
HIGH COURT FORM NO.(J) 2 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT ON ORIGINAL APPEAL 

 
IN THE COURT OF THE CIVIL JUDGE:::::::TEZPUR, SONITPUR 

 
Present: N.J. Haque, LLM, AJS 

Civil Judge 
   Tezpur, Sonitpur 

14th November’ 2019 
TITLE APPEAL NO. 24/2018 

 
     Musst. Mariam Begum 
    W/O- Abdul Waheb 
    Transposited by Proforma Respondent  
 

Musstt. Ruksana Begum @ Pompi  
D/o (L) Abdul Wahab 
W/o-Sahidul Islam  
R/o Quarter No.13, PWD Colony 

     PS - Tezpur 
 Dist - Sonitpur, Assam 

        ----- Appellant/Plaintiff 
 
                                                 -Versus- 
     

1) Md. Akhtaruddin Ahmed @ Sunu 
    S/o (L) Abdul Wahab  
    R/o: Quarter No.13, P.W.D Colony 
    PS - Tezpur 
    Dist - Sonitpur, Assam              
  

2) State of Assam 
 Represented by Deputy Commissioner, 
 District – Sonitpur at Tezpur 

         --- Respondents/Defendants 
 

 
Musstt. Farjana Begum @ Bobby 
D/o (L) Abdul Wahab 
W/o-Abdul Mazid 
R/o: Shantipur, Bhorolumukh, Guwahati 
 Dist -Kamrup, Assam 

                                                                                         
       ---Proforma Respondents/ Proforma Defendants 
 

“This first appeal preferred U/O.41 Rule 1 of CPC against 
Judgment and Decree dated 16-08-2018 passed by the learned 
Munsiff No.1, Tezpur in Title Suit No.21 of 2017, whereby 
Learned Munsiff No.1, Tezpur dismissed the suit of the 
appellant/plaintiff and appeal came up for final hearing on 25-
10-2019.” 
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And the final hearing of appeal taken up in presence of following 
advocates on 25-10-2019:  

 
  Learned Advocate appearing for the Appellant   : - Mr. B. Nath  
  Learned Advocate appearing for the Respondent: - Mr. S. Mishra  
 

J   U   D G M   E N T 
 

1. This first appeal has been desired by the plaintiff/appellant on being 

dissatisfied with the judgment and decree passed by Ld. Munsiff, No.1, 

Tezpur dated 16-08-2018, vide T.S No- 21 of 2017, whereby the learned trial 

court dismissed the suit without cost.  

2. Upon admission of the appeal for hearing, the notice was issued to the 

respondents and the original case record of T.S No- 21 of 2017 was called 

for and received. 

3. On being received summons from this first appellate court, the respondent 

No.2 State of Assam represented and did not file any cross-objection. 

Respondent No.1 Akhtaruddin Ahmed @ Sunu against whom declaration was 

sought for and summons upon the said respondent No.1 was issued and in 

pursuance to that summons, process server Bipul Thakuria submitted one 

report vide Ext. X stating that said respondent No.1 become traceless from 

his house since last 14 years. Accordingly, the appeal proceeded ex-parte 

against the respondent No.1 by accepting the report of Process Server. 

Furthermore, the appellant Mariam Begum died during the pendency of the 

appeal and subsequently Proforma respondent No.1 Must. Ruksana Begum 

being the daughter of appellant transposited as appellant vide its order 

dated 05-09-2019 and respondent No.4 has been transposited as Proforma 

respondent No.1. Hence, from the aforesaid discussion it is seen that this 

instant appeal has proceeded against the respondent No.1, respondent no-2 

and Proforma respondent no-1 and consequently again due to death of 

appellant Mariam Begum respondent No.3 has been transposited as the 

appellant.   

4. In order to decide the appeal, let me narrate, in brief, the facts leading to 

this appeal:-- 

PLAINTIFF’S/APPELLANT’S CASE 

5. Case of the plaintiff/appellant’s appears to be in a narrow campus is that the 
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defendant no-1 viz. Md Akhtaruddin Ahmed is an unmarried son of the 

plaintiff and used to reside with her since the date of his birth. It is further 

averted that on 05-03-2006 at around 4.00 p.m. the defendant went to 

watch cinema and since then he did not return to his home. Although the 

plaintiff tried to take information from her relatives regarding the 

whereabouts of the defendant no-1, but no information could be collected by 

her regarding her missing son i.e. defendant no1 for 6/7 years. It is also 

pleaded that the missing defendant no-1 was suffering from mental 

disturbance and he wore a blue strip full shirt and he had failed to walk 

normally due to the problems of his legs since birth at the time of his 

missing. It is further averted by her that she along with the defendant no-1 

used to reside at the joint family as no marriage was performed to 

defendant no-1. It is also averted that the officer in charge of Tezpur police 

station also submitted the report on 17.10.2012, wherein the matter of 

untraced of the defendant no-1 was mentioned since dated 05.03.2006 and 

the said report also discloses that the defendant no-1 did not return to his 

house since 05.03.2006. That the defendant no-1 was the sole proprietor of 

M/S Eastern Construction, situated at Hem Nagar, Rubber Bagan Tezpur and 

a registered contractor of Class IV E P.W.D. and used to work in the said 

central public works development prior to his death. That on 06.03.2006 and 

on 06.10.2012 the plaintiff as well as her son in law had informed the matter 

of missing of the defendant no-1 to the Tezpur police station. Thus, the 

plaintiff has prayed to pass a declaratory decree on presumption of the 

death of the defendant no-1, who has not been heard since 7 years, by 

declaring him as death and also for other relief to which he is entitled.  

DEFENDANT/RESPONDENT’S CASE IN BRIEF 

6. In the instant suit the State of Assam was impleaded as principal defendant 

No.2 and the proceeding was drawn ex-parte against this principal 

defendant No.2 as he did not contest the same although summons was duly 

served upon it. The Proforma defendants of this suit admitted all the claims 

as placed by plaintiff and also raise their no objection if the reliefs as sought 

by the plaintiff are granted.   

7. Upon the pleadings of both the sides the learned trial Court below has 
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framed the following Points for determination:-  

1. Whether Md. Akhtaruddin Ahmed is to be 
declared as dead on the ground that has 
not been heard or has he been missing for 
7 (seven) years and more? 

2. To what relief the plaintiff is entitled for? 

8. And during trial, plaintiff /appellant adduced 3(three) numbers of evidences 

in affidavit and also exhibited 1(one) document.   

9. After hearing both sides, the learned trial court by the impugned judgment 

dated 16-08-2018 dismissed the suit without cost. On being aggrieved and 

dissatisfied with the impugned judgment, the plaintiff/appellant preferred 

the present appeal, amongst others, on the following grounds: -- 

GROUNDS OF APPEAL 

(i) That the learned court below committed both error of law and facts 
at the time of passing impugned judgment and decree. 

(ii) That the learned court below did not apply her mind judiciously at the 
time of passing the impugned judgment and decree specially at the 
time of deciding point No. 9 and 10 and hence, the judgment and 
decree appealed against bad in the eye of law. 

(iii) That the learned trial court committed great mistake and gross error 
in fact and law at the time of deciding the point No.11 as such, 
wrongly decided the point No.13 as well as the Learned Munsiff No.1 
decided the Point No.14 wrongly against the appellant/ plaintiff     

(iv)     That the learned court below misread and misapplied the law and fact 
while deciding the point No.14 and 15 resulting dismiss of the suit of 
the plaintiff/ appellant 

(iv) That the learned trial court without properly discussing the facts/ 
evidence in record and law relating to the Section 108 of Evidence 
Act wrongly decided the point No.13 

(v) That the learned court below passed the impugned judgment and 
decree without properly discussing the oral and documentary 
evidence on record and without justly and lawfully applying her mind. 
As such, come to a surmise and conjuncture conclusion for which the 
court below had committed wrong in deciding the suit, so that the 
plaintiff/ appellant have to prove the facts and law relating to 
Section 108 of Evidence Act according to Section 64 of 
Evidence Act by oral and documentary evidence, while there was 
no evidence either oral or documentary from the defendant’s side. 
But the learned court below would have not decided the point No.13 
against the appellant / plaintiff misreading the provisions of Section 
108 of Evidence Act and Order V Rule 1 C.P.C.     

(vi) That the learned trial court below had earlier hold that the case was 
maintainable by its speaking order dated 18/12/2017 but 
subsequently this trial court again erroneously decided the suit as per 
point No.13 as non-maintainable as such, the principle of 
constructive res-judicata is applicable in the said impugned judgment 
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and decree as per Section 11 of C.P.C 
(vii) That the judgment and decree challenged suffer from illegality, 

material irregularity and being wrong, being unjust inequitable, 
causing miscarriage of justice and is against all cannons of law 
hence, need to be set aside and reverse the judgment and decree 
challenged in this appeal. 

     
             DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS AND REASONS FOR SUCH DECISIONS 

 

10. Learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur vide its judgment and order dated 16-08-

2018, dismissed the suit of the plaintiff/appellant. Now, in the forthcoming 

discussions this first appellate Court shall try to ascertain the following facts 

:  

i. Whether learned Munsiff, No.1, Tezpur rightly 

dismissed the suit of plaintiff/appellant 

providing sufficient reasons? 

ii. Whether findings of learned Munsiff, No.1, and 

Tezpur are based upon lawful consideration and 

settled provisions of law? 
 

POINTS OF ARGUMENT 

11. Learned advocate appearing on behalf of the plaintiff/appellant argued 

strenuously before this court that Proforma defendants of the suit by filing 

petition No.901/17 submitted that they have no objection against the claim 

of plaintiff but learned court below added the State of Assam to be a 

necessary party and subsequently on 22-03-2018 proceeded against the 

State of Assam on ex-parte without passing any admission decree. 

12. Per contra, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the respondents did not 

raise any objection against the submissions made by the plaintiff/appellant’s 

counsel during the hearing of the instant first appeal rather the respondent/ 

defendant’s side during the time of argument has categorically pointed out 

that the Proforma defendants have submitted no-objection against the 

plaintiff’s claim.  

13. Taking notes from the points of argument put forwarded by both the counsel 

of rival parties, this court thinks it fit and proper to decide the dispute in 

hand in the light of pleadings on record. In support of the case, the 

plaintiff/appellant has adduced evidence of 3 nos. of witnesses and exhibited 
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a single document.  

14. Arriving again to the Memo of Appeal presented before this court, this court 

finds that the appellant has categorically raised strong objection against the 

discussion and decision of learned trial court below in respect of appreciation 

of section 108 of Indian Evidence Act. The plaintiff/appellant further 

unconditionally cited that learned trial court has erroneously decided that 

suit is not maintainable in the light of pleadings put forwarded by the 

appellant in Memo of Appeal. 

15. Hence, considering the above pleadings this court thinks it deem fit and 

proper to decide at the outset whether the findings of the learned trial court 

below based upon the true factual matrix of the case as well as the 

evidences presented by the plaintiff/appellant during the trial. Certainly, the 

plaintiff/appellant in her plaint pleaded specifically that defendant No.1 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed is an unmarried son of Mariam Begum and on 05-03-

2006 at around 4-30 p.m. he went to watch cinema and since then he did 

not return to his home. Thereafter, said Akhtaruddin Ahmed went missing 

for about 6/7 years and they failed to collect any information about him. It is 

further pleaded that Akhtaruddin Ahmed was unmarried son and his missing 

was reported before Tezpur Police Station and on 17-10-20-12 the Tezpur 

PS submitted report stating that said Akhtaruddin Ahmed became untraced 

since from 05-03-2006 and it also disclosed from that report that 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed not returned to his home since 05-03-2006. It was also 

averred that Akhtaruddin Ahmed was sole proprietor of M/S Eastern 

Construction and used to work as Class IV contractor of PWD and hence, the 

plaintiff/appellant prayed for declaration on presumption of death of said 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed who has not been heard since 7 years.    

16. Undeniably, the defendant No.2 State of Assam who was impleaded 

subsequently by the learned trial court below did not contest the suit by 

filing any written statement and the Proforma defendant No.1 and 2 being 

the sisters of said Akhtaruddin Ahmed and daughters of plaintiff by filing 

petition before this court did not raise any objection if the court below allow 

the prayer of the plaintiff. The learned trial court below although there was 

no objection filed by the Proforma defendants and the suit proceeded ex-
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parte against the principal defendants failed to pass any reason for not 

passing admission decree rather the learned trial court below asked the 

plaintiff/appellant to adduce evidence and during the time of adducing 

evidence, plaintiff /appellant side examined as many as 3 nos. of witnesses 

and exhibited one document.  

17. On perusal of the judgment delivered by learned trial court below it disclosed 

before this court during the time of preparation of judgment, the learned 

court has framed two nos. of points for determination out of which point for 

determination No.1 is whether defendant No.1 Md. Akhtaruddin 

Ahmed is to be declared as dead on the ground that has not been 

heard or has he been missing for 7 (seven) years and more? In 

discussing the point for determination No.1 learned court below affirmed 

that Proforma defendants had admitted the contentions of the plaintiff 

where the plaintiff has claimed that Akhtaruddin Ahmed went missing on 05-

03-2006.  

18. In the light of aforesaid discussion, this first appellate court finds that the 

learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur, Tezpur abruptly failed to consider the 

pleadings on record and further failed to consider the admission put 

forwarded by the principal defendants. Learned court below further failed to 

appreciate the settled provisions of law i.e. Order 8 Rule 5 of CPC that 

mandates the trial court to pass decree on admission if any specific 

admission are made pertaining to the claims of the plaintiff and in this case 

learned court below even after having petition for passing admission decree 

and judgment filed by the plaintiff/appellant failed to pass any speaking 

order on that petition which was filed on 23.3.17 and consequently the 

learned court erred both in law and facts by not deciding the case on 

petition filed before the court.  

19. On meticulous perusal of the orders passed by the learned court below it is 

disclosed before this court that learned court below did not make any 

endeavor to dispose the petition filed by the plaintiff/appellant for passing 

admission decree and without disposing that petition simply pronounced the 

judgment and dismissed the suit.  

20. Now, arriving again to the provisions of Section 108 of Indian Evidence Act, 
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it is seen that said section deals with presumption as to death of a person 

who is not heard of for seven years by those who naturally have heard of 

him if he had been alive. The section says that when the question is whether 

a man is alive or dead and it is proved that he is not been heard for seven 

years from those who would have heard of him if he had been alive, the 

burden of proof that he is alive is shifts to the person who affirms it. 

Therefore, if a person is not been heard of for seven years, there is a 

presumption of law that he is dead and the burden of proof that he is alive is 

shifted to the side who affirms he is alive.  

21. In the instant case in hand, the plaintiff in her plaint categorically  pleaded 

that her son Akhtaruddin Ahmed went missing from 5.03.06 and Proforma 

defendants admitted the claim of the plaintiff by filling petition before the 

court. The plaintiff/appellant further proved and established the entire 

contentions of the plaint by adducing cogent and trustworthy evidence. The 

plaintiff and proforma defendants are being the mother and sisters of said 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed would naturally have heard of Akhtaruddin Ahmed if he 

had been alive.  

22. During trial, the plaintiff/appellant side adduced both ocular as well as 

documentary forms of evidences to establish that Akhtaruddin Ahmed 

became traceless on 05-03-2006 and he was not known for 7 years or more.  

23. I have carefully travelled through the evidences on record and it finds that 

the plaintiff/appellant examined 3 nos. of witnesses out of which PW-1 is 

Mariam Begum and she supported and corroborated the entire contents of 

the plaint and exhibited the police report as Ext.1 and Ext.1(1) to be the 

signature of Officer-in-charge of Tezpur PS. Furthermore, two nos. of 

independent witnesses also examined. Both PW-2 and PW-3 in their 

evidence-in-chief supported and corroborated the entire contention of the 

plaintiff’s story and their evidences remained unshaken as neither the 

defendant nor Proforma defendant during the trial cross-examined them. 

Hence, this court not finds anything to disbelieve the oral evidence 

presented by the plaintiff side during trial before the learned court below.  

24. Now, coming to the documentary forms of evidence that exhibited as Ext.1 

which appears to be a police report and from where it disclosed before this 
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court that on 06-10-12 one Mustt. Moriom Begum, w/o Abdul Wehab, vill- 

Robber Bagan, PWD Colony, PS- Tezpur, District-Sonitpur, (Assam) reported 

that her son namely Akhtaruddin Ahmed@ Sunit @ Suna, aged about 42 

years has been untraced from her house since 05-03-2006 and since then 

not yet turned up. Enquiry has been made but found no trace. This refers 

Tezpur PS GDE No.286 dt 06-10-2012 and earlier Tezpur PS GDE No.251 dt 

07-03-06”. 

25. Hence, from the oral as well as documentary forms of evidences it disclosed 

before this court that the oral evidences appears to be supportive and 

corroborative with the documentary forms of evidence and it fervidly 

unveiled before this court that the son of plaintiff Mariam Begum named 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed became traceless after he went to watch cinema on 05-

03-2006 and subsequently he remained traceless for 7 years or more period. 

The evidences presented before this court appears to be conclusive, 

coherent and trustworthy in nature. The documentary forms of evidence that 

was exhibited as Ext.1 further supported and corroborated the fact that as 

per GDE No.286 dated 06-10-2012 and earlier Tezpur PS GD entry No.251 

dated 07-03-2006, enquiry was conducted by the Police and finds that son of 

plaintiff Mariam Begum became traceless. Hence, it is seen that oral and 

documentary forms of evidences proved and established the entire 

contention of the plaintiff/appellant side. 

26. Furthermore, the Proforma defendants are being the sisters of said 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed would naturally have heard of him for last 7 years if he 

had been alive. In this case, neither the plaintiff nor Proforma defendant or 

principal defendant No.2 have heard of Akhtaruddin Ahmed for 7 years or 

more period and no one has affirmed that said Akhtaruddin Ahmed is alive. 

Hence, no burden shifts upon the plaintiff as well as defendant No.2 or 

Proforma defendant to prove that said Akhtaruddin Ahmed is alive. The 

admission put forwarded by Proforma defendants makes it categorical that 

said Akhtaruddin Ahmed was not been heard since last 7 years by those who 

naturally would have heard of him if he had been alive. Hence, in this case, 

this court may presume that Akhtaruddin Ahmed is missing for last 7 years 

and his whereabouts is not known by the plaintiff, Proforma defendants or 
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principal defendant. Accordingly, the plaintiff /appellant is entitled to a 

decree of death of Akhtaruddin Ahmed presuming him to be dead.  

27. Now, coming to the fact of non-maintainability resolved by the learned trial 

court below, it disclosed before this court that learned trial court below in 

para 13 of its judgments stated that said Akhtaruddin Ahmed impleaded as 

defendant No.1 in the plaint and no summons was issued upon him and due 

to non-compliance of provision of Order 5 Rule 1 of CPC learned trial court 

below decided the suit as not maintainable. Undeniably, there is no point for 

determination framed by the learned court below in respect of non-

maintainability of the suit and Akhtaruddin Ahmed for whom declaration was 

sought for presuming him to be dead impleaded as defendant No.1 and no 

summons were served upon him in compliance of order 5 Rule 1 of CPC. The 

learned trial court below also did not make any endeavor to issue summons 

upon defendant No.1 even though the plaintiff side failed to take steps upon 

the defendant No.1 during the hearing of the suit. Learned court below 

instead of asking the plaintiff to take steps on defendant No.1 simply 

impleaded the State of Assam to be defendant No.2 and accordingly the 

State of Assam was impleaded as per order dated 18-12-2017 and 

consequent to that the suit proceeded against the State of Assam on ex-

parte. There was no specific order passed by the learned trial court below 

asking the plaintiff to take steps upon defendant No.1 Akhtaruddin Ahmed 

against whom declaration of presuming of his death has been sought for. It 

is statutory duty casted upon the court also to secure attendance of all the 

parties to the suit, so that no party should suffer by the process of 

adjudication of a court in his absence. As such, it is seen that learned trial 

court also failed to ask the plaintiff to take steps upon the principal 

defendant No.1. 

28. It the settled propositions of law that if the plaintiff to take any step or 

where the plaintiff commits default in furnishing the process fee or he is not 

prosecuting the matter with due diligence the court may issue plaintiff to 

show cause before the Court why the plaint should not be dismissed. In this 

case the learned court below has not complied with the procedural aspect 

and even failed to pass any direction to plaintiff for taking steps. Had there 
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been complaince with such settled procedure in that circumstances also the 

suit ought to not have dismissed entirely against all the defendants as the 

other defendants represented before the court and Proforma defendants by 

filling specific petition publicized no objection if the court grants the reliefs 

prayed by the plaintiff. 

29. Undoubtedly, the plaintiff prayed declaration of death of her son Akhtaruddin 

Ahmed on presumption that her son not being for seven years and said 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed impleaded as defendant no-1 of the suit and his 

permanent address shown to be address of the plaintiff. Even if the 

summons would have been issued, the probable report of service of 

summons is well known to all. During time of appeal summons upon the 

respondent no-1 Akhtaruddin Ahmed was issued and report returned with 

report that said person is untraced since from last 14 years. Hence, none 

taking steps upon the defendant no-1 not gives shape to the suit as non-

maintainable.  

30. It is admitted proposition of law that in a case of this nature where a decree 

for declaration of a death presuming that a person has not heard of alive 

since for last 7 years or more period, the person for whom the declaration 

was sought for need not be made as party to the suit. In this case, the 

plaintiff/appellant has sought declaration that Akhtaruddin Ahmed to be 

dead or not alive for 7 years or more period and vice versa impleaded him as 

defendant No.1, that clearly designates that it is a pure case of miss-joinder 

of parties and settled provisions of law says that no suit may be dismissed 

due to miss-joinder of parties. 

31. Learned trial court below failed to appreciate the settled provisions of law in 

considering the suit to be not maintainable for not taking steps upon the 

defendant No.1. Order 8 (2) of CPC specifically mandates that maintainability 

ground has to be pleaded specifically by the parties. There is no specific 

pleadings put forwarded by the parties in respect of non-maintainability of 

the suit. Instead of that merely no steps were taken against the defendant 

No.1 how the learned court below decide and observe that suit to be not 

maintainable instead of asking the plaintiff to take steps on defendant No.1. 

In ordinary court of hearing if plaintiff fails to take any steps upon any of the 
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parties as per Order 5 Rule 1 of CPC, the court needs to strike out the name 

of such person or dismiss the suit against whom no steps were taken for 

securing his attendance. Furthermore, this court finds that it is a suit of 

miss-joinder of necessary parties and in that circumstances the learned court 

below ought to not have decide the suit to be not maintainable on that sole 

ground as in case of miss-joinder of parties, the suit need not to be 

dismissed.  

32. Consequently, appellant side preferred the instant appeal by impleading 

Akhtaruddin Ahmed to be respondent No.1 and this court issued summons 

upon him and consequent to that Process Sever has submitted his report 

vide Ext. X, where he firmly cited that said person unknown from his house 

14 years back and Process Server personally examined before this court and 

his report as Ext. X accepted by this court and the appeal proceeded. 

Consequent to that due to death of appellant the Proforma defendant was 

transposited as appellant.        

33. In the result, considering the aforesaid discussion, this first appellate court is 

constrained to opine that the learned court below overlooking the admission 

put forwarded by the Proforma defendants and further ignoring the oral and 

documentary evidences impulsively pronounced the judgment, which is bad 

in law and liable to be set aside and consequent to that the judgment and 

decree passed by the learned Munsiff No.1, Sonitpur, Tezpur dated 16/08/18 

is set aside and the suit of the plaintiff is decreed by declaring Akhtaruddin 

Ahmed to be a dead person.  

34. Therefore considering the aforesaid discussions coupled with the established 

fact of not knowing whereabouts of said Akhtaruddin Ahmed for last 7 years 

or more period to be alive, this first appellate court has no hesitation to 

opine that the demand of justice would be fulfilled if the suit decreed with 

following order.    

ORDER 

35. In result, the first appeal preferred by the appellant against the Judgment 

and Decree passed by Learned Munsiff No.1, Tezpur is allowed and 

interfered with. Accordingly the said impugned judgment and order passed 

by the learned Munsiff No.1 is set aside without cost by way of decreeing 
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the suit of plaintiff/appellant granting the following reliefs:-  

1. Plaintiff/appellant is entitled to get declaration of Akhtaruddin 
Ahmed to be a dead person ; 

2. The plaintiff/appellant is further not entitled the cost of entire 
proceeding as suit proceeded exparte. 

36.  Prepare a decree accordingly. Let a copy of this judgment and order of first 

appellate court along with the LCR be sent back to Learned Munsiff No.1, 

Tezpur.  

37. Judgment is pronounced and delivered in open court under the hand and 

seal of this court on 14th day of November’ 2019. 

 

 (N. J. Haque) 

Civil Judge 
                         Tezpur, Sonitpur 

 

 

 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

 

 

 

 

Dictation taken and  

Transcribed be me: (J. K Muru) Steno. **** 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(N. J. Haque) 

Civil Judge 

Sonitpur, Tezpur 
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                ANNEXURE 

Plaintiff Witnesses:    
    PW-1: Musstt Mariam Begum 
    PW-2: Md  Yakub Ali 
    PW-3: Md  Akkash Ali 
 
 
Plaintiff Exhibits:  Police report dated 17.10.2012 
 
Defendant Witnesses: NIL 
 
Defendant Exhibits: NIL 
 
                                                                                                            N.J Haque 

Civil Judge 
 
 
 


