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Title Appeal No. 03/2019 

Assam Schedule VII, Form No. 133 
 

Form No. (J) 3 
HEADING OF JUDGMENT IN APPEAL 

 
IN THE COURT OF ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE(FTC), 

SONITPUR, TEZPUR 
 

 
 
Present: Sri S.K.Ghosh, AJS 
  Addl. District Judge(FTC),  
  Sonitpur, Tezpur. 
 

 Thursday, the 23rdday of December, 2021 
 

Title Appeal No. 03/2019 
 
 

ICICI Lombard General Insurance Co Ltd. 
     -------Appellant/Defendant. 

-Vs- 
1.Smt.Mrinalini Bora. 
2. Smt. Kalpana Pathak. 

------Respondents/Plaintiffs. 
            3. LICI, Tezpur. 
      ------Respondent/defendant. 

 
 

                  This appeal coming on for final hearing on 14.12.2021  in the 
presence of : 
 
Mr. K Bordoloi.         ………Learned Advocate(s)/Pleader(s) for the Appellant. 
 
Mr. N. Sarmah & Ors.  ……Learned Advocate(s)/Pleader(s)for the Respondents. 
 
 
And having stood for consideration to this 23rdday of December, 2021, the court 
delivered the following judgment: 
 

J U D G M E N T 
 
 

1. This appeal u/s 41 R-1 r/w. Sec.96 of the  CPC has been preferred 
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by the appellant/defendant ICICI Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. 

against the judgment and decree dated 07.09.2017 passed by the learned 

Civil Judge, Tezpur Sonitpur in Title Suit No. 18/2016 both on facts and 

law. 

 

2.     On receipt of the appeal memo, notices were issued to the 

respondents and case record of T.S. No.18/2016 was called for. 

Respondents entered appearance through their engaged counsels and 

resisted the appeal.  

 
3.          I have heard learned advocate for the appellant/defendant and 

respondents/plaintiffs, gone through the appeal memo, case record of T.S. 

No.18/2006, the evidence on record and the documents submitted by the 

plaintiff in the aforesaid Title Suit. 

 

4.      The brief story of the plaintiff’s suit is that one Jagdamba 

Finance Co. placed an order dated 26-10-2006 to Ashok Motors, Tezpur, 

Assam for a Mahindra Maxx Pick-up F/B vehicle for delivery of the vehicle 

to their customer Sri Bojen Gogoi, at Jorhat. The vehicle was duly insured 

at the full value of the vehicle for Rs.4,23,382/- with ICICI Lombard 

General Insurance Co. Ltd.  On 26-10-2006, Sri Nabajyoti Pathak (Sales 

Executive of M/S Ashok Motors) and Sri Pratap Gogoi were assigned to for 

delivery of the said vehicle to Jagdamba Finance Co. of Jorhat. The vehicle 

was expected to reach Jorhat in between 8-9 p.m on 26-10-2006 itself, 

however it did not reach it’s destination at all. Jagdamba Finance Co. last 

contacted Sri Nabajyoti Pathak over mobile phone in the evening of 26-10-

2006 and thereafter they could not contact Sri Nabajyoti Pathak again as 

his mobile phone was switched off. A search was launched for the vehicle 
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and the above named staffs but no trace was found. Under the above 

circumstances, plaintiff No.1 lodged an FIR dated 27-10-2006 with Tezpur 

(Sadar) police station informing about her husband Nabajyoti Pathak going 

missing. The plaintiff No.1 further sent a memorandum on 31-10-2006 to 

the Director General of Police (Assam) initiating proper enquiry to find out 

Sri Nabajyoti Pathak and to trace him out and arrest the culprits in the 

suspected kidnap case. This memo was sent to Tezpur P.S and it was 

registered as Tezpur P.S Case No. 753/2006 under Section 420/379/302 of 

IPC. On 02-11-2006 Sri Adarsh Tibrewal for Sri Pradip Tibrewal of Ashok 

Motors intimated the Officer-In-charge, Dergaon Police Station about the 

missing of vehicle with their two staffs. Further, FIR dated 14-12-2006 was 

lodged by Sri Nabin Kalita, Manager of M/s Ashok Motors and it was 

registered as Tezpur PS Case No.753/2006. A Final Report No. 769/2014 

was submitted on 31-10-2014 stating that the case is true but they could 

not find any trace of the missing men and the vehicle and prayed for 

passing necessary orders on the said Final Report and to discharge the 

suspected accused from the liabilities of the case. Thus, it is evident and on 

record that the said vehicle along with Sri Nabajyoti Pathak(husband of 

plaintiff No.1 & son of the plaintiff No.2) along with the driver Sri Pratap 

Gogoi remain untraced and missing since the evening of 26-10-2006. The 

plaintiffs and the father of Nabajyoti Pathak namely Sri Bhabananda Pathak 

did not hear about the missing of Nabajyoti Pathak for more than 7 years 

since 26-10-2006, who would naturally have heard of him if he had been 

alive. So, it is evident that Nabajyoti Pathak is dead and need be declared 

by a declaratory decree that he is dead under legal presumption under 

Section 108 of the Indian Evidence Act,1872. Hence, the suit praying for 

passing a decree declaring that Nabajyoti Pathak is dead u/s.108 of the 

Evidence Act and as such the plaintiffs are entitled to the insured amount 
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of Rs.4,23,382/- of the missing vehicle from defendant No.1 insurer and 

Rs.50,000/- with vested bonus under the insurance policy with LICI. 

 

5.  The defendant No.1 received summons but did not appear & 

therefore, the suit proceeded ex-parte against defendant No.1. Defendant 

No.2 entered appearance & contested the suit. It was claimed that the suit 

is bad for non-joinder of parties as all the legal heirs and successors of the 

missing person has not been made parties in the instant suit & that it is 

barred by limitation and on principle of waiver and estoppels. It was further 

claimed that a Life Insurance Policy being No. 482686314 was issued by 

the defendant No.2 in the name of one Nabajyoti Pathak on 28-03-2002for 

a period of 25 years and sum assured was Rs.50,000/-, however, it was in 

force up to March,2007 and thereafter no premium was paid. The nominee 

of the policy never reported the alleged missing of the policy holder/life, 

which is mandatory. Moreover, even if such missing would have been 

reported then also the nominee plaintiff No.2 would have been advised to 

pay the premium regularly till the date of maturity or till the date of decree 

by a competent Court presuming death of the life assured. In the instant 

case the plaintiff No.2 or any other family members neither reported the 

alleged missing of the insured nor paid the premium regularly and as a 

result the policy become lapsed. Thus, the amount payable to the nominee 

plaintiff No.2 is 24,650/-(twenty four thousand six hundred fifty only). 

 

6. Parties went with the trial of the suit on the following issues framed 

by the learned Court below based on the pleadings of the respective 

parties. 

  
1. Does the plaintiff have any cause of action for the suit? 
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2. Whether the suit is bad for non-joinder of all the legal heirs & 

successors of the missing person? 

3. Has Nabajyoti Pathak not been seen or heard of by his near 

and dear ones for over 7 years? 

4. Whether the plaintiffs are entitled for the insured amount of 

Rs.4,23,382/- from defendant No.1? 

5. Whether the plaintiffs entitled to Rs.50,000/- with vested 

bonus under the Insurance Policy with LIC defendant No.2? 

6. To what relief(s) the plaintiff is entitled to ? 

 

7.       During trial plaintiffs examined as many as three witnesses in 

support of their contention. The defendant side did not adduce any 

evidence. Plaintiffs also tendered documentary evidence in support of 

their claim made in the suit.  

 

8.            Upon conclusion of evidence and hearing arguments advanced 

by the learned counsel for both the sides, the learned Civil Judge, 

Tezpur,Sonitpur was pleased to decree the suit of the plaintiff on contest 

against defendant No.2 but ex-parte against defendant No.1.. 

 

9.             Being aggrieved by and dissatisfied with the judgment and 

decree passed by the learned Civil Judge, Tezpur, Sonitpur, the 

defendant No.1 as appellant preferred this appeal mainly on the 

following amongst other grounds: 

 

i. For that the learned court below without going through the records 

erroneously held that despite of the service of summons the 

Appellant as defendant did not appear and as such the said Title Suit 
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was proceeded ex parte against Appellant as defendant No.1 but it is 

to be noted that neither any acknowledgment receipt nor any 

delivery report regarding service of notice and copy of plaint of the 

Title Suit No. 18/2016 upon the appellant/defendant No.1 was there 

in the record. The learned Judge clearly erred in holding that the 

defendant No.1 received summons and did not appear. There is no 

document in record to prove that summons was served on the 

defendant No.1. 

 

ii. For that the learned Court below failed to appreciate the materials 

on record while deciding Issue No.4 in favour of the 

plaintiff/respondent and erroneously held that the appellant as 

defendant No.1 is liable to pay the insured amount of Rs.4,23,382/-. 

 

iii. For that it is stated that the defendant No.1 had never issued any 

insurance policy or cover note covering the vehicle in question. 

Therefore the defendant No.1 has been denied the opportunity to 

deny this vital fact that since there was no policy of insurance 

covering the Mahindra Maxx Pick-up vehicle with Chassis No. 

MAIZG2GGAA61H33472 and Engine No.GG61H75189, the suit 

against the defendant No.1 is not maintainable on the ground of 

mis-joinder of parties.  

 

iv. For that apart from the illegality committed by the learned judge in 

proceeding ex-parte against the defendant No.1 without 

ascertaining, it is stated that no injustice would be caused to the 

plaintiff for the following reasons if the Judgment and Decree is 

quashed and set aside because –  
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(a) Firstly, no policy of insurance or cover note was issued by the 

defendant No. 1 to the plaintiff or her husband. 

 

(b) Secondly, even if there was a policy of insurance in existence 

then also the plaintiff would not be entitled to the insured 

amount of Rs.4,23,382/- because neither the plaintiff nor her 

deceased husband was the owner of the vehicle. The plaintiff 

would be entitled to the insured amount of Rs.4,23.382/- as 

compensation for the loss of a vehicle only and only if she is the 

owner of the vehicle.  

 

(c) Thirdly, it is an admitted fact that as per Ext.9(5) of the evidence 

adduced by the plaintiff witness (S.I of police Sri Abdul Momin) 

the owner of the vehicle is one Sri Brajen Gogoi. It is not 

understood how the learned Judge could be persuaded to believe 

that the insured amount of Rs.4,23,382/- can be given to the 

plaintiff when her husband did not have the ownership of the 

vehicle. 

 

(d)  Fourthly, in any case the judgment and decree also suffers from 

perversity in as much as the same is not based on any evidence 

to prove either that the deceased husband of the plaintiff was 

the owner of the vehicle or that there was any contact of 

insurance between the husband of the plaintiff in order to justify 

a claim founder on the contract of insurance.  

 

v. For that the learned Court below ought to have appreciated that 
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there was no nexus or logical connection between the plaintiff or her 

husband and the vehicle to even legally make a claim for the insured 

value of the vehicle. 

 

vi. For that in any view of the matter the finding of the learned Court 

below holding the plaintiff/respondent entitled to benefit under the 

policy is bad in the eye of law and the same is liable to be set aside.  

 

It is therefore prayed to call for the record of T.S 

No.18/2016 from the learned Court below and after hearing 

the parties be pleased to set aside the impugned judgment 

and decree and allow the appeal. 

 

10.        During the course of argument learned counsel for both the 

sides has drawn my attention on the various parts of evidence and the 

documents which will be helpful in deciding the appeal.  

 

11.          Learned counsel for the appellant advancing argument 

stressed mainly on two grounds i.e non-service of summons on 

defendant No.1 and in any view of the matter the plaintiffs are not 

entitled to claim the insured amount of the lost vehicle from the 

appellant on the count that the husband of the plaintiff No.1 was neither 

owner nor driver of the lost/missing vehicle. He also argued that the 

address of defendant No.1 has been mentioned insufficiently in the plaint 

whereas in the execution petition the address of the defendant No.1 has 

been mentioned specifically and clearly and there is nothing available on 

record to show that the summons of the T.S No.18/2016 was served on 

defendant No.1 and on both the counts the impugned judgment and 
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decree is not sustainable and thus prayed for setting aside the impugned 

judgment and to allow the appeal. 

 

12.  Per contra learned counsel for the respondent/plaintiffs 

No.1 and 2 submitted that address of defendant No.1 has been 

mentioned clearly in the plaint and the summons of T.S No.18/2016 has 

been duly served by registered post and it is very much available on 

record and the learned court below rightly ordered for proceeding the 

case exparte against the defendant No.1. But the appellant without 

praying for setting aside the order of exparte, preferred this appeal 

which is not maintainable and thus prayed for rejecting the same. He 

has further contended that in the cover note of the policy issued by the 

appellant insurance company specifically mentioned that the employee is 

entitled to the insured amount and as such the learned Court below 

rightly decided the suit in favour of the plaintiffs. Hence, the appeal is 

without merit and thus prayed for rejecting the same affirming and 

upholding the judgment and decree passed by learned court below. 

 

 POINT FOR DETERMINATION: 

 

(i) Whether the decisions and findings in judgment and decree 

dated 07.09.2017 passed by the learned trial court in T.S 

No.18/2016 is just and proper or needs interference by this 

Court? 

  

DISCUSSION, DECISION AND REASONS THEREFOR: 

 

13.  Although defendant No.1 of the main suit as appellant 
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preferred this appeal but decisions of the learned Court below in all the 

issues except issue No.4 are not challenged nor the respondents by filing 

cross objection challenged the decisions arrived by the learned court 

below in those issues and as such decisions so arrived by the learned 

Civil Judge, Sonitpur, Tezpur in issue numbers 1 to 3,5 and 6 attains 

finality. 

I S S U E   No.  4. 

 

14.              The general rule of law or in other words the mandate of 

Sec.58 of the Indian Evidence Act is that admitted facts need not be 

proved. So let me travel through the pleadings  and evidence of plaintiffs 

first before entering into the process of evaluation of evidence on record to 

find out what facts are admitted herein this case, which are reproduced 

below: 

(i) Nabajyoti Pathak (Sales Executive) was an employee of 

Ashok Motors, Tezpur, Assam. 

 

(ii) Jagdamba Finance Co. of Jorhat placed an order dated 

26.10.2006 to Ashok Motors, Tezpur, Assam for delivery of a 

Mahindra Maxx Pick Up F/B vehicle for delivery to their 

customer namely Sri Brojen Gogoi. 

 

(iii) The vehicle was insured at the full value of the vehicle for 

Rs.4,23,382/- only with ICICI Lombard General Insurance Co. 

Ltd.,Guwahati vide cover note No. GD-3264680 Dated 

26.10.2006 in the name of the insured Sri Brojen Gogoi. 

 

(iv) On 26.10.2006 at about 3 p.m a new Mahindra Maxx Pick 
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Up Flat Bed vehicle bearing Engine No. MAIZG2GAA61H334, 

Chasis No.GG61H75189 was delivered to Sri Nabajyoti Pathak 

(sales executive) and Sri Pratap Gogoi (Driver) of M/s. Ashok 

Motors, Tezpur from Missionchariali show room for delivery to 

Jagadamba Finance Co. at Jorhat for onward supply of the 

same to Sri Brojen Gogoi. 

 

(v) On way from Missionchariali to Jorhat, Nabajyoti Pathak, 

Sri Pratap Gogoi and the vehicle went missing and till filing of 

the suit, no clue of them could be found. 

 

(vi) Several ejahar has been filed but police submitted Final 

Report because no clue of Nabajyoti Pathak, Pratap Gogoi 

and the vehicle could be recovered. 

 

15. The plaintiffs being wife and mother of Nabajyoti Pathak claimed for 

the total insured amount of the missing vehicle of Rs.4,23,382/- from ICICI 

Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. on declaration of death of Nabajyoti 

Pathak who has not been heard for 7 years by his near and dear one. 

 

16.  At the outset, it appears that Nabajyoti Pathak was not alone 

in the missing vehicle but another namely Pratap Gogoi was also available 

in the said  vehicle being driver and said Pratap Gogoi is also went missing 

along with Nabajyoti Pathak. The other aspect of the matter is that the 

vehicle was insured in the name of it’s customer Brojen Gogoi and on these 

counts plaintiffs claim of total insured amount of the missing vehicle is a 

mixed question of fact and law and it is to be decided whether the plaintiffs 

are at all entitled to claim any amount from the insurer of the vehicle. 
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17.  Now coming to the most vital question of the matter in 

controversy that whether the plaintiffs are at all entitled to claim any 

amount from the insurer of the vehicle. 

 

18.  For ascertaining the said fact, the most important document 

needs to be scrutinized is the cover note of the insurance policy itself which 

has been seized and marked as Ext.9(5) by the I/O during investigation in 

the criminal case. Upon perusal of the “Motor Insurane cover note goods 

carrying vehicle” bearing GD No.3264680 it appears that the vehicle was 

insured for the period of 19.10.2006 to 18.10.2007 in the name of Brojen 

Gogoi on payment of premium amount of Rs.13,541/- by the insured 

Brojen Gogoi and the cover note was valid for 60 days from the date of 

26.10.2006 and the said insurance cover note has been issued in 

accordance with the provision  of Chapter XI of the MV Act,1988 with the 

stipulation that the  policy does not cover: 

(a) Use of organized racing, race making, reliability trial 

or speed testing. 

(b) Use whilst drawing a trailer except the towing 

(other than …) of any one disabled mechanically 

propelled vehicle. 

(c) Use for carrying passengers in the vehicles, except 

employees (other than the driver) not exceeding 

the nos. permitted in the registration document and 

coming under the purview of Workmen’s 

Compensation Act,1923. 

 

19.            Upon perusal of Chapter-XI of the M.V Act,1988 it appears that 
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the said chapter is pertaining to “Insurance of Motor Vehicles against third 

party risks”. Sec.145(c) of MV Act defines liability as follows: 

 

 “liability”, wherever used in relation to the death of or bodily injury 

to any person, includes liability in respect thereof under section 140. 

 

 Sec.140 of the MV. Act reads as follows: 

 

 140. Liability to pay compensation in certain cases on the 

principle of no fault.- (1)Where death or permanent disablement of any 

person has resulted from an accident arising out of the use of a motor 

vehicle or motor vehicles, the owner of the vehicle shall, or, as the case 

may be, the owners of the vehicles shall, jointly and severally , be liable to 

pay compensation in respect of such death or disablement in accordance 

with the provision of this section. 

 (2)…………….. 

 (3)…………….. 

 (4)…………….. 

 (5)…………….. 

 

20.  So far other provisions of compensation under MV Act i.e. u/s.       

163-A and 166 are concerned, they are also made for payment of 

compensation to the third party on account of accident arising out the use 

of a motor vehicle. 

 

21.  Now turning to the facts of the instant case it appears that 

there is no whisper about any accident even in the entire episode of 

criminal cases, investigation thereof and submission of the Final Report. 
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But it is alleged that the vehicle in question along with Nabajyoti Pathak 

and Pratap Gogoi went missing and police could not find out any clue. 

 

22.  That apart Nabajyoti Pathak was neither the owner, insured 

or driver of the vehicle nor he was employee of the said vehicle rather he 

was an employee of M/s. Ashok Motors and he was not engaged by 

owner/insured of the vehicle Sri Brojen Gogoi rather he travelled in the 

vehicle in question under the instruction of his employer i.e. M/s Ashok 

Motors which was again a goods vehicle and the cover note of the policy of 

the vehicle does not permit carrying any other person(passenger) save and 

except driver and employee of the vehicle. So, if any compensation, the 

plaintiffs are entitled, they can claim it from the employer of Nabajyot 

Pathak i.e Ashok Motors and not from the insurer of the vehicle i.e ICICI 

Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. who had no liability to Nabajyoti 

Pathak by dint of insurance coverage. The learned Court below held that 

ICICI Lombard General Insurance Co. Ltd. was impleaded as defendant 

No.1 and they did’t challenge the plaint. Hence, it can be logically 

presumed that they admit the claim. Hence, issue No.4 (Whether the 

plaintiffs are entitled for the insured amount of Rs.4,32,382/- from 

defendant No.1 ?) settled in favour of the plaintiffs. It may be pertinent to 

mention here that, it is settled position of law that the burden of proof 

always rests on the shoulder of the party who desires any Court to give 

judgment as to any legal right or liability dependent on the existence of 

facts which he asserts, must prove that those facts exist and the said 

burden never dilutes even in the case of exparte proceeding. Herein this 

case plaintiffs utterly failed to established that on any count the plaintiffs 

being legal heirs of Nabajyoti Pathak are entitled to claim the insured 

amount of the vehicle in question. But the learned Court below only 
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because the defendant No.1 did not contest the suit, so, held that, the said 

defendant admitted the claim of the plaintiffs and settled the issue in 

favour of the plaintiffs, which is not in conformity with the established 

principle of Law of Evidence. 

 

23.  Apart from above the claim of compensation of the plaintiffs 

is admittedly corresponding to a vehicle. So if any compensation, the 

plaintiffs are entitled that compensation claim petition ought to have been 

filed before the Motor Accident Claims Tribunal but not before any Civil 

Court in as much as Sec.175 of the MV Act clearly barred the jurisdiction of 

the Civil Court. But the learned Court below failed to appreciate all these 

matters in right perspective  and thereby arrived in an erroneous 

conclusion and thereby held that plaintiffs are entitled to get the insured 

amount of Rs.4,32,382/- from defendant No.1, which deserves interference 

and accordingly it is interfered holding that the plaintiffs being legal heirs of 

Nabajyoti Pathak are not entitled to any amount of compensation from 

defendant No.1 on account of missing of Nabajyoti Pathak with the vehicle. 

Accordingly this issue is decided in negative.   

 

24.            With regard to the plea of the respondent in respect of  non-

maintainability of the appeal is concerned, learned counsel for the 

respondent submitted that summons of the suit has been served on the 

defendant No.1 in correct address by registered post and as such the 

appellant/defendant No.1 deliberately did not contest the suit and as such 

the right option available with the appellant was to file a petition u/o 9 rule 

13 CPC for setting aside the judgment and decree passed in TS No.18/2016 

along with condonation for delay petition but not to file this appeal. In 

support of service of notice by registered post, he has relied on the 
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decision of M.K. Rajendran Pillai-Vs- Principal Commissioner of Income Tax 

and others reported in (2020) 1 GLR 430 wherein our Hon’ble High Court 

held that “Notice sent by post to the correct address of the notice. Notice 

be deemed to have been served. Notice to be deemed to post knowledge 

of the noticee. Notice even if returns unserved, same is to be deemed to 

have been served. 

 

25.  On the other hand learned counsel for the appellant in 

support of the maintainability of the appeal has relied upon the decision  of 

Bhanu Kr. Jain-Vs- Archana Kumar and another reported in AIR 2005 SC 

626 wherein Hon’ble Apex Court held that “When an exparte decree is 

passed, the defendant (apart from filing a review petition and a suit for 

setting aside the exparte decree on the ground of fraud) has two clear 

options, one, to file an appeal and another to file an application for setting 

aside the order in terms of O.9 R.13 of the Code.” 

 

26.  Upon perusal of the case record it appears that summons of 

T.S No.18/2016 has been sent to the address of Branch Manager, ICICI 

Lombard, Dispur on 21.06.2016 and the track consignment report reveals 

that the said item has been delivered on 30.06.2016. As such it is 

abundantly clear that the summons of TS No.18/2006 has been duly served 

upon defendant No.1. 

 

27.  So far maintainability of the instant appeal is concerned, two 

options were available to the appellant either to file petition under Order 9 

Rule-13 of CPC for setting aside the exparte order passed in TS No.18/2006 

or to prefer an appeal. The appellant opted to prefer this appeal ignoring 

the option of filing petition U/O. 9 Rule-13 of CPC. So, the appeal is well 
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maintainable. 

 

28.      In view of the elaborate discussion made in the foregoing issue 

in the light of the evidence on record it became crystal clear that the 

plaintiffs are not entitled to get the decree as prayed for, so far insured 

amount of the vehicle in question i.e Rs.4,32,382/-. But the learned Court 

below arrived in an erroneous conclusion followed by the decision rendered 

in issue No.4, which deserves interference and accordingly it is interfered 

holding that the plaintiffs are not entitled to get insured amount of the 

vehicle at Rs.4,32,382/- as compensation.  Accordingly the issue is 

answered in negative. 

29.  In view of the discussion what has been made above it 

appears that the appeal bears merit. 

 

O R D E R 

 

30.          In the conclusion, the appeal is allowed on contest with cost. 

The judgment and decree dated 07.09.2017 passed by the learned Civil 

Judge, in T.S No.18/2016 is hereby modified to the extent that the 

plaintiffs are not entitled to get insured amount of the vehicle at 

Rs.4,32,382/- as compensation.   

 

31.            Prepare the decree accordingly within 15 days from today. 

 

32.            Send down the original case record T.S. 18/2016 along with 

a copy of this judgment and decree to the learned Civil Judge, Tezpur 

Sonitpur. 

 



Page 18 of 18 

Title Appeal No. 03/2019 

 

33.          The Judgment is prepared on separate sheets and tagged with 

case record. Judgment is delivered and pronounced in the Open Court and 

I put my hand and seal of this court on this 23rdday of December, 2021 at 

Tezpur. 

 

                       S. K.Ghosh, AJS.   

                                          Additional District Judge(FTC), 

             Sonitpur, Tezpur.  


