  is  capable  of  division  is  invalid  except  in  the  following 
cases: 

a.  Where  it  is  made  by  one  co-sharer  in  the 
property to another; 
b.  Where  the  property  admits  of  definite 
ascertainment of shares and is capable of separate 
enjoyment without division; 
c. Where it is made to a minor who is under the 
custody  of  the  donor  and  to  whom  the  donor 
transfers a part of the property; 
d.  Where  the  property  is  freehold  property  in  a 
large commercial town (c)

30. A further perusal of the Section 152 and 160 of the Principles of Mohammedan 

Law as compiled in “Mulla Principles of Mohammedan Law, 20th Edition by Lexis Nexis 

shows that while gift of immovable property is not complete unless the donor parts with 

the possession and donee enters into possession but if the property is in occupation of  

tenants, gift can be completed by delivery of title deed or by request to tenants to  

attorn to the donee or by mutation. It is further clear that gift of property, which is 

capable of division is irregular but can be perfected and rendered valid by subsequent 

partition or delivery. Exceptions to the rule are: where the gift is made by one co-heir to 

the other; where the gift is of share in a zemindari or taluka; where gift is of a share in 

freehold property in a large commercial  town, and where gift  is  of share in a land 

company.

31. For Hiba-bil-Mushaa, it is settled principle of Muslim Law that gift of undivided 

share in property, which is capable of division is invalid except in four aforesaid cases. 

In my view, this disputed Hiba does not fall in any of above-stated exception and it can 

be said to be invalid. If the possession has not been handed over, then the principle of  

Musha would be applicable and that Hiba will be considered invalid. The defendant no. 

2 has totally failed to probabilize that on 15-10-2013 or later, she had been handed 

over possession, actual  or symbolic, of undivided ½ share of the property.  In such 
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circumstances, it has to be said that the principle of Musha would be applicable to Hiba 

and the Hiba that has been made on 15-10-2013 is not as per the rules and is invalid. 

32. As far as the prayer for cancellation of gift  deed is concerned, such a relief  

based on the provisions of  Section     31     of the Specific Relief Act  . Our Hon’ble Supreme 

Court in a decided case as reported in AIR 2006 SC 3608 Prem Singh & Others vs.  

Birbal & Others has outlined that –

“When  a  document  is void  ab  initio,  a 
decree for setting aside the same would not 
be necessary as the same is non-est in the 
eye of law, as it would be a nullity.”

33. In view of the aforesaid ratio, the cancellation of the said gift deed no. 9457 

already being void is not necessary as the same is  non-est in the eye of law. As a 

consequence,  Issue No. 4 is partly decided in the affirmative to tehe xtent above and 

for the plaintiff.

34. That leaves us with the question in respect of the plaintiff’s claim to have his  

right, title and interest declared over the suit property. The suit land measures a total of  

1.34 Are (10 lechas). Under the Mohammedan law, the daughter inherits as a residuary 

with the son equally where the latter takes a double portion.

30. In  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  (son)  as  well  as  the  defendant  no.  2  (daughter) 

occupied the Schedule property as tenants-in-common who hold unequal interest in the 

property but the interest held by each tenants-in-common is a fractional interest in the 

entire property. The Schedule land consists of a three-storied RCC building and being 

tenant-in-common, plaintiff could not have staked claim to whole of Schedule property 

beyond his interest in the property.

35. Having regards to the factual emanations as well as the evidence and in view of 

the discussions made hereinabove, in my measured opinion, I hold that the plaintiff is 

not entitled to a declaration of his right, title and interest in respect of the Schedule 

property as a whole.

36. Issue No. 3   is decided in the negative and against the plaintiff.

ISSUES No.   1  ,   5  ,   6  ,   9   and   10  

31. When the suit is based on a certain right, burden to prove the same falls on the 

party who asserts it. The pleadings of the parties referred to here-in-before at the time 

of narration of facts of the respective cases of the parties and the evidences so deposed 

as well as the discussion in the foregoing issues clearly establish that the plaintiff’s suit 

has a definite cause of action. Contrarily, the defendant no.2 has no cause of action for  
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the counter-claim. 

32. In the instant suit, it is an admitted position that the suit land was mutated in 

favour of the defendant no.2 on the basis of gift deed. The plaintiff, as admitted in 

cross-examination,  never  carried  the order  of  mutation dated 20-12-2013 in  appeal  

within the period of limitation as envisaged under Sections 147 and 148 of ALRR.

33. However, in Sukumari Dev & ors Vs. On the death of Manindra Ch. Dev, his legal  

heirs  Madan  Dev  and  ors,  (1991)  1  GLR  236,  our  Hon’ble  Gauhati  High  Court 

discussed about the provisions of Section 154(1)(c) of the ALRR read with  Section 62 of 

the  said  Regulation  and  held  that  Civil  Court  is  the  best  authority  to  decide  the 

controversy over property to any person and can also direct cancellation of mutation in  

the revenue record and that Section 154 of the ALRR is not a bar for issuing such a 

direction for cancellation.

34. Situated thus, as the gift deed bearing no. 9457 has been held to be invalid and 

void in view of decision in Issue No. 4, and as the mutation order dated 20-12-2013 

itself was passed by virtue of the said gift deed no. 9457, hence, the said mutation 

order is entitled to be declared as illegal and liable to be cancelled.

35. The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  of  permanent  injunction  against 

defendant no. 2 as it pertains to whole of the suit property where she has a right to  

enter and possess also.

36. Consequently, the plaintiff’s suit is entitled to a decree as prayed for in terms of  

the decisions of the Issues hereinabove mentioned. Issues No. 1 and 5 are decided in 

the affirmative to the extent above and for the plaintiff.

37. Consequently,  the  defendant/counter-claimant  is  not  entitled  to  any  decree 

and/or the relief(s) as prayed for. In these premises, the counter-claim is liable to be 

dismissed with costs. Issues No. 6, 9 and 10 are decided in the negative and against the 

defendant/counter-claimant.
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O R D E R

38. The plaintiff's  suit  is partly decreed on contest with costs. It  is decreed and 

declared that the gift deed bearing no. 9457 dated 15-10-2013 is void. It is also decreed 

and declared that the mutation order dated 20-12-2013 passed in Mutation Case No.  

2355/13-14 is illegal, void and the same is liable to be cancelled.

39. The defendant’s counter-claim is dismissed on contest with costs. 

40. PREPARE a decree accordingly.

GIVEN under my hand and seal of this Court on this 11 th day of July, 2017 at 

Kamrup (M), Guwahati.

(A. J. BORAH)
 Civil Judge No. 2
 Kamrup (M),
 Guwahati.
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APPENDIX

T. S. 314/2013

Plaintiff's Exhibits

Exhibit 1 – Jamabandi
Exhibit 2 – Electricity bill 
Exhibit 3 – Notice 
Exhibit 4 – Gift deed
Exhibit 5 – Mutation Order

Defendant's Exhibits

Exhibit Ka – Patta no.869
Exhibit Kha – Order dated 20-12-2013
Exhibit Gha – Advocate Notice
Exhibit Anga – Advocate Reply
Exhibit Cha – Gift deed
Exhibit Chha – NOC

Witnesses

Plaintiffs Witnesses

P.W.1 – Nazim Ahmed Siddiqui
P.W.2 – Samima Siddiqui
P.W.3 – Salim Ahmed

Defendant's Witnesses

D.W.1 – Shahnaaz Begum

Civil Judge No.2
Kamrup (M)
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