
District:-Kamrup (Metro)

IN THE COURT OF SUB DIVISIONAL JUDICIAL MAGISTRATE (S) No. 

I, KAMRUP (METRO):

Misc .CASE No. 94  M    OF  2015      

U/S 12 of Protection of Women From Domestic Violence  Act

MISS MONOWARA BEGUM

             Aggrieved person

VERSES

1. MD. MANTUSH CHOUDHURY @ MANTU CHOUDHURY,

2. MD. MUSA ALI,

3. NUR ASMA BEGUM.

Respondents. 

Present: Smti S.Acharyya, 

             S.D.J.M(S) No.- I, Kamrup (Metro).

Thursday the 1  st     Day of  June , 2017.  

For the Aggrieved person: - Gulam Rahul Alom,  Advocate.

For the Respondents:-       M. Chaliha , Advocate.

Date of Argument: -   18-5-2017  

Date of Final Order: -   1-6-2017 

                                           FINAL ORDER

1. The  instant proceeding has been initiated by  an application filed 

by the aggrieved person under section  12 of the Protection of Woman from 

Domestic  Violence Act,2005 against  her  husband and his  father  and mother 

seeking relief under section 18, 19, 20 and 22 of the said Act. 

2.   Brief facts of the case of the aggrieved parson as stated in her petition 

is that  the aggrieved person got married with the respondent No. 1 i.e. Md. 

Mantush  Choudhury  @ Mantu  Choudhury  who  is  a  B.S.F.  Jowan  posted  at 

Kuchbihar. That they had a  long love affair since the year 2009. It is alleged by 

the  aggrieved  side  against  the  respondents   that  before  the  marriage 

respondent No. 1 had made sexual relation with her several times without her 

consent with a promise to marry her. As a result she got pregnant. That the 

respondent  No.  1  forcefully  terminated  her  pregnancy by  compelling  her  to 

consume medicine.  That  on 25.07.2014 they have performed their  Nikah in 
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presence  of  the  witnesses  at  the  residence  of  the  maternal  uncle  of  the 

aggrieved person,  Md. Nilu Ali. That after marriage  they had been staying  as 

husband and wife at the residence of the said maternal uncle till 11.08.2014. 

That thereafter he left for his workplace. It is further stated that respondent No. 

1  returned  home from his  work  place on 13.12.2014 to  aggrieved  person’s 

parental   house  and  stayed  there  for  that  night.  On  18.12.2014  aggrieved 

person  and  respondent  No.  1  with  his  friends  visited  the  Madan  Kamdev 

Devalaya and the respondent No.1 arranged a party at Lakhimi Dhaba for his 

Nikah.  At  the evening time respondent  No.  1 took the aggrieved person to 

Guwahati  and  stayed  at  a  Hotel  located  at  Paltanbazar  for  three  days  as 

husband and wife. During that period respondent No. 1 informed her that their 

social marriage may not be possible due to opposition of the parents of the 

respondent No. 1. On 27.12.2014 respondent No. 1 again returned to his work 

place without  informing the aggrieved person.  Thereafter,  respondent  No.  1 

started to show adverse attitude towards the aggrieved person over telephone. 

On 30.03.2015 the aggrieved person found all  mobiles of  respondent No.  1 

were  not reachable or busy and since then aggrieved person could not contact 

with the respondent No.1. As a result aggrieved person has been suffering from 

severe  mental  agony.  Thereafter  she  sent  one  of  her  well-wishers  namely 

Mojammil Hazarika to communicate with the respondent No. 1, but respondent 

No. 1 replied the well-wisher that he did not know any girl namely Monowara 

Begum.  Then  aggrieved  person  through  her  cousin  brother-  in-law  namely 

Ayejar Rahman tried to convey the whole episode to his parents i.e. respondent 

No. 2 and 3, but they had misbehaved with her cousin  brother in law  and 

driven him out from their house. Finding no other alternative,  the aggrieved 

person along with her mother visited the house of respondents on 01.06.15 

with a request not to spoil the life of the aggrieved person but the respondent 

No. 2 and 3 had physically assaulted the aggrieved person and her mother and 

driven  out  them  from  their  residence  after  abusing  them  by  using  slang 

language. Hence the instant case.  She further stated that respondent No.1 is a 

service holder of  B.S.F. and he had landed property and his monthly income is 

Rs.40000/-.  Domestic incident report had been called for and receieved.           

3. Notices  were  issued  and  served  upon  the  respondents  to  which  they 

turned-up and filed their written statement stating inter-alia that the complaint 
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is totally false, frivolous and vexatious. That the respondent No. 1 was never the 

husband of the aggrieved person and there was never any marriage in between 

the aggrieved person and the respondent No. 1. The respondent No. 1 also 

denied  that  there  was   a  love  affair  between  the  aggrieved  person  and 

respondent No. 1. The respondents are formally acquainted with the aggrieved 

person  as  they  were  neighbours  and  the  respondent  No.  1  considered  the 

aggrieved person as a friend and nothing more. That the aggrieved person had 

some feeling of likeliness and  love towards the respondent No. 1 but he never 

encouraged it. The respondent No. 1 tried to make her  understand, but the 

aggrieved person started to disturb the respondent No. 1. The respondent No. 1 

reiterated  that  he  never  had  any  love  relationship,  physical  relationship  or 

sexual  intercourse  with  the  aggrieved  person  as  alleged  in  the  complaint 

petition. The pregnancy as alleged is also absolutely false. The respondent No. 

1 has further stated that he is a BSF Jawan and his salary is much less as has 

been alleged and he had liability to loan express credit loan from the SBI and he 

does not earn Rs. 40,000/- as alleged and there is no any property in the name 

of the respondent No. 1. That he has three dependents, those are Respondent 

No.  2  (father),  respondent  No.  3  (mother)  and one brother  aged about  15 

years. The respondent No. 1. prayed for dismissal of the instant case.

4.    The petitioner/aggrieved submitted evidence-on-affidavit  (in chief) of 

five  witnesses,  including  herself.  She  exhibited  no  document.  The 

respondents/opposite party also adduced the evidence-on-affidavit (in chief) of 

five (5) witnesses and exhibited some documents. 

5.            I have heard the argument of the learned counsels for both the 

parties and perused the records.   Upon hearing and on perusal of the record I 

have framed the following points for determination.

        Points for determination:- 

i. Whether  the  petitioner/  aggrieved  parson  is  a 

legally married wife of the respondent No.1 ?

ii.  Whether  the  petitioner/aggrieved  parson  is 

entitled to the    relief/reliefs as prayed for against the 

respondents ? 

iii. If so, to what relief/reliefs the petitioner/aggrieved 

parson is entitled to?
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Discussions, Decision and Reasons thereof:-

Discussion on point No.i 

6. I  have heard argument  of  both sides at  length and perused the case 

record. 

7. In  this  case  the  respondents  disputed  the  marriage  of  the  aggrieved 

person with the respondent No.1 . The aggrieved parson   alleged that she is 

the legally wedded wife of the respondent No. 1. But respondent No.1 denied 

that he ever married the aggrieved party. Let me discuss the evidence adduced 

by the parties in support of their contention. 

8.    The Pw-1 Monowara Begum in her  evidence on affidavit  inter  alia 

deposed that after a long love affair Mantush Choudhury and her Nikah was 

performed on 25-7-2014 at the instance of Jonab brought by the respondent 

No.1 in presence of witnesses namely Anowara Begum, Asida Begum, Nilu Ali 

and Mojammil Hajarika at the residence of Nilu Ali and after marriage they had 

been staying  together as husband and wife at the residence of Nilu Ali up to 

11-8-2014. Thereafter the respondent No.1  had left for his work place on 13-8-

2014. That on 13-12-2014 he came to her paternal house and stayed there for 

a night. That thereafter on 18-12-2014 her husband arranged party for nikah at 

Lakimi Dhaba at Madan Kamdev Debaloy and thereafter they stayed at a hotel 

at Paltan Bazar for  three days. That her husband informed that their social 

marriage is not possible due to  opposition of his parents. That thereafter her 

husband returned back to his  workplace on 27-12-2014. That thereafter her 

husband stared avoiding  her phone calls. That she then sent one Mujammil 

Hazarika to convey her agony to him but  he replied that he did not know her. 

She  also  send  her  cousin  brother  Ayejar  Rahman to  convey the episode to 

respondent No. 2 and 3 but it was of no  avail. That having no alternative, on 1-

6-2015  she along with her mother visited respondents’ house. But her in laws 

physically  assaulted  them  and  drove  them  out.  She  further  stated  that 

respondent No.1 is a service holder of  B.S.F. and he has landed property and 

his monthly income is  Rs.40000/-.  In her cross examination, the Pw-1 inter alia 

answered that she did not submit photographs of marriage and the nikahnama. 

That she did not mention about the mohr amount in her petition.  That Mantush 

Choudhury and she never stayed as husband and wife in his  house or  any 
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rented house. She denied the suggestions put to her by the learned counsel of 

the respondents. 

9. The Pw-2 Anowara Begum who is the mother of the aggrieved parson in 

her evidence on affidavit reiterated the same facts as deposed by the Pw-1. In 

her  cross  examination,  the  Pw-2  inter  alia  stated  that  nikahnama  was  not 

prepared and Mohr amount was not mentioned in the evidence. That she did 

not invite members of the panchyat or her neighbours in the marriage. She 

denied the suggestions put to her by the learned counsel of the respondents. 

10.   The Pw-3 Mojjamil Hajarika also supported the evidence of Pw-1 and 

inter alia deposed that on 25-7-2014 at afternoon nikah of aggrieved person 

and respondent No.1 was  performed at the house of the maternal aunt of the 

aggrieved person in presence of  he himself, Anowara Begum, Asida Begum, 

Nilu Ali. That recently in the month of April the Pw-3 came to know that the 

respondent No.1  had started avoiding the aggrieved person. On her request 

the Pw-3  contacted with the  respondent No.1 over phone but he replied that 

he did not know any Monowara Begum. In his cross examination, the Pw-3 inter 

alia answered that there was  nikahnama and the mohr amount was fixed as Rs. 

100000/-. Then  again he answered that there was no nikahnama. That he did 

not know as to whether both the parties has been staying as husband and wife 

at the house of her maternal aunt. He denied the suggestions put to him  by the 

learned counsel of the respondents. 

11.   The  Pw-4  Asida  Begum in  her  evidence  on  affidavit  supported  the 

deposition of Pw-1 and inter alia deposed that  on  25-7-2014 aggrieved person, 

her mother, Mojjamil Hajrika, respondent No. 1 and one Jonab had come to her 

house. That the marriage was performed at about 4 P.M. That  at the time of 

Nikah  she  herself,  her  husband  Nilu  Ali,  Mujammil  Hazarika  and  aggrieved 

parson’s mother were present. That after marriage she arranged for a separate 

room in her house for the aggrieved parson and her husband. That later on she 

came to know that respondent No.1 did not take care of the aggrieved person 

and he did not receive her phone. In her cross examination, the Pw-4 inter alia 

answered  that  the  Jonab  did  not  prepare  nikahnama.  She  denied  the 

suggestions put to her by the learned counsel of the respondents. 
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12.  The Pw-5 Nilu Ali  in his evidence on affidavit supported the deposition of 

Pw- 1 and inter alia deposed that  on  25-7-2014 at about 4 P.M. the marriage 

of the aggrieved parson and respondent No.1 was performed at his house. That 

at the time of Nikah he himself, his wife Asida Begum, Mujammil Hazarika and 

aggrieved  parson’s  mother  were present.  That  after  marriage the  aggrieved 

parson and her husband had been staying in a separate room in his  house for 

about 17/18 days. In his  cross examination, the Pw-5  inter alia answered  that 

amount of moharana was fixed at Rs.100000/-. That he was advocate of the 

marriage. That he did not prepare nikahnama. He denied the suggestions put to 

him  by the learned counsel of the respondents. 

13. The  Dw-1,   Md Mantush Choudhury inter  alia  deposed that  he  was 

formally acquainted with the aggrieved person as they were neighbours and he 

considered  the  aggrieved  person  as  a  friend  and  nothing  more.  That  the 

aggrieved  person  had  some  feeling  of    love  towards  Dw-1  but  he  never 

encouraged it.  That he never had any love relationship, physical relationship or 

sexual intercourse with the aggrieved person. That on 25-7-2014 from 1.30 P.M. 

to 4.30 P.M. he attended B.A. 3rd year Final Examination under Krishna Kanta 

Handique State Open University at 1407 Baihata Chariali  B.Ed. College Study 

Centre and therefore the question of marriage does not arise.  He exhibited 

certificate as Ext-1 and Registration Certificate as Ext-2, Admit Card as Ext-3 

and Mark sheet as Ext-4.  He further deposed that he never stayed together 

with the aggrieved person at the house of her maternal uncle or at her paternal 

house or in any hotel. That he never married the aggrieved parson. The Dw-1 

has further stated that he is a BSF Jawan and his salary is much less as has 

been alleged and he had liability to loan express credit loan from the SBI and he 

does not earn Rs. 40,000/- as alleged and there is no any property in his  name. 

That he has three dependents, those are Respondent No. 2 (father), respondent 

No. 3 (mother) and one brother aged about 15 years. In his cross examination, 

the Dw-1 inter alia answered that since after receipt of the notice of this case 

he did not have any friendship with her.  That on 25-7-2014 he had exam of 

political Science ivth  paper. That he did not submit examination routine. He 

denied the suggestions put to him the learned counsel of the aggrieved person.

14.    Dw-2 Md. Musa Ali  who is  the respondent No.2 in his  evidence on 

affidavit inter alia deposed that Mantush Choudhury never had any affair and he 
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never married the aggrieved person and they never resided together at any 

place. That on the date of alleged marriage i.e.  on 25-7-2014 from 1.30 P.M. to 

4.30  P.M.  he  attended  B.A.  3rd year  Final  Examination  under  Krishna  Kanta 

Handique State Open University at 1407 Baihata Chariali  B.Ed. College Study 

Centre.  In his cross examination,  the Dw-2 inter alia answered that on 25-7-

2014 Mantush said him that he had exam. That Dw-2 was in the home and 

Mantush left  for  exam. That he did not  know even if  Mantush had married 

Monowara. He denied the suggestions put to him the learned counsel of the 

aggrieved person.

15.  Dw-3 Nur Asma Bibi  who is the respondent No.3 in her evidence on 

affidavit inter alia deposed that Mantush Choudhury never had an affair and he 

never married the aggrieved person and they never resided together at any 

place. That on the date of alleged marriage i.e.  on 25-7-2014 from 1.30 P.M. to 

4.30  P.M.  he  attended  B.A.  3rd year  Final  Examination  under  Krishna  Kanta 

Handique State Open University at 1407 Baihata Chariali  B.Ed. College Study 

Centre.  In his cross examination, the Dw-3 inter alia answered that she does 

not know as to what Mantush used to do when he is out of home. That she did 

not know even if there was love affair between Mantush and  Monowara. She 

denied the suggestions put  to  her  by  the learned counsel  of  the aggrieved 

person.

16.   Dw-4 Md. Ayejar Rahman in his evidence on affidavit inter alia deposed 

that  there  is  no  love  affair  or  marriage  between  Mantush  Choudhury  and 

Monowara and they never had stayed together. That it is untrue that he went 

with certain proposal to the house of the  parents of Mantush Choudhury on 

behalf of the aggrieved person and he had been misbehaved and driven out by 

them. In his cross examination, the Dw-4 inter alia answered that Monowara’s 

mother told him that there had been love between Monwara and Mantush.  

17.     Dw-5 Syad Ali Husssain in his examination in chief inter alia deposed 

that on 15-12-2015 he was Course Coordinator of Baihata Chaiali B. Ed. College 

Study  Centre  No.1407 under  K.K.  Handique  State  Open  University.  That  he 

issued Ext-1 certificate on 15-12-2015. He exhibited his own signature as Ext-

1(1). That Ex-2, 3 and 4 are documents pertaining to University. Document-1 

Series  are  documents  relating  to  attendance  of  shri  Mantush  Choudhury 

bearing  Roll  Number  1100710 6022.  Document-4 of  series  pertaining to  his 

attendance  on  25-7-2014.  The  original  of  document-1  series  have  been 
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submitted to University. In his cross examination, the Dw-5 inter alia answered 

that he did not submit his identity card and appointment letter. That Mantush 

Choudhury approached him for certificate for official purpose and he issued Ext-

1. He denied the suggestions put to him the learned counsel of the aggrieved 

person.

18.   The Ld. Counsel for the aggrieved parson  argued that being a victim of 

domestic violence the aggrieved person is entitled to relief in this case. On the 

other hand, the learned counsel for the respondent side argued that there was 

no marriage in between the aggrieved person and the respondent No. 1 and 

that on the date and time of alleged marriage respondent No.1 had attended his 

examination. He further argued that the Protection of Women from Domestic 

Violence  Act,2005   is  not  applicable  in  the  case  as  the  aggrieved  and  the 

respondent  No.1   were   never  married  and  that  they   have  never  stayed 

together as husband and wife in any shared household. 

19.   The learned counsel for the aggrieved person   argued that though the 

marriage between the aggrieved person and the respondent No. 1 have not 

been performed as per social rites and ritual but for valid  Muslim marriage  the 

presence of two male persons as witnesses is enough. If two male persons are 

not  available  as  witnesses,  then,  in  place of  each male  person,  two female 

persons are required as witness. In support of his contention he referred the 

decision  held in  2005 (Suppl) GLT 491, Sazid Hazarika Vs. Alam Ara  

Begum. I have gone through the said judgment. In the said judgment it is 

observed that  “ under the Muslim personal  law,  mahr (dower) is  a sum of  

money or other property, which the wife is entitled to receive from the husband  

in consideration of the marriage. A Muslim marriage for being valid needs the  

presence  of  two  male  persons  as  witnesses.  If  two  male  persons  are  not  

available as witnesses, then, in place of each male person, two female persons  

are required as witness. Since parties to the present proceeding are Muslims by  

faith, it is necessary to determine as to who were the witnesses to the marriage  

and it is their evidence on the basis of which one can determine as to what the  

dower amount was.”  I have  gone through the fact of the case.  In the case 

discussed above the factum of marriage was no disputed and that said case law 

is relating to determination of dower amount under Muslim personal law. 
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20.   The  Learned  counsel  for  the  aggrieved  person  further  argued  that 

Muslim marriage does not require any religious ceremony. He cited  another 

case  1995(2)  GLT  495,  Musstt.  Rahima  Khatoon  Vs.  Musst.  

Saburjanessa,  wherein it  is stated that   “to constitute a valid marriage in  

Mohameddan Law it does not require to insist on any type of writing or any  

religious ceremony is essential.  Even Mullah is not needed. The presence of  

‘Kaji’ at the time of contact between the parties can be dispensed with. The  

valid marriage may be contacted even though no ceremony is proved to have  

been taken place between the parties. The presence of rituals of ceremony is  

immaterial and no way affected the validity of the marriage. In the case in hand  

from the  Ext.  1,1  find  it  a   kabinaama which  is  apparently  the agreement  

between both the parties agreed to the contract of marriage”.  The fact of this  

case discloses that the issue of the case is relating to guardianship of a minor  

girl  and  the  respondent  sought  the  guardianship  of  the  minor  girl  by  

establishing that appellant contracted second marriage. Even in this case cited  

above the Hon’ble Court relied on Kabinnama. 

21.   The learned counsel for the aggrieved person further argued that no 

strict proof of marriage is required in case of relief of maintenance. In  support 

of his claim he referred  Judgement of Dwarika Prasad Satpathy V. Bidyut  

Prava Dixit and another (1999) 7 Supreme Court cases 675  wherein the 

Hon’ble Apex Court  observed that :

“in our view from the evidence which is led if the Magistrate is prima  

facie  satisfied  with  regard  to  the  performance  of  marriage  in  

proceedings under Section 125 Cr.P.C. which are of a summary nature,  

strict proof of performance of essential rites is not required. Either of  

the parties aggrieved by the order of maintenance under Section 125  

Cr.P.C. can approach the civil court for declaration of status as the order  

passed under Section 125 does not finally  determine the rights and  

obligations of the parties.”  The said case discussed above  is relating to 

a proceeding under section 125 Cr.P.C. whereas  the present case is 

relating to  Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act, 2005. 

22.     In the course of argument the learned counsel for the aggrieved person 

submitted that aggrieved person filed a case u/s 125 Cr.P.C. before the Hon’ble 



   Page 10 of 14

Principal  Judge,  Family  Court,  Kamrup  (M) and  the  Hon’ble  Principal  Judge, 

Family Court, Kamrup (M) granted maintenance amount of Rs. 7,000/- in her 

favour. He also produced certified copy of judgment and order dated 29.04.17 

passed in FC (Crl) case No. 17/2016 u/s 125 of Cr.P.C. by the Hon’ble Principal 

Judge, Family Court-1, Kamrup . 

23.        It is an established law that in a proceeding under section 125 Cr.P.C. 

no strict  proof of  marriage is  required. But the present proceeding is  under 

Protection of Women from Domestic Violence Act,2005. 

24.      Let me discuss the relevant provisions of Protection of Woman from 

Domestic Violence Act,2005.  

25.   The Act defines the “aggrieved person” thus “aggrieved person  means 

any women who is, or has been, in a domestic relationship with the respondent 

and who alleges to have been subjected to any act of domestic violence by the 

respondent.   According  to  said   Act   “domestic  relationship”  means  a 

relationship between 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 a joint family.  According to this  Act “shared 

household”  means  a  household  where the person aggrieved lives  or  at  any 

stage  has  lived  in  a  domestic  relationship  either  singly  or  along  with  the 

respondent and includes such a household whether owned or tenanted either 

jointly by the aggrieved person and the respondent, or owned or tenanted by 

either  of  them  in  respect  of  which  either  the  aggrieved  person  or  the 

respondent or both jointly or singly have any right, title, interest or equity and 

includes such a household which may belong to the joint family of which the 

respondent  is  a  member,  irrespective  of  whether  the  respondent  or  the 

aggrieved person has any right, title or interest in the share household. 

26.    Now if I perused the evidence adduced by the aggrieved  party then it  

reveals that in order to establish her marriage she adduced evidence of Pw-2, 

Pw-3, Pw-4 and Pw-5 which are oral  evidence.  On the other  hand,  the Ld. 

Counsel  of  the  respondents  argued  that  on  the  alleged  date  and  time   of 

marriage  respondent  No.1   attended  B.A.  3rd year  Final  Examination  under 

Krishna Kanta Handique State Open University at 1407 Baihata Chariali B.Ed. 
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College Study Centre. Respondent No.1  exhibited photocopies  of certificate, 

Registration Certificate , Admit Card  and Mark sheet. In order to establish the 

validity of the documents produced by him he examined  one Syad Ali Hussain 

who    was Course Coordinator of Baihata Chaiali B. Ed. College Study Centre 

No.1407 under K.K. Handique State Open University and issued  Ext-1 certificate 

to respondent No.1.  The Ld. Counsel for the aggrieved person pointed out that 

these documents are photocopies and not admissible in evidence. The present 

case in hand is filed by the aggrieved  person seeking relief and it is her burden 

to  establish  that  she  is  the  legally  married  wife  of  the  respondent  No.1. 

Evidences adduced by the aggrieved person discloses that all  the witnesses 

including Pw-1 are silent about the execution of nikahnama  and amount of 

mahar in their examination in chief. In her cross examination, the Pw-1 clearly 

stated  that  she  did  not  submit  her  nikahnama  and  she  did  not  submit 

photograph of marriage. From the cross examination of  Pw-2, Pw-3,  Pw-4  and 

Pw-5 it  is  clear  that  nikahnama was not  prepared.   Had  there  been any 

marriage there would have nikahnama and  at least one photograph of the 

marriage. But the aggrieved party fails to produce nikahnama and  photograph 

of  marriage.  The   evidence  also  discloses  that  the  aggrieved  parson  and 

respondent No.1 never lived together in the house of  the respondents and 

they never lived together in  any rented house of the respondent No.1 at any 

point of time. From the above discussion it is crystal clear that the aggrieved 

parson  had never been in domestic relationship with the respondent No.1. and 

that she  has failed to establish that she is the wife of the respondent No.1.  

                  Discussion on Point No.ii and iii.

27.   As the aggrieved person fails to establish that she is the legally married 

wife of the respondent No.1 hence she is not entitled to any relief in this case. 

28.    Accordingly the case  is dismissed on contest without cost. 
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ORDER

29.    In view of above discussion, it is held that the petitioner is not entitled 

to any relief in this case and the case is dismissed on contest without cost. 

30.    Free copy  of this order be furnished to  both the parties. 

31.    Given under my hand and seal of this court on this  1st    day June, 

2017.     

 (S. ACHARYYA) 

S.D.J.M.(S)No.1, Kamrup(M), Guwahati .

TYPED BY ME,

S. ACHARYYA 

S.D.J.M.(S)No.1, Kamrup(M), Guwahati .
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APPENDIX

Aggrieved person’s exhibits:

1. Nil 

Respondents’ exhibit:

1. Photocopy of certificate.

2. Photocopy of registration certificate.

3. Photocopy of admit card. 

4. Photocopy of marksheet.

  Aggrieved person’s witness: 

1. Monowara Begum.

2. Anowara Begum.

3. Mojjamil Hazarika.

4. Asida Begum.

5. Nilu Ali. 

Respondents’ witness:

1. Mantush Choudhury.

2. Musha Ali.

3. Nur Asma Bibi.

4. Ayejar Rahman.

5. Syed Arif Hussain.
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(S. ACHARYYA) 

S.D.J.M.(S)No.1, Kamrup(M), Guwahati .

TYPED BY ME,

S. ACHARYYA 

S.D.J.M.(S)No.1, Kamrup(M), Guwahati .


