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IN THE COURT OF THE ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE No.2 

SONITPUR :: TEZPUR 

 

TITLE SUIT (MATRIMONIAL) No.  03 OF 2007 

 

Sri Sudip Kumar Paul ,  
S/o Sri Paresh Chandra Paul, 

R/o of Village – Adarsha path, Raja Ali Road, 
Sripuria pather 

PO and Dist: Tinsukia, Assam    ... ... Petitioner 
 

-versus- 

                                         

Smt. Meera Das(Paul),  

D/o Late Manoranjan Das, 
Presently residing with 

Sri Biswajit Das 
Of No. 1, Guatlung Forest Gate 

Poruch Centre, PO: Tezpur 
Dist: Sonitpur, Assam     ... ... Respondent 

  

Advocate for the Petitioner   : Sri J. Sundi 
Advocate of the Respondent : Sri A.K.Paul (Legal Aid Counsel) 

 
Date of Argument : 1.12.2014 

Date of Judgment : 20.12.2014 
   

     J U D G M E N T 

 

1. This is an application under section 13(1)(i-a) filed by the 

Petitioner, Sri Sudip Kumar Paul praying for a decree of Divorce 

from the Respondent, Smt. Meera Das (Paul). 

  

2. It is pertinent to place on record that originally the said 

petition was filed in the Court of Hon‟ble District Judge, Tinsukia. 

Subsequently by order dated 15.11.06 passed by the Hon‟ble 

Gauhati High Court in Tr. P (C) No. 17/2006, the instant petition 

was transferred from the Court of the learned District Judge, 

Tinsukia to the Court of learned District Judge, Tezpur. The 

original T.S(M) 24/06 (Tinsukia) was subsequently renumbered 
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as T.S(M) 3/07 (Tezpur). On notice being issued, both the parties 

entered appearance at Tezpur, Sonitpur.  

  

3. The case of the petitioner in a nutshell, is that, his 

marriage with the Respondent was solemnised on 23.11.2000 as 

per Hindu rites and customs at Tinsukia. Thereafter, both started 

their conjugal life at Tinsukia and lived together as husband and 

wife for about six years. The Petitioner has stated that at the 

relevant time, he was serving in a private firm, namely, Tinsukia 

Chemicals. After one and half months of their marriage, the 

Respondent began pressurizing the petitioner to take transfer 

from Tinsukia to Tezpur and insisted that they should live 

separately from his parents. The petitioner has stated that all his 

attempts to convince the respondent not to live separately from 

his aged parents turned futile.  The petitioner has contended that 

the Respondent became adamant, started using filthy language 

and showed violent behaviour towards the petitioner.         

  

4. It has been further contended by the petitioner that a 

family feast was arranged at the residence of the petitioner on 

31.12.2000. On the said day, the Respondent with an intention to 

lower the prestige of the petitioner, scolded the petitioner and 

caught hold the collar of his shirt, in the presence of the elderly 

persons of the locality. On the next day, the Respondent left for 

Tezpur without consent. The Petitioner has stated that after two 

days of the incident, the Petitioner went and brought back the 

respondent. Though she returned, her violent and abusive nature 

did not change and she continued her apathy towards the 

petitioner.      

 

5. The Petitioner has further stated that he resided in a joint 

family along with two brothers, their spouse, and aged parents. 

It is the case of the petitioner that the Respondent showed 

hostile attitude towards the members of the family and used un-

parliamentary words against them. The petitioner has stated that 

since the petitioner was earning Rs. 2,200/ per month, the 

respondent abused the petitioner for not having the capacity to 
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meet her demands and denied having physical relationship on the 

ground that the petitioner had no capacity to bear the 

expenditure of a child.   

 

6. It has been further stated that on 20.11.2003, when the 

Petitioner returned home from his duty, the respondent handed 

him a list of cosmetic articles and insisted that the Petitioner 

should immediately go and purchase the articles for her. The 

Respondent could not tolerate that the Petitioner wanted to 

freshen up and thereafter proceed to the market. The 

Respondent became violent and asked the Petitioner to consume 

pesticide and release the Respondent from his clutches.    

 

7. The Petitioner has further stated that in January 2004, the 

respondent violently damaged the house-hold goods. The 

respondent, threw a crystal flower pot on the head of the 

petitioner causing injury to him. The Petitioner has stated that 

the Respondent casted a doubt on his character and fidelity and 

alleged that he had illicit relationship with the wives of his 

brothers.       

 

8. The Petitioner has stated that on the night of 6.7.06, the 

Respondent started un-interrupted quarrel with the petitioner and 

his aged parents and on 8.7.06, the Respondent left her 

matrimonial house without informing anyone. 

  

9. The Respondent filed her written statement on 14.5.09, 

denying the allegations levelled against her by the Petitioner. It 

has been stated by the Respondent that she, in all respects, 

adjusted with all the family members of the Petitioner and it was 

the first time, in the instant petition that such allegations of non-

cooperation with the family members of the Petitioner had been 

made against her. The Respondent stated that she could not 

have pressurised the Petitioner to reside separately from his 

parents, in as much as, the Respondent had not fully adjusted to 

the marital relationship. Moreover, having lost her father before 

the marriage, she had accepted her in-laws as her true relatives. 
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The Respondents stated that the question of having hostile 

attitude towards the family members of the Petitioner did not 

arise as the brothers of the Petitioner were living separately 

before their marriage itself. The Respondent denied having given 

list of cosmetic articles on 20.11.2003. The Respondent stated 

that like other days, the Petitioner returned late at night after 

performing his job as Manager in a Hotel named “Sweat India” 

and on the said day, the  petitioner, went to bed after taking his 

meal. The Respondent stated that apart from working in a private 

firm, the Petitioner also used to work in the Hotel. The 

Respondent denied having casted doubt on the character and 

fidelity of the petitioner in the year 2005. The Respondent has 

also denied that on 6.7.06, there was a quarrel, and she left her 

matrimonial home and came to Tezpur.  

 

10. The Respondent stated that since August‟2005, she was 

suffering from and was being treated for ear problem. Since, 

inspite of treatment at Tinsukia, she did not recover, the 

Petitioner on 8.7.06 sent the Respondent along with his brother 

Raju Paul to Tezpur for treatment. The Respondent has stated 

that soon after sending her to Tezpur, the Petitioner sent the 

Court notice of the instant application for divorce.           

 

11. The Respondent has stated that the Petitioner does not 

desire to keep her as his wife, as she belonged to a poor family 

and her widow mother could not make any financial contribution 

for the petitioner. The Respondent denied having caused cruelty 

to the Petitioner and has stated that she was dependent on her 

brother who was the only earning member, taking care of their 

widowed mother, his wife and unmarried sister. The Respondent 

stated that she desired to live as the wife of the petitioner and 

prayed for dismissal of the petition.  

 

12.  The following issues were framed, by my Ld 

predecessor, for adjudication: 

 

1. Is there any cause of action for the suit? 
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2. Whether the petition for divorce is maintainable in the 
present form? 

 
3. Whether the Respondent treated the petitioner and his 

parents with cruelty? 
 

4. Whether the Respondent deserted the petitioner, as 
alleged ? 

 
5. Whether the petitioner is entitled to decree of divorce, 

as prayed for? 
 

6. To what relief/reliefs, if any, the parties are entitled? 

 
 

13. Before proceeding to answer the Issues so framed, this 

Court deems it appropriate to strike off Issue No. 4, in exercise of 

powers under Order XIV Rule 5 (2) CPC, in as much as, the Issue 

No. 4 does not emanate from the pleaded case. During the 

course of the instant proceedings too, the plaintiff had not 

amended the plaint to include the ground of desertion under 

section 13 (1) (ib) and since the said provision envisages certain 

pre-requisites, in the considered view of the this Court, the 

instant petition, not having been filed on the said ground (that is, 

of desertion of the husband by the wife), this Court need not 

answer the said Issue. Hence, the Issue No.4 is struck off and the 

Issues are reframed as under: 

1. Is there any cause of action for the suit? 

 
2. Whether the petition for divorce is maintainable in the 

present form? 
 

3. Whether the Respondent treated the petitioner and his 

parents with cruelty? 
 

4. Whether the petitioner is entitled to decree of divorce, 
as prayed for? 

 
5. To what relief/reliefs, if any, the parties are entitled? 

 

 

  

14. On the above issues, plaintiff/petitioner examined himself 

as PW 1 and one other witness. The Defendant too adduced her 

evidence as DW 1 and also adduced evidence of one other 
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witness.  This Court has heard the Ld Counsels for both the 

parties. The Issues are decided as under: 

DECISION AND REASONS THEREOF :- 

15. Issue No. 1:-   

This issue relates to cause of action for the suit. 

Plaintiff/Petitioner has filed the suit seeking divorce from the 

Respondent on the ground of cruelty and the Respondent has 

denied the allegations levelled against her in the plaint/petition. 

The facts pleaded by the plaintiff/petitioner and denied by the 

defendant shows the existence of cause of action for institution of 

the suit by the plaintiff/petitioner. This issue is answered 

accordingly in favour of the plaintiff/petitioner.  

16. Issue No. 2:-    

This issue relates to maintainability of the suit in the present 

form. No legal bar either of law of limitation or any other law in 

force exists, which creates any bar with regard to the 

maintainability of the suit in the form in which it has been 

presented. The petitioner has paid proper court fees. As such, it 

is held that the suit is maintainable in its present form. This issue 

is decided in favour of the petitioner. 

17. Issue No. 3 :-  

 This issue relates to the ground of cruelty, on the basis of 

which the petitioner has sought the relief of divorce. This Court 

therefore proceeds to analyse whether the petitioner has made 

out a case for grant of relief on the ground of cruelty. 

 

18. The Petitioner filed his evidence-on-affidavit reiterating 

each and every incident and allegations against the Respondent 

as stated in the petition and narrated hereinabove. The Petitioner 

in support of his contention that he was an employee of a private 

firm earning Rs. 2200/- per month exhibited the Salary certificate 

as Ext 1.  
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19.  In cross examination, Sri Sudip Kr Paul, PW 1 stated that 

he was working as a clerk in Tinsukia Chemicals situated at M.L 

Road, Tinsukia and that he had been working with the said 

employer since the past 25 years. PW 1 stated that his father 

was a railway employee and he expired in 2012.  PW 1 stated 

that his father received pension after his retirement and after the 

death of his father, his mother was receiving pension. PW 1 

stated that he had two brothers, one was working in Namsei T.E 

and the other was a Civil Engineer. PW 1 stated that he married 

the Respondent as per the choice of his parents and they lived 

together for 6 years. PW 1 stated that they did not have 

issues/children. PW 1 stated that he had not instituted any other 

complaint/ case against his wife, apart from the present case and 

that he had made efforts for reunion. PW 1 stated that he knew 

Smt Ratna Das and Dilip Das of Tinsukia;  they were husband 

and wife and had since been divorced. PW 1 stated that Dilip Das 

was known to him since his school days. PW 1 stated that he (PW 

1) was arraigned as Respondent in their Divorce case. PW 1 

denied that he had pre planned and ensured the exit of the 

respondent from his house and he made her suffer cruelty at his 

hands. 

 

20. PW 2, Sri Babul Mazumdar filed his evidence-on-affidavit in 

support of the petitioner‟s case. PW 2 stated that the petitioner 

was his colleague at Tinsukia Chemicals, Tinsukia. PW 2 stated 

that after marriage, the Petitioner had informed him that the 

respondent often insisted in living separately from his parents. 

PW 2 stated that on 31.12.2000, he had been invited for dinner 

to the Petitioner‟s house and he was surprised when the 

Respondent scolded the Petitioner and caught hold of his collar  

in his presence and other elderly persons. PW 2 stated that on 

the next day, the Petitioner informed him that the Respondent 

had left their matrimonial home and gone away to Tezpur. PW 2 

stated that the Respondent had returned back to Tinsukia, but 

subsequently again left and started residing at Tezpur. PW 2 

stated that the Petitioner was paid Rs. 2200/- per month. PW 2 
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stated that Ext 1 was issued by the proprietor of Tinsukia 

Chemicals and Ext 1(1) was the signature of the proprietor of 

Tinsukia Chemicals.  

 

21. In cross-examination, PW 2 stated that subsequently 

Tinsukia Chemicals was closed and its proprietor Md. Hussain had 

expired. PW 2 stated that that Petitioners‟ father had since 

expired and his mother was residing with the petitioner. PW 2 

stated that the petitioners‟ brothers lived separately.  

 

22. The Respondent, as DW 1 filed her evidence on affidavit on 

31.3.14, stating that she was married with the petitioner as per 

Hindu rites and custom on 23.11.2000 at AGP Office near 

Jaymoti Pathar, Tezpur. At the time of marriage, her mother, 

elder brother and family relatives gave her “stridhan”, including, 

three pairs of gold ear rings, two numbers of gold finger rings, 

two numbers of gold neckless, one pair of bangle, one wooden 

bed, one wooden sofa set, cot, one Godrej Almirah, one V.I.P suit 

case and many other utensils and clothes. DW 1 stated that as 

per her knowledge, the petitioner being in service with M/S 

Tinsukia Chemicals Ltd. was earning Rs. 15,000/- per month and 

it was only to avoid the liability of permanent alimony that the 

Petitioner was concealing his actual earning.  

 

23. The respondent has denied each and every adverse 

occurrence as stated in the petition by the Petitioner. The 

Respondent has stated that during her stay in her matrimonial 

house, the Petitioner returned home late at night and behaved 

rudely with her. DW 1 stated that on being asked the reason for 

such behaviour, she was rebuked with in slang language. DW 1 

further stated that the Petitioner forced her to sign on some 

blank papers and she often heard the petitioner discuss with her 

elder brother-in-law about the petitioner having illicit relationship 

with another woman. DW 1 stated that during her stay in her 

matrimonial home, the details of the latter was not known to her. 

DW 1 stated that she informed her mother, aunt and elder 

brother about the torture inflicted upon her by the petitioner. DW 
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1 stated that after marriage she could realize that the family 

members of the petitioner arranged her marriage with the 

petitioner only to bring the petitioner out from the said illicit 

relationship and that the petitioner was not interested in the 

marriage. DW 1 stated that the petitioner never visited her 

parents house, after the ritual of “Firaj Yatra”. DW 1 further 

stated that in the year 2006, she was suffering from serious 

illness and since inspite of treatment at Tinsukia, she did not fully 

recover, the petitioner sent her to Tezpur along with his cousin 

on 8.7.06. DW 1 stated that she had also taken treatment at 

Kanaklata Civil Hospital from 16.8.06 to 17.10.06. On 10.8.06, 

however, she received the notice of the instant suit and realised 

that the petitioner had pre-planned her departure to Tezpur only 

to separate her from his company and file a petition for divorce.  

 

24. The respondent has stated that her „Stridhan‟ remained in 

the house of the Petitioner and she did not bring the same back 

as she was hopeful of re-uniting with the petitioner. DW 1 further 

stated that it was just before the filing of her evidence-on- 

affidavit on 31.0.14 that she was able to gather information of 

the petitioner‟s illicit relationship with another lady. It has been 

stated that one Sri Dilip Das of Tinsukia had filed an application 

for Divorce as T.S(D) 32/03 against his wife Smt. Ratna Das in 

the Court of District Judge, Tinsukia wherein the petitioner was 

arraigned as a co-respondent and described  by his nick name, 

i.e. as Partha. DW 1 stated that in their marriage invitation card 

(Ext F) too, the nick name of the Petitioner/her husband was 

printed as Partha Paul Purkyastha. It has been further stated that 

the said TS(D) 32/03 was subsequently decreed on compromise 

between Sri Dilip Das and Sri Ratna Das vide order dated 18.9.13 

(Ext G ). The Respondent has stated that the Petitioner had no 

bona fide ground to seek dissolution of their marriage since, DW 

1 never treated her husband and in-laws with cruelty, rather, it 

was the Petitioner who subjected the Respondent to cruelty and 

cunningly sent her away from her matrimonial home for ulterior 

motive.  
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25. The Respondent has stated that since 2006, she has been 

living under the care, shelter and maintenance of her elder 

brother. Though, an amount of Rs. 700/- per month was granted 

as interim maintenance with effect from 2010, the said amount 

was too less for survival. The Respondent has further stated that 

the instant petition ought to be dismissed and her monthly 

maintenance enhanced to at least Rs. 5,000/- per month. 

 

26. In cross-examination Smt Meera Das, DW 1 stated that her 

husband was working in Tinsukia Chemicals and she had heard 

that he still worked there.  DW 1 stated that she had not filed 

any certificate in the Court to prove his present income nor had 

she brought any witness to prove the same. DW 1 stated that 

she had written the salary of her husband to be Rs. 15,000/- per 

month as he had earlier told her that he used to earn Rs 7000-

8000/- per month and over the years, his income would have 

increased.  

  

27. DW 2, Smt. Ranu Das filed her evidence-on-affidavit 

stating that the Respondent who was her niece was presently 

residing at Bhalukpong along with her mother and brother and 

she too resided in the same area as that of the Respondent. DW 

2 stated that she had also attended the marriage ceremony of 

the Petitioner and the Respondent on 23.11.2000. DW 2 stated 

that the Respondent was given three pairs of gold earrings, two 

numbers of gold finger rings, two numbers of gold neckless, one 

pair of bangle, one wooden cot, one wooden sofa set, cot, one 

Godrej Almirah, one V.I.P suit case and many other utensils and 

clothes as „Stridhan‟ at the time of marriage. DW 2 stated that 

after their marriage, the Petitioner and the Respondent lived 

together as husband and wife. DW 2 stated that except, in order 

to complete the ritual of „Firaj Yatra‟, the Petitioner never visited 

the house of the Respondent.  

 

28. DW 2 further stated that the Respondent met with physical 

and mental cruelty at the hands of the petitioner and his family 
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members and DW 1 often used to inform her about the same 

over telephone. DW 2 stated that to her knowledge the Petitioner 

never respected the Respondent as his wife. DW 2 stated that 

many a times she counselled the Respondent and asked her not 

to lose hope. DW 2 stated that once in the year 2006, the 

Respondent became ill at Tinsukia and hence she was sent by the 

Petitioner to Tezpur for better treatment in July 2006. On coming 

to learn about the same, DW 2 came to Tezpur to meet the 

Respondent and on the said occasion too, the Respondent had 

informed her that she was unhappy in the petitioner‟s house. DW 

2 stated that thereafter the Respondent received the notice of 

the instant suit and since the year 2006 neither the petitioner nor 

his family members, contacted the Respondent or her family 

members and none had tried to reconcile the state of affairs 

between the Petitioner and the Respondent. DW 2 stated that 

since then the Respondent was living and being maintained by 

her family and was dependant on her brother. It has been stated 

that though, the instant case was referred to mediation, the 

Petitioner refrained from participating in the mediation process. 

DW 2 has stated that the Respondent is a very simple, mild and 

educated woman and to the knowledge of DW 2, the Respondent 

had tried her best to sustain the marital relationship between 

them. 

 

29.   In cross-examination, Smt. Bhanu Das, DW 2 stated 

that she had heard from the mother of the Respondent that some 

misunderstanding had developed between the petitioner and the 

respondent; that the respondent had become sick and she had 

come to Tezpur for treatment. DW 2 stated that she could not 

say what transpired between the petitioner and the Respondent 

nor could she say about the cause of misunderstanding. DW 2 

stated that as per her assessment, she was of the opinion that 

both could not live together.   

 

30. From the evidence on record, it is seen that the petitioner 

has laid down instances of behaviour of the respondent since 
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their marriage to show that he has been a victim of continuous 

cruelty at the hands of the respondent. The last of them being, 

the act of the respondent in quarrelling with the petitioner and 

leaving her matrimonial home without informing anyone. It is the 

case of the petitioner that the respondent did not respect the 

elders in the family and desired that he lived separately with her. 

The petitioner has also stated that the Respondent had earlier 

too, left her matrimonial home and the petitioner had brought 

her back. 

 

31. The respondent on the other hand has denied the 

allegations and stated that the petitioner had pre-planned her 

exit. The respondent has admitted that she had not adjusted in 

the petitioner‟s house. Again, though on one hand she stated that 

the brother‟s of the petitioner did not reside in the same house, 

on the other hand, she stated that she often heard her elder 

brother-in-law discuss the alleged illicit relationship of the 

petitioner with another women. To further support the latter, the 

Respondent has sought to rely upon an order passed in TS 

No.32/03 in respect of one Sri Dilip Das and Smt Ratna Das 

whereby the said persons were granted divorce on mutual 

consent and in which as per the version of the Respondent, her 

husband/the petitioner in the instant case was arraigned as a 

party respondent. In the considered opinion of the Court the said 

document in no way assists the defendant, in as much as, no 

finding on merit was pronounced in the said case. Moreover, 

since the person with whom illicit relationship is alleged, is not a 

party to the instant petition, this Court refrains itself from dealing 

with the said allegation. It is perplexing to note that on one hand, 

the Respondent has contested the instant case for seven long 

years and on the other, she is convinced of her husband‟s illicit 

relationship. The said two extremes is difficult to be reconciled.  

 

32. Again, though the Respondent has alleged that the 

petitioner conspired to send her back, there is nothing on record 

to show that the respondent made an attempt to go back to her 

matrimonial home and it was the petitioner who refused to take 
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her back. Admittedly, no efforts were made by the members of 

the respective families to reconcile the matter, as would be 

evident from the evidence of DW 2.  

 

33. Under section 13 (1) (i-a) of the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955,  

marriage can be dissolved by a decree of divorce on a petition 

presented either by the husband or the wife on the ground that 

the other party has, after solemnisation of the marriage, treated 

the petitioner with cruelty. Cruelty may be physical or mental.  

The Hon‟ble Supreme Court in Samar Ghosh –vs- Jaya Ghosh  

reported in 2007 (4) SCC 511 set out illustrative cases where 

inferences of mental cruelty can be drawn. The Hon‟ble Court 

held that no uniform standard can be ever laid down for 

guidance, however some instances were laid down by the Hon‟ble 

Court. The Hon‟ble Court stated that mental cruelty is a state of 

mind. The feeling of deep anguish, disappointment, frustration in 

one spouse caused by the conduct of the other for a long time 

may lead to mental cruelty. 

 

34. In the instant case, the petitioner has been successful in 

laying down the sustained and unjustifiable conduct of the 

Respondent amounting to mental cruelty and deteriorating of 

relationship to such an extent that the Petitioner, found it 

extremely difficult to live with the respondent and the 

matrimonial bond was ruptured beyond repair because of the 

mental cruelty caused by the wife.   

 

35. Another aspect which needs to be placed on record is the 

fact that in the instant case, the husband and wife have been 

living separately for more than eight years.  As has been held, 

irretrievable breakdown of marriage is not a ground for divorce 

under the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955, but where marriage is 

beyond repair on account of bitterness created by the acts of the 

husband or the wife or of both, the Courts have always taken 

irretrievable breakdown of marriage as a very weighty 

circumstance amongst others, necessitating severance of marital 

tie; a marriage which is dead for all purposes cannot be revived 
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by a Court verdict, if the parties are not willing; this is because 

marriage involves human sentiments and emotions and if they 

are dried up there is hardly any chance of their springing back to 

life on account of artificial reunion created by Court. The Hon‟ble 

Supreme Court in a catena of judgments, including that of V. 

Bhagat vs D Bhagat (Mrs) reported in 1994 (1) SCC 337 held 

that while scrutinising the evidence on record to determine 

whether the grounds alleged are made out and in determining 

the relief to be granted, the circumstance of irretrievable 

breakdown of marriage, can certainly be borne in mind. 

 

36. In the ultimate analysis, this Court holds that the petitioner 

has been able to establish that the respondent/wife, by her 

conduct, has caused mental cruelty upon the petitioner/husband 

and the marriage between them has irretrievably broken down.   

  

 Hence, this Issue is decided in favour of the petitioner.  

 

37. Issue No. 4: 

 

  In view of the discussion and decision in respect of 

Issue No.3, this issue is decided in favour of the petitioner and 

the petitioner is held entitled to a decree of divorce. 

 

38. Issue No. 5: 

 

 Having decided the Issue No.3 in favour of the petitioner 

and on the basis of the materials on record, the surrounding 

circumstances, the concrete and ground reality, this Court is alive 

of the plight of the respondent wife as well. Whereas the 

petitioner is an old employee of a private firm, the respondent 

wife is said to be dependent on her brother. There is nothing on 

record to establish that the petitioner‟s earning is about rupees 

fifteen thousand per month, as stated by the respondent.  On the 

other hand, the respondent has been contesting the instant case 

since the last eight years. Considering the capacity of the 

petitioner and the future of the respondent, this Court is of the 
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considered view that an amount of Rs.3,00,000/- (Rupees three 

lakh only) be awarded as permanent alimony to the Respondent.  

 

 The Issue is decided accordingly. 

 

O R D E R 

 

 The suit is allowed on contest. 

 The marriage between the petitioner and the respondent is 

dissolved by a decree of divorce.  

 The petitioner shall pay to the respondent permanent 

alimony of the sum of Rs.3,00,000/- (Rupees three lakh only) in 

three instalments.  

 The first instalment of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh 

only) shall be paid on 28.1.2015, the second instalment of 

Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh only) shall be paid on 

28.2.2015 and the third instalment of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One 

Lakh only) shall be paid on 28.3.2015.  

 Each of the instalment of Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh 

only) to be paid by demand drafts drawn in favour of the 

respondent. 

 Prepare a decree accordingly. 

 Given under my hand and seal of this Court, on this 20th  

day of December, 2014 at Tezpur.   

  

 

      Additional District Judge No.2 

       Sonitpur, Tezpur 
 


